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BACKGROUND 
Enhancing Livelihood and Food Security from Agro-Forestry and Community Forestry in the Mid-hills of 

Nepal (EnLiFT-Nepal), is a five year long action research Project of the Government of Nepal (GoN) 

and Government of Australia (GoN), implemented through the Department of Forests (Community 

Forestry Division) and the Australian Center for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR) based in 

Canberra, respectively.  The aim of this participatory action research project is to have long term 

impact in secure livelihood and food security from agro-forestry and community forestry in the mid-hills 

of Nepal through application of its research findings. 

The Household (HH) level Baseline Survey Research (BLSR) was commissioned by EnLiFT-Nepal/ACIAR 

during the first planning and implementing Project meeting held from 12-17 May, 2013 in Hotel 

Everest and IUCN Country HQs in Kathmandu.  The (BLSR) has two parts, i.e. Part I which is quantitative 

and Part II qualitative in nature.  The (BLSR) is an important activity of the EnLiFT-Nepal Project, as it 

provides a bench mark and situation analysis/environmental scanning of the Project goals and outputs 

based on current existing ground realities. The findings are to be used during the action research 

phase of the Project which is to last for five years. Together, both the above mentioned reports are to 

provide a starting reference point as well as ex-post evaluation of the Project and its achievements 

during and after the research phase.  

The combined survey research study was undertaken by all the Project partners. The coordination role 

of the (BLSR) was given to SEARCH-Nepal as a major activity.  The quantitative part was closely 

guided and implemented by (SN). The qualitative part was also closely guided by (SN) and at the 

implementation phase delegated to each of the three themes, i.e. agro-forestry; community forestry 

and unutilized land (UUL).  The qualitative report outcome of all these three themes combined must be 

read together with the comprehensive tables generated through the quantitative survey research. The 

inter-twining and amalgamation of these two reports will provide a holistic and “scientific” basis for 

physical measurements of facts and figures together with the subjective and quality related 

measurements of people’s experience, opinion and knowledge. This is also the “hallmark” of a truly 

participatory action research as well as the conventional research in development and environment 

sphere. 

The EnLiFT-Nepal action search Project supported by ACIAR, Australia; is a participatory action 

research project (PAR).  Besides, it is a collaborative cum empirical research Project consisting of 10 

major stakeholders as research implementing partners. It has three agencies in Australia participating 

actively in the research and action process.  These are Australian Center for International Agricultural 

Research (ACIAR), Canberra, Government of Australia; University of Adelaide (UnivAdelaide), 

Adelaide; and University of New South Wales (UnivNSW), Sydney. Besides, the World Agro-forestry 

Center (ICRAF/CIFOR), Bogor, Indonesia is also one of the important research partners. 

In Nepal, the Community Forestry Division (CDF) of the Department of Forest (DOF), Government of 

Nepal; is an important partner and focal point of the Project. Anchored by the International Union for 

Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Nepal, as the Project Secretariat; the six partners in Nepal work 

collaboratively in this action research Project. Likewise, the Federation of Forest User Groups-Nepal 

(FECOFUN) is also an important research implementation partner. The in-country six Nepali partners 

are IUCN; FECOFUN; Forest Action Nepal (FAN); Nepal Agro-Forestry Foundation (NAF); Institute of 

Forestry (IOF- Pokhara) and SEARCH-Nepal (SN). 

EnLiFT-Nepal was designed through a series of collaborative processes spanning back to 2010. A 

scoping study and a national consultative workshop were accomplished in 2011.  This was followed by 

a series of preliminary research and investigations from mid 2011-2012; culminating in a national 

project planning workshop in May 12-13, 2012 and the subsequent design of the EnLiFT-Nepal 

Project.  The background researches and reports were Assessment of National Regulatory Frameworks, 

Policies, Priorities and Strategies Relevant to Enhancing Livelihoods and Food Security from Agro-forestry 

and Community Forestry in Nepal by IUCN; “A State of Knowledge Review of Agro-Forestry by NAF; 
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Drivers and Dynamics of Agrarian Transformation in Nepal by FAN; Enhancing Livelihoods and Food 

Security from Agro-forestry and Community Forestry; Constraints and gaps in Knowledge; SEARCH-

Nepal; Mapping of Institutions by FAN and Background paper summaries, conclusions and 

recommendations by Dr. Don Gilmour (ACIAR consultant), et. al., were prepared in order to frame the 

Project design. 

Series of consultations and parleys followed between the participating governments and Project 

partners resulting in launching EnLiFT-Nepal from April, 2013 for five years.  

The general goals and objectives of the Project are given below. 

 To improve the capacity of household based agro-forestry systems to enhance livelihoods 

and food security;  

 To improve the functioning of community forestry systems to enhance equitable livelihoods 

and food security of CFUG members; 

 To improve the productivity of and equitable access to, under-utilised and abandoned 

agricultural land. 

These were based on the scoping study by stakeholders where six important research questions were 

formulated.  They are given below. 

 How can agro-forestry systems be improved focusing on interactions between forest, 

livestock and agriculture to enhance livelihoods and food security particularly of the 

poor and women? 

 How can community forest management systems be improved to improve livelihoods 

and food security of local communities particularly the poor and women? 

 How can forest and agro-forestry products be better marketed to increase cash

 incomes of the local communities, particularly the poor and women? 

 How can agro-forestry and community forestry institutions be re-oriented to catalyse the 

enhancement of livelihoods and food security? 

 What are the critical policy and regulatory constraints to effective management of 

community forestry and agro-forestry resources? What changes should be made to 

enable innovative resource management, utilization and marketing? 

 What are the drivers affecting the expansion of fallow land and how could this

 land be better utilized. 

Divided into three themes, i.e. agro-forestry; community forestry and under-utilized (UUL) land and five 

disciplines, i.e. policy, institutions, access and equity, market, plus model - the participatory action 

research attempts to unravel, unpack and respond to the above objectives and research questions. 

Gender and Social Inclusion remains implicit and critical component of this research Project. The site 

selection process together with the baseline study constitutes important components of this research 

Project. 

The combined (BLSR) reports also attempts to respond to answer three of the 14 key components of the 

Project, thus forming a robust backbone of the Project to respond to the research challenges elucidated 

above. It is in this context, the (BLSR) reports, part I and II combined (quantitative plus qualitative), 

were undertaken by (SEARCH-Nepal) and the three themes. The house level Baseline Survey for the 

quantitative part I was led by Mr. Deepak D. Tamang, Baseline Activity Coordinator from SN. The 

team members from SN were Mr. Bishnu Das Singh Dangol, Senior Statistician; Mr. Suresh Kayastha, 
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Statistician; Mr. Dipanker Shrestha Tamang, Research Officer; Mr. Amogh Bajracharaya, Data Entry 

Officer; Ms. Unn Maya Tamang, Data Entry Officer/Tabulator and Translator; Ms. Shakila Shakyaand 

Mr. Suman Tamang, tabulator.  The team was ably assisted from time to time by Dr. Swayambhu Man 

Amatya and Mr. SubarnaLal Shrestha, senior research officers from SN. 

SEARCH-Nepal acknowledges the substantive contributions from all the professional staff affiliated 

with this Project from all the 10 consortium members and collaborators. They were from Nepal, 

Australia and Indonesia, whose spirited professional contributions, critique and feedback led to 

accomplishing the household level Baseline Survey Research Study Part I and qualitative report Part II 

carried out by each theme.  

In addition to the above, Dr. Ian Nuberg, Team Leader, EnLiFT/UniAdelaide provided conceptual, 

technical and managerial support throughout the Baseline Survey Research Activity. His contributions is 

duly appreciated and acknowledged. In addition, Dr. Edwin Cedemon, Research Officer, 

EnLiFT/UnivAdelaide;  played a key role in assisting with data-set preparation, generation of the 

tables appearing in this report as well with many myriad backstopping during the Baseline Survey 

Research period. Edwin’s role and ready support is duly acknowledged and appreciated.  

The names of the 24 field survey enumerators and supervisors appear in the BLSR Part I report table. 

These field professionals together with the DFO and DFO staff of Kavre and Lamjung including the 

Chairs of FECOFUN and their staff contributed substantively and constructively to the BLSR study. The 

Community Forestry Division (CFD), Department of Forest, as the national coordinator, Kathmandu; also 

played important role by providing guidance and support to the baseline study periodically. 

The successful accomplishment and completion of the household level BLSR quantitative survey, is an 

important milestone to facilitate the on-going Project progress.  The SPSS+ data-set consisting of  “one 

overall flat file” together with “a back-up” over 34 SPSS + “discrete files” informed by an annotated 

hint card provide researchers with user friendly information for varied analysis. It also comes with a set 

of general tables in MS Excel, i.e. population; economy; agro-forest; community forest and under-

utilized land.  These tables together with the current narrative report – inform the readers and Project 

researchers, stakeholders and partners on the current state-of-the-art on the subject mentioned above. 

A research project Code Book informs readers of the data entry, tabulation and analytical process in 

SPSS+.  In addition, a SPSS+ generated codebook provides basis for “validation and working file” as 

additional tool for analysis with frequencies and statistical tests. 

The appendix to this report contains an abridged code for value labels as ready reference together 

with a literal translation of the field used questionnaire in Nepali that was used during the survey 

research. 

The dataset in SPSS+ can be used creatively to generate more interesting tables, cross-tabulations, 

frequencies, regressions, statistical tests and further data generations.  It will depend on the creativity 

and passion of each of the three Themes and individual researchers to make the best use of this 

baseline data-set. This data-set often quantifying the information, together with the more “general and 

opinion” related or “lived-in experiential” data and information provided by the qualitative survey, 

goes a long way towards providing both “an objective” and “subjective” quality based baseline 

information prevailing in the six research site as of early 2014, when the survey studies were 

conducted.  

We sincerely trust that the two volumes BLSR Part I & II, activities and its outcome; will serve the 

purpose of the Project constructively.   We also trust that the data-set will be used creatively and 

imaginatively, with each user realizing its “potentials” and “limitations”, in order to undertake “positive 

actions” related to the more than 52 “results and outputs” that are laid down in this ambitious research 

project given the rushed time and limited resources. In the end, we in (SN) will be very happy to 

entertain questions and clarify the results, numbers and interpretations as the Project grapples its work 

schedule ahead. 
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The household level Baseline Survey Report, referred to as the (BLSR Part I) has three parts. These are 

as follows: 

 Volume One – Narrative Report 

 Volume Two – Tables  Generated from SPSS (General and MS Excel) 

 Volume Three – SPSS+ Data-set and Code-book. 

The BLSR Part I or Volume I is the narrative report which describes and explains the methodology; 

some key salient findings of the households survey research including certain selected general trends. 

The Sub-volume one (Part II) provides the set of MS Excel tables generated according to the 

questionnaire which was utilized as the survey instrument. The narrative report is based largely on 

these tables providing important findings and trends in demography and population; household 

economy; agro-forestry; community forestry and underutilized land. 

The third part, Volume III, contains the one “flat file data-set” in SPSS+ Version 16. Furthermore, a 

Code Book is provided as ready reference regarding how the codes were developed and used during 

and after the Survey Research. Furthermore, a set of 34 discrete and separated SPSS files generated 

for analysis provides a back up to the one flat SPSS data set file, which can be used for analysis one 

file to one or more file basis when required.  An annotated hint card guides the users to look for these 

original but discrete SPSS+ data files. It is of note to mention here that a majority of tables were 

generated out of “closed ended” questions. However, there were a dozen “open ended” questions 

which the researcher will find in the data set and which can be utilized for more subjective analysis as 

opinions and feedback from the respondents. 

Where there are open ended or multiple choice questions, the total may be either below the sampled 

100 households (HH) or above 100 HH in each sites. Footnotes and NB (Note Bene) provide the small 

(n) which indicates the total respondents for that particular question or variable in comparison to the 

big “N” of 668 completed and encoded household sample frame. The figures are normally rounded 

off to the nearest decimal point for ease of reading. Readers can refer to the Volume 2 and 3 

Appendices (I – II) for ready reference to these data-sets and tables. 

METHODOLOGY 

Sampling 

Sampling frame was based on both “purposive” as well as “random method”. It is “purposive 

sampling” because Kavre and Lamjung were pre-determined during the scoping and design phase of 

the Project.   Furthermore, the 24 CFUGs and research sites were selected through “consensus” of the 

district stakeholders such as DFO staff; DDC; district politicians and key informant persons; FECOFUN 

and informed public. 

It was further, “randomized cluster sampling” according to the well established “probability-

proportion-to-size” (PPS) at the range post level, village and ward/hamlet level.  The last completed 

list of the CFUG members normally sanctioned by the General Assembly of the CFUG was used where 

feasible.  
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Baseline Survey Research Framework 

The framework adopted for the baseline survey research is summarized in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Baseline Survey Research Framework 

Survey Research Instrument Development 

A series of meetings and consultations with the 10 research stakeholders and six research sites were 

held to finalize the questionnaires.  This lasted from May, 2013 until November, 2013. A total of five 

major drafts were discussed, amended, refined and adapted resulting in a 36 pages Nepali 

Questionnaire by 5 December, 2013. It had 77 major questions, both close and open ended, which 

was ready to be administered in the field. The 36 page Nepali Questionnaire was bound into a neat 

handy booklet which would not “fray or rip from the seams” during field research. 

Processes and Preparations 

The Baseline Survey Coordinator worked closely with the site selection team members and visited all 

the six research sites several times during the preparation of the questionnaire.  The design of several 

training sessions and consultations with the senior, middle and junior researchers; as well as with the 

other 10 stakeholders, were carried out in Kathmandu, Lamjung, Kavre and Dhulikhel several times.  

The SEARCH-Nepal (SN) HQs in Kathmandu and the outreach training centers of SN, acted as 

important venue for such consultations.  It also helped in training, facilitation, consultation and de-

briefing of the enumerators, supervisors and field researchers. 

Training and Orientations before the Survey Research 

Besides orienting the senior, middle and junior researchers 3-4 times in formal workshop training 

sessions in Kathmandu, Dhulikhel and Kavre during the May-December 2013 period; Thematic 

members were kept informed and orientated on the progress of the BLSR Part I & II.  It had two parts, 

i.e. (a) obtaining consensus on what to keep as “critical minimum points” for the research study including 

“a simple neat research template” of checklist to develop the detailed questionnaire; and (b) drafting 
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the actual questionnaire itself. Furthermore, it guided the three Thematic team member groups to 

gather qualitative information as supplementary to the household survey based on this template.  It 

contained the introduction, policy and regulatory framework, institutions, market and model as the 

basis to move forward – anchored firmly on the six research questions. Utilizing these multi-pronged 

tools, DOF/CFD; FECOFUN and then district stakeholders were orientated, briefed and “brought into” 

the process. 

Having accomplished this rather arduous task, and having to wait for the Dassain, Tihar and the 

Constituent Assembly general elections to be over by 20 November, 2013; altogether, 24 field 

enumerators and a rather gargantuan 45 other Project stakeholder participants, gathered together in 

Dhulikhel and provided the final orientation, training and consensus building.  It lasted for 3 days at 

the end of which a broad research instrument in the form of a complete 36 pages questionnaire 

emerged as accomplishment.   

In order to ensure quality, further one day training was given on 5 December, 2013; to the 8 

Supervisors and 20 Field Surveyors in both Kavre and Lamjung before they were handed the 

questionnaires and sent to the field.  The field researchers were also provided two basic training 

orientations on the use of GPS to record altitude and coordinates of each household (HH) where they 

carried out the interviews. 

Field Work for the Survey Research  

A total of 18 field enumerators consisting of 6 women and 12 men plus 6 supervisors with 4 more 

reserve supervisors were assigned to complete the household baseline survey research.  The field 

enumerators were divided into group of 3 teams each with 3 member team in each of the two districts 

accompanied by at least one senior research and supervisor.  The thematic research leaders and senior 

researchers also visited the 24 research sites as “roving supervisors” during the 15-20 days of field 

work.  Each team was to bring in 100 completed plus 10 percent extra household questionnaires from 

the field. 

Limitations of  the Study 

The field observations and de-briefing were important sources for revealing the limitations of the 

survey research. One of the issue was that the CFUG lists in the 24 research sites were not current or 

complete and some HH members have moved or migrated or had expired. This led to confusion and 

replacement in almost all the sites of the sampled HH lists. A majority except, Dhunkharka, could not 

bring the GIS coordinates and altitudes to completeness and satisfaction due to unfamiliarity with the 

device or lack of dexterity in using simple GIS instrument. The “probing aspect” of the questionnaire 

encoding at the field level and revisits by the enumerators were also not up the optimum desired 

performance level. The direction and supervision of the team supervisors and the district supervisors 

were also not to the optimum level. The hiring of Range Post and FECOFUN staff helped identify issues 

and households efficiently but also left some gaps in the process.  This gap was mainly at the level of 

research probing and creative triangulations with “relevant cross-questioning”, which could have been 

circumvented by having “mix teams” of higher academic level research enumerators from “outside” co-

working and mingling with the local field staff. 

Outcome 

The three weeks of field study led to 670 questionnaires being duly completed and returned from the 

24 CFUG research sites. These filled-in questionnaires were then stacked, sorted, edited, and entered 

into five computers in SEARCH-Nepal.  The data entry work began around 1 January, 2014 and 

lasted until 15 April, 2014.  This was done in CSPro Data Entry Program. Later, it was transferred to 

SPSS+ 16 to analyse the data and generate tables.  The tables were generated in MS Excel 
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according to the five major headings in the questionnaire. In addition, a series of tables were 

generated after this early ongoing data entry phase, resulting in the GIS team in Pokhara and UUL 

team in Kathmandu obtaining preliminary data-set to continue with their research activities. 

After obtaining the entire data-set and MS Excel tables, the Baseline Survey Coordinator validated 

and edited the contents in the tables together with Dr. Edwin Cedemon rigorously.  These are now kept 

in the Basecamp for review and feedback.  It consists of this narrative which you are reading plus the 

MS Excel tables generated for the 5 topics and a Code Book. A copy of the “field-returned” 668 

questionnaire is handed over to the Project Secretariat, i.e. IUCN for back-up and safe-keeping 

together with the data-set and allied appendices.  Individual themes and research members can utilize 

these archived documents together with the electronic folders with complete files handed to each of the 

three Themes. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

Demography and Population 

This section on Demography and Population elicits general information of the sampled population of 
4,092 household members (HHM) from 668 households (HH) in the 24 Community Forest User Groups 
(CFUGs). The information gathered is name, age, sex, family members, education, marital status, 
domiciled and migration patterns, education, inter alia. These CFUGs and Range Posts are listed in 
Table 1.  

Table 1. Sampled Respondents according to District, Range Post and CFUG (NB: Figures in 
parenthesis are number of sampled households (HHs)) 

District Kavre Lamjung 

Range 

Post 

Chaubas Khopasi Narayan 

sthan 

Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani 

CFUG Dhara Pani 

Hile (20) 

Khahare 

Ban (31) 

Saune 

Pakha (41) 

Aanp Chaur 

(26) 

Lampata 

(41) 

Kagrodevi 

Hariyali (12) 

CFUG Pahagar 

Khola/Bane

ko Danda 

(29) 

Jana 

Jagriti 

(31) 

Lapse Ban 

(24) 

Lupu Gaun (26) Sathi 

Mure  

18) 

Langdi 

Hariyali (62) 

CFUG Chapani 

Kuwa/Gair

danda (29) 

Narayenst

han Ban  

(30) 

Charuwa 

Ban (21) 

Simalchor 

Narighat  (26) 

Nag 

Bhairab 

(9) 

Khundu Devi 

(16) 

CFUG Thople 

Kamere 

(39) 

Kalopani 

Ban (36) 

Methinkot 

Ban (26) 

Garambesi 

(22) 

Kritipur 

(37) 

Sunkot 

Devi(16) 

Sub-total 

sampled 

HHs 

117 128 112 100 105 106 

Total HHs  668 

Total Sampled Population 4,092 
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The demography and population is presented in the form of respondents and his/her family members, 

contact address and mobile numbers, ward and VDC, District, age, sex, caste/ethnicity, language 

spoken, family structure, range post and the CFUG. Furthermore, the baseline elicits data on the 

relationship of the respondent to the HH head, marital status of family members, educational 

attainment, occupation, migration within and outside Nepal and reasons for outmigration. 

Distribution of household members by gender and age class 

A total of 4,092 family members from 668 sampled households were interviewed for EnLiFT as part of 

the baseline survey research (Table 2). Male members 2,107 (51.49%) were greater than female 

members 1,985 (48.51%). Generally, the common understanding is there are more women to men in 

the rural areas but in the sampled population this was not the case. 

Table 2. Household members by gender and age class 

Age class Gender Total Relative 
Frequency (%) Male Female 

0-4 145 110 255 6.2 

5-9 161 169 330 8.1 

10-14 231 220 451 11.0 

15-19 235 242 477 11.7 

20-24 239 226 465 11.4 

25-29 208 194 402 9.8 

30-34 161 131 292 7.1 

35-39 129 128 257 6.3 

40-44 103 109 212 5.2 

45-49 109 99 208 5.1 

50-54 103 102 205 5.0 

55-59 85 71 156 3.8 

60-64 60 72 132 3.2 

65-69 46 39 85 2.1 

70+ 92 73 165 4.0 

Total 2107 1985 4092 100.0 

 

The economically active populations between the ages of 15-59 years cohort were altogether 2,674 

(65.35%) (Table 2).  Men were in greater number (1,372) than women (1,302) with a ratio of men to 

women of 1.05:1.0. The youth between the ages of 10-29 cohorts constituted 1,795 persons (43.9%) 

and was in alignment with national trends. The sample population confirmed the fact over two fifths of 

the sample population were young population. Adding 14.3 percent of the population between 0-10 

years cohort to the youth, the sample population demonstrated a majority of the population (58.2%) 
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below 30 years of age.  The senior citizens over 60 years were 9.3 percent which indicated a 

significant number that can needs social protection of one kind or the other. 

Distribution of household members by Marital Status 

Majority of respondents (61.8%) reported that they were married (Table 3). This is something common 

and to be expected in Nepal. What is interesting is the fact that seven cases of early marriage 

between 10-14 years and 49 cases of marriage between the age of 15-19 reveal that early 

marriage is on the wane and the legal age of marriage, i.e. 20 years for girls and 22 years for boys 

- is now becoming the norm even in rural areas where first age of marriage used to be typically 

around 15 years in the past.  The “never married” category in the age cohort 10-24 years 1,067 

persons (30.6%) also reveal the fact that girls and boys are marrying much later than before (Table 

3). 

Table 3. Frequency of household members by Marital Status (figures in parenthesis are 
percentages) 

Age 

class 

Marital status Total 

 
Never 

married 

Married Separat

ed 

Widow/w

idower 

Don't 

know 

Not 

reported 

  

10-14 436 (12.5) 7 (0.2) 1 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 4 (0.2) 451 (12.9) 

15-19 423 (12.1) 49 (1.4) 3 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 477 (13.7) 

20-24 208 (6) 248 (7.1) 4 (0.2) 2 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 465 (13.3) 

25-29 72 (2.1) 322 (9.2) 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 0 (0) 6 (0.2) 402 (11.5) 

30-34 20 (0.6) 266 (7.6) 2 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 292 (8.4) 

35-39 7 (0.2) 246 (7.1) 1 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 257 (7.4) 

40-44 3 (0.1) 202 (5.8) 3 (0.1) 3 (0.1) 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 212 (6.1) 

45-49 3 (0.1) 195 (5.6) 5 (0.2) 4 (0.2) 0 (0) 1 (0.1) 208 (6) 

50-54 3 (0.1) 188 (5.4) 3 (0.1) 11 (0.4) 0 (0) 0 (0) 205 (5.9) 

55-59 1 (0.1) 145 (4.2) 1 (0.1) 9 (0.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 156 (4.5) 

60-64 1 (0.1) 114 (3.3) 1 (0.1) 16 (0.5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 132 (3.8) 

65-69 2 (0.1) 68 (2) 0 (0) 15 (0.5) 0 (0) 0 (0) 85 (2.5) 

70+ 4 (0.2) 114 (3.3) 2 (0.1) 45 (1.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 165 (4.8) 

Total 1183 (33.8) 2164 (61.8) 27 (0.8) 116 (3.4) 2 (0.1) 15 (0.5) 3507 (100) 

 

Distribution of household by size and type of family structure 

The family size is mostly between 3 to 7 members with 4-6 members dominating the family size as 

frequently mentioned numbers (Table 4).  The family structure is nearly evenly split into nuclear (1) and 

joint family (1.05) in the sampled sites in a ratio of 1:1.05. 
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Table 4. Households by family structure and household size 

Household size Family structure type Total 

  Nuclear Joint/Extended 
 

1 7 0 7 

2 21 1 22 

3 38 2 40 

4 96 20 116 

5 90 57 147 

6 44 55 99 

7 26 56 82 

8 9 38 47 

9 5 22 27 

10 3 33 36 

11 3 10 13 

12 1 7 8 

13 0 9 9 

14 0 7 7 

15 0 7 7 

16 0 1 1 

Total 343 325 668 

 

Distribution of population by education and gender  

In terms of educational attainment, 999 (26.1 %) respondents out of 3,837; reported having varying 

levels of primary education from Kindergarten to standard class five (Table 5). Gender wise this was 

444 (44.45%) female respondents compared to 555 (55.55%) male respondents in this cohort. 

Similarly, in the standard class six to ten there were 1,199 (31.14%) respondents having varying levels 

of secondary education. Gender wise this was 514 (42.86%) female respondents compared to 685 

(57.15%) male respondents in this cohort. 

Likewise, in the standard class 10 to 12 or higher secondary level education, there were 320 (8.34%) 

respondents. Gender wise this was 127(39.69%) female respondents compared to 193 (60.31%) 

male respondents in this cohort. 
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Table 5. Household members by gender and educational attainment 

Educational attainment Gender Total Relative Frequency 
(%) 

  Male Female 
 

 

Nursery/Kindergarten 37 47 84 2.2 

Class 1 91 85 176 4.6 

Class 2 71 43 114 3.0 

Class 3 85 71 156 4.1 

Class 4 87 79 166 4.3 

Class 5 178 125 303 7.9 

Class 6 97 73 170 4.4 

Class 7 99 86 185 4.8 

Class 8 135 105 240 6.3 

Class 9 105 74 179 4.7 

Class 10 245 176 421 11.0 

Class 10+2 193 127 320 8.3 

Bachelor degree or 
equivalent 

135 85 220 5.7 

Master degree or 
equivalent 

55 40 95 2.5 

Literate 193 296 489 12.7 

Illiterate 151 358 509 13.3 

Not reported 5 5 10 0.3 

Total 1962 1875 3837 100.0 

 

At the Bachelors level, there were 220 (5.73%) respondents who had attained this level of education. 

Gender wise this was 85 (38.64%) female respondents compared to 135 (61.36%) male respondents 

in this cohort. 

There were altogether 95 (2.48%) of the total respondents who had Masters level education. Gender 

wise this was 50 (42.10%) female respondents compared to 55 (57.89%) male respondents in this 

cohort. 

They were 489 (12.74%) respondents who were literate, which meant they could read and write and 

have had some informal adult education. Gender wise this was 296 (60.53%) female respondents 

compared to 193 (39.47%) male respondents in this cohort. The ones that could neither read nor write 

were 509 (16.48%) respondents. Gender wise this was 358 (70.33%) female respondents compared 

to 151 (29.67%) male respondents in this cohort. 

The figures in Table 5 are interesting because it illustrates gender disparity in favor of men compared 

to women at various educational levels, i.e. illiterate to the Masters level of education. However, 

because of informal adult education programmes in the rural areas, women respondents were higher 

at the level of being literate at this category. 

Distribution of samples population by Occupation and Gender 

Agriculture was the main occupation of respondents (Table 6). Out of 3,507 respondents, 1676 

(47.8%) said they were into farming. Women 1,011 (60.32%) outstripped men 665 (39.68%) who 

practiced agriculture. This confirms the common knowledge that with remittance economy and migration 
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prevalent in Nepal, agriculture is feminized with women taking up the burden of not only agricultural 

work but also the heavier work traditionally undertaken by men. 

Service and jobs represented by 456 (13%) respondents constitutes the second important category. 

Gender wise this was 81 (17.76%) female respondents compared to 375 (82.24%) male respondents 

in this cohort. This was followed by jobs outside Nepal or foreign employment with 242 (6.9%).  Here 

too, women’s representation 81(33.48%) were lower than men 161 (66.52%) in this cohort. Small 

business and enterprises 117 (5%) came next where women’s share was 60 (33.89%) compared to 

men with 177 (66.115) in this cohort. Students with 894 (25.5%) respondents were more evenly 

balanced between 443(49.55%) women and 451 (50.45%) men in this cohort. 

Table 6. Household members by gender and main occupation 

Main occupation Gender Total Relative Frequency (%) 
 

Male Female 
 

 

Agriculture 665 1011 1676 47.8 

Business 117 60 177 5.0 

Job holder 375 81 456 13.0 

Service 9 8 17 0.5 

Student 451 443 894 25.5 

Foreign job 161 81 242 6.9 

Not reported 23 22 45 1.3 

Total 1801 1706 3507 100.0 

 

Distribution of Youth (15-29 years) by occupation and gender 

Out of a total of 1,344 respondents among youth, a sub-total of 440 (32.7%) youth reported that 

they were occupied in agriculture (Table 7). Women 304(69%) outstripped men 136 (31%) in this 

cohort. A total of 220 respondents were job holders with women 45 (20.45%) and men 175 (79.55%) 

in this cohort. This was followed by foreign employment 122 (9.1%) where women represented 

44(36%) compared to men 78 (64%).  

Then came small business with 59 (4.4%) responses, where women 20(33.89%) compared to men 39 

(66.1%) were again less dominant in this cohort. As expected, students 471 (35%) were the highest 

respondents in this category with women 237 (50.31%) representing slightly higher than men 

234(49.69%). 
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Table 7. Youth household members by occupation and gender 

Main occupation Male Female Total Relative frequency (%) 

Agriculture 136 304 440 32.7 

Business 39 20 59 4.4 

Job holder 175 45 220 16.4 

Service 4 3 7 0.5 

Student 234 237 471 35.0 

Foreign job 78 44 122 9.1 

Not reported 16 9 25 1.9 

Total 682 662 1344 100 

 

Household having members outside Nepal.  

Household members outside of the home and earth but either inside Nepal or outside of Nepal were 

recorded as 359 (8.76%) from 4,092 sampled population (Table 8). These household members were 

absent for employment, education, business, medical treatment or others personal reasons. 

Table 8. Members staying in Nepal or overseas 

Age class Staying in Nepal Total 

  Yes No 
 

0-4 248 7 255 

5-9 315 15 330 

10-14 442 9 451 

15-19 462 15 477 

20-24 378 87 465 

25-29 330 72 402 

30-34 228 64 292 

35-39 230 27 257 

40-44 187 25 212 

45-49 196 12 208 

50-54 192 13 205 

55-59 150 6 156 

60-64 131 1 132 

65-69 84 1 85 

70+ 160 5 165 

Total 3,733 359 4,092 

 

A predominantly representative 321 (89.41%) respondents from a sub-total of 359 were from the 

able-bodied 15-59 years age group of economically active population. Within this sub-set, the 20 – 

45 years age group were the most frequently mentioned in-country migrants. 
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The outmigration within Nepal trend showed that 110 (32%) went out in search of employment or 

services, followed by 34 (9.9%) for education (Table 9).  A significant percentage of respondents 171 

(49.7%) did not reveal the reasons behind why they migrated outside their homes. 

Table 9. Absent within Nepal 

Range Post  Absent within Nepal Total 

  Service Education Business Treatment Others Not 
reported 

 

Chaubas 34 8 5 1 9 13 70 

Khopasi 20 6 3 0 2 15 46 

Narayansthan 9 0 3 0 3 28 43 

Dhamilikuwa 20 1 0 0 0 30 51 

Ramgha 19 10 2 0 1 38 70 

Baglungpani 8 9 0 0 0 47 64 

Total 110 34 13 1 15 171 344 

Relative 
frequency (%) 

32.0 9.9 3.8 0.3 4.4 49.7 100.0 

 

The outmigration outside Nepal showed that 214 (62.2 %) went out in search of employment or 

services (Table 10). Significant percentage of respondents 123 (35.8%) did not reveal the reasons 

behind why they migrated outside Nepal. 

Table 10. Absent out of the Country 

Range post code Reason for being out of Country Total 

  Service Education Business Other Not 

reported 

 

Chaubas 20 1 2 1 46 70 

Khopasi 23 0 0 0 23 46 

Narayansthan 25 0 1 0 17 43 

Dhamilikuwa 39 0 0 0 12 51 

Ramgha 51 2 0 0 17 70 

Baglungpani 56 0 0 0 8 64 

Total 214 3 3 1 123 344 

Relative frequency (%) 62.2 0.9 0.9 0.3 35.8 100.0 
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Household Economy 

This Chapter on Household Economy elicits general information of the sampled population on land 

holding, area, land type, tenure, land use, land lease, conflict resolution on tenure and land ownership 

including production,  cropping systems, innovation in land management and production, average 

income from production and sale of agricultural goods, livestock, horticultural and vegetables products 

including minor crops, input and investment on land, output and income from land, income from off-farm 

sources, agricultural credits and loans, affiliation and associations with local institutions, benefits from 

associational life, and  socio-economic well-being ranking. 

Landholding by size, and ethnicity according to Range Post   

Hill Janajatis, followed by Brahmin/Chettri and then Dalit, comes first second and third in terms of all 

types of land holdings in the mid-hills (Table 11). Janajatis with 0.94 hectare (ha) and Brahmin/Chettri 

with 0.93 (ha) are in par with each other in terms of land holding. Dalits, however are less than half in 

terms of average land holding with only 0.42 ha. 

Table 11. Aggregate and mean land holding according to broad Ethnic Groups 

Range Post  Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

 
N Sum Mean N Sum Mean N Sum Mean 

Chaubas 47 66.3 1.4 47 41.8 0.9 2 1.5 0.7 

Khopasi 53 44.5 0.8 54 26.2 0.5 2 0.9 0.4 

Narayansthan 54 37. 7 0.7 37 20.5 0.6 15 5.8 0.4 

Dhamilikuwa 46 58.2 1.3 28 20.4 0.7 22 10.7 0.5 

Ramgha 58 31.7 0.6 12 3.0 0.3 28 5.9 0.2 

Baglungpani 7 7.8 1.1 63 115.6 1.8 16 10.7 0.7 

Total 265 246.2 0.9 241 227.7 0.9 85 35.5 0.4 

(NB: Number of cases (n), total and average land owned (ha) of households by caste and range; 77 cases                  
are not reported which could mean that they are either landless, sharecroppers or gave no answers*1). 

Land holdings in this table have been aggregated by Range Post and comprise Khet (usually irrigated 

rice fields), Pako Bari (usually upland un-irrigated terraces) and Khar Bari (usually private forests, 

grasslands and fallow under-utilized land)2. 

The most prized and valuable land in terms of production, whether it is rice or other crops such as 

wheat, millet, potatoes, oil seeds, fruits and vegetables are the Khet land. In all six Range Posts these 

are predominantly owned by the Brahmin/Chettri groups (Table 12). Furthermore, in most cases the 

aggregate ownership for Khet is in favour of the Brahmin/Chettri group by either half or more than 

half.  Baglungpani Range Post is the only exception with Janajati group owning double the aggregate 

Khet.  

                                                                       
1 Due to lack of follow-up probing question this category of Missing or DK/NA could not be fully ascertained. 
2 Khet, Pako Bari and Khar Bari in local parlance literally means wet land useful for rice cultivation, dry land 
usually terraced and land used to grow thatch for roofing and fodder. 
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Except for Narayansthan with one half mean averages Khet, Dalits do not own Khet in Chaubas and 

Khopasi Range Post in Kavre. In comparison, Dalits appear to do better in Lamjung owning at least 

one-half or slightly less in Dhamilikuwa, Ramgha and Baglungpani. 

Table 12. Aggregate and mean landholding by land type and Range Post (Square meters) 

Range 

Post 

Caste Khet Pakho Bari Khar Bari Others Not 

Reported 

    Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Sum Mean Mean 

Chaubas Brahmin/

Chettri 

9,003 297,089 4,931 216,954 4,469 147,165 2034   

Janajati 5032 150,969 4,053 178,334 3,704 88,911     

Dalit     2,353 4,705 10,160 10,160     

Khopasi Brahmin/

Chettri 

2,375 54,629 5,094 259,805 3,967 130,912     

Janajati 1,239 23,540 3,368 181,846 1,611 56,389     

Dalit     4367.0 8734.0         

Narayanst

han 

Brahmin/

Chettri 

2,361 101,510 4,436 239,515 2,228 35,650     

Janajati 1,588 38,107 4,190 155,023 1,230 12,299     

Dalit 1,315 6,577 3,298 49,480 2,034 2,034     

Dhamiliku

wa 

Brahmin/

Chettri 

9,231 406,154 3,798 163,325 4,066 8,132 4,069   

Janajati 3,045 63,936 5,487 137,167 1,526 3,051     

Dalit 5,898 70,774 1,622 34,057 1,017 2,034     

Ramgha Brahmin/

Chettri 

3,043 158,209 2,124 108,313 1,615 41,986 4,271 2,581 

Janajati 2,002 20,024 927 8,339 827 1,653     

Dalit 1,121 21,290 1,327 26,536 1,865 11,188     

Baglungp

ani 

Brahmin/

Chettri 

7,410 51,873 3,215 22,508 858 3,433     

Janajati 15,850 935,121 2,793 167,604 2,029 54,781     

Dalit 5,554 77,756 1,735 24,294 1,240 4,959     

(Figures rounded to nearest square meterl) (NB: the land area “others and not reported”  approximating 13 hectares from 
various Range Posts are either claimed, used  or owned by HH members but not officially surveyed and owned under land use 
cadastral surveys and land reforms office records and can come under degraded public land, forest patch, land under trust, 
religious forest or communal ownership). 

In terms of Pako Bari, the pattern is the same with Brahmin/Chettri dominating mean average 

ownership of the land. There is an exception in Dhamilikuwa Range Post where large segments of 

Janajati local population have family members in the Indian army.  
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Dalits appear to be in better landholding position of Pako bari in Kavre with nearly two thirds land 

hold compared to the other two groups. In comparison, Dalits in Lamjung holds either one thirds or less 

land in the Pako Bari category. 

The landholding position of Dalits in Khar Bari is much better in all the five Range Post except Khopasi 

where it shows no land holding of Khar Bari. This is due to the topographical fact that Khopasi is a 

fertile low land valley and “access to and control of” such land is generally low among the Dalits 

where marginal Khar Bari is negligible. 

In terms of Khar Bari, the mean average ownership under Dalits is overwhelmingly predominant in 

Chaubas with proportions of two folds compared to Brahmin/Chettris and Janajatis. It is near par and 

even above Janajatis in Narayansthan in Kavre. Likewise, the position of Dalits appear good in 

Lamjung with Ramgha registering higher landholding compared to Dhimilikuwa and Baglungpani 

illustrating sizeable ownership  in this category by Dalits above Janajatis and Brahmin/Chettri 

communities. 

It is of note to mention here that Janajatis owned either above, near one-half or below one-half of 

Khar Bari in all the six Range Post sites. 

Overall, these figures confirm the national distribution of land according to broad ethnic groups as well 

as general poverty and economic status. 

Tenancy arrangement by land type, ethnicity, and area 

Khet was the most favorite choice for tenancy arrangements with 159 responses covering 17.16 

hectares overall in all six Range Posts (Table 13). Share cropping arrangement (59%) was the 

preferred tenancy management followed by time bound contract as second choice and general 

contract as the third choice. This illustrated that around (35%) are willing to enter into contract farming. 

Dalits were the first group, followed by Brahmin/Chettri and then Janajatis who entered into the 

tenancy arrangements to cultivate other people’s land.  However, all ethnic groups were evenly 

distributed illustrating that the land poor households are willing to cultivate other farmers land without 

any significant cultural traits or preferences. 

Table 13. Tenancy Arrangements, land type, ethnicity and area 

Tenancy 

Type 

Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Total 

  N Sum Mean N Sum Mean N Sum Mean N Sum Mean 

Khet             

Share 

cropping 

30 89,044 29,68 29 168,872 5,823 35 157,512 4,500 94 415,427 4,419 

Contract 4 7,057 1,764 6 36,229 6,038 3 17,287 5,762 13 60,573 4,659 

Tenancy 

Provision 

1 1,526 1,526             1 1,526 1,526 

Time 

Bound 

Contract 

14 21,863 1,562 10 28,095 2,810 18 53,198 2,955 42 103,156 2,456 

Not Stated 4 5,340 1,335 5 3, 534 6,307       9 36,874 4,097 
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Tenancy 

Type 

Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Total 

  N Sum Mean N Sum Mean N Sum Mean N Sum Mean 

Pakho 

Bari 

            

Share 

cropping 

12 46,218 3,852 24 35,404 1,475 18 21,805 1,211 54 103,427 1,915 

Contract 7 20,356 2,908 5 13,480 2,696 4 5,086 1,272 16 38,922 2,433 

Tenancy 

Provision 

1 31,496 31,496       1 857 857 2 32,353 16,177 

Time 

Bound 

Contract 

9 9,491 1,055 5 11,444 2,289 8 12,969 1,621 22 33,904 1,541 

Not Stated 1 1,017 1,017 5 4,704 941       6 5,721 954 

Kharbari             

Share 

cropping 

      1 2,289 2,289       1 2,289 2,289 

Time 

Bound 

Contract 

            1 6,096 6,096 1 6,096 6,096 

Not Stated       1 1,780 1,780       1 1,780 1,780 

Other 

Land Type 

            

Time 

Bound 

Contract 

            1 1,526 1,526 1 1,526 1,526 

NB: Columns show number of respondents (n), total area square meters (sq.m.), and average area (sq.m.) by land 

type, tenancy arrangement and castes for those without land or those HHs willing to enter into such arrangements. 

Pako Bari registered 100 responses and here too share cropping was the preferred choice of the 

absolute majority (54%) with (38%) willing to enter into contract farming.  

Brahmins were the first group, followed by Dalits and then Janajatis who entered into the tenancy 

arrangements to cultivate other people’s land.  Here too, all ethnic groups were evenly distributed in 

the ratio of (4:3:2.5); illustrating that the land poor households are willing to cultivate others land 

without any significant cultural traits or preferences. 

When it came to “tenancy arrangements” to cultivate Khar Bari, only 3 Janajati responses were 

reported and this demonstrated that a small group of Janajatis valued the cultivation of Khar Bari 

under tenancy arrangements.  This also illustrated the fact that households are not keen on cultivating 

Khar Bari land. 
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Credit and Credit use Analysis by interest per cent, ethnicity, and education 

In terms of borrowing from the institutional and non-institutional credit sources, “Cooperative” emerged 

as one of the main source of lending and credit providing institution to the households (230 responses) 

(Table 14).  This was followed by “Relatives” as a non-institutional source (219 responses). In the case 

of, Dalits, who mentioned 33 counts (14%) and who are generally poor, this was one-sevenths 

frequently mentioned recourse compared to Brahmin/Chettri and Janajatis with 112 (52%) counts and 

90 (34%) counts respectively. 

Table 14. Number of Households, aggregate and average amount borrowed (NRs) by caste and 
credit source 

Credit Source   Bank Cooperative Dhukuti Relatives Other 

Sources 

Brahmin/Chettri N 5,720,001 11,567,600 544,000 15,235,000 1,687,500 

Sum Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

197,241 103,282 77,714 158,698 80,357 

Average Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

11 79 2 90 35 

Janajati N 1,387,000 4,287,180 100,000 7,897,900 1,058,200 

Sum Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

126,091 54,268 50,000 87,754 30,234 

Average Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

11 39 5 33 24 

Dalit N 467,200 1,267,200 439,000 3,239,400 412,700 

Sum Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

42,473 32,492 87,800 98,164 17,196 

Average Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

51 230 14 219 80 

Total N 7,574,201 17,121,980 1,083,000 26,372,300 3,158,400 

Sum Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

148,514 74,443 77,357 120,421 39,480 

Average Amount 

Borrowed (NRs) 

5,720,001 11,567,600 544,000 15,235,000 1,687,500 

 

Formal lending institutions such as the Bank (with 51 responses) came fourth after “Other” lenders. It 

showed that Janajatis and Dalits (11 responses each) had less access to formal banking services 

compared to Brahmin/Chettri with 29 responses.  

Dhukuti or traditional revolving credit was rather insignificant with 14 respondents saying yes.  The 

survival strategy in terms of borrowing under the “Others category”, i.e. CBOs, women’s groups, 

village money lenders and reciprocal self-help system also figured prominently with 88 respondents 

saying yes to this category.   

The loan amount on average ranged from micro-credit of NRs. 1,000 to NRs 148, 514 from the Banks. 

Borrowing from “Relatives” also showed significant contributions at mean average of NRs. 120,421 

followed by Cooperatives at NRs. 77,443 and Dhukuti at NRs. 77,357. 
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Average Interests by Source and Ethnic Group 

The average interest rate ranged from 2 per cent to 21 per cent (Table 15). Normally, interest rates 

ranged from 15 to 21 per cent.  The self-help groups provided loan on two per cent basis in contrast 

to the relatives who charged up to 20 percent normally.  Interest rates did not show significant 

fluctuation across ethnic groups.  It is to be noted that there were no usuriously high interest rate shown 

in the borrowing pattern as use to be in the past especially through non-institutional sources such as 

village money lenders. 

Table 15. Number of respondents and average interest (%) by caste 

Credit 

source 

Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Total 

 
N Average 

Interests 
(%) 

N Average 
Interests 

(%) 

N Average 
Interests (%) 

N Average 
Interests (%) 

Bank 29 18 10 18 11 17 50 17 

Cooperative 110 15 78 16 37 18 225 16 

Dhukuti 5 17 2 21 5 15 12 17 

Relatives 90 20 81 19 30 17 201 19 

Other 
Lenders 

20 15 15 15 6 19 33 15 

(N=number of HHs) 

 

Tenancy Rights and Security of Tenure for Grievance handling by, ethnicity 

Households in the sampled research sites frequently mentioned that they normally went to the local 

community leaders (117 responses) in order to resolve land related disputes or to seek justice in case 

they did not receive the fair share of dues from tenancy arrangements with the land lords (Table 16). 

This was followed by going to the representative of VDC or the VDC Chief (75 responses).  Rarely, did 

they go to structural provisions such as the lawyers or the police (7 responses).  

Many shied away from mentioning the conflict related issues related to land rights and production and 

distribution disputes as evident by non-responses (167 cases) and not reported (16 responses). 

Table 16. Recourse to Justice in case of Tenancy Rights and Produce from the Land 

Land Rights/Production 

Disputes 

Ethnic Groups Total 

  Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 
 

No Responses 56 58 53 167 

Local community leader 38 44 35 117 

Chief/Representative of VDC 26 20 29 75 

Lawyer/Advocate 5 0 2 7 

DDC Representative 1 0 0 1 

Police 2 3 2 7 

Not Reported 5 7 4 16 

Total 62 65 57 184 

(NB: Percentages and totals are based on respondents). 
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Share of produce from land obtained from the land owner by the tenant cultivators  

The respondents who were active tenant cultivators comprised of 185 households (Table 17). This was 

approximately 27.70 percent of the total sample. The most common practice was share cropping into 

50 – 50 per cent of the total produce. Another, significant answer was “other arrangements” (35%) - 

which could mean compensation in cash or kind by the land owner to the tenant cultivator. Other 

arrangements could also be the sale of products in the local market and allocation of commodity 

shares. It could also be part buying of commodities by the land owner from the cultivator either 

partially or fully and compensating in cash. At times, the sale of commodity and sharing of cash income 

is also practiced.  

Table 17. Share of the Produce obtained by the Tenant cultivators (valid n=185) 

Sharing arrangement Frequency Relative frequency (%) 

Half of production 110 59.5 

Three fourth of production 5 2.7 

One fourth of production 6 3.2 

Other 64 34.6 

Total 185 100.0 

 

Tenant cultivators Right over the Produce from the land  

The tenant respondents were requested to provide their opinion on how they felt about the security or 

guarantee of produce from the land. This meant that the tenancy rights and arrangements for access 

and control over the produce were stable, reliable and secure or not as per either verbal (informal) or 

written (formal) agreements. A majority of the tenant farmers replied in the affirmative that they felt 

secure about their rights under various tenancy arrangements with the land owner. Nearly 92 per cent 

of the 185 respondents reported positively on this score (Table 18). Around 8 per cent felt insecure but 

were unable to give their opinion as to why they felt insecure. 

Table 18. Guarantee or Security of the Right of Benefits from the produce of the land 

Sharing arrangement Frequency Relative frequency (%) 

Yes 170 91.9 

No 14 7.6 

Don't know 1 .5 

Total 185 100.0 

 

Investment and Income from Crops, Vegetables and Fruits according to ethnicity 

Investment in household farming for six varieties of crops, i.e. rice paddy, maize, wheat, millet, potato 

and other minor crops were enquired from the respondents. Generally, for most of the crops and 

across all ethnic groups, it was generally reported that labour; followed by farm yard manure; 

chemical fertilizer; farm machinery, oxen for plowing and seeds were illustrated as major agricultural 

inputs in a sliding scale of amount needed (Table 19). Use of pesticides was still negligible except in 

the case of potato where the cost was rising but still well below NRs. 500 for average family. 
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Table 19. Average production cost Production costs (NRs.) by crop type, by input and caste 

Cost category Ethnic Group 

 Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

 Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

Paddy       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM)  2,566 193 2,590 150 771 62 

Chemical fertilizer 2,938 193 2,035 148 1,047 63 

Seeds 1,611 193 1,340 152 353 63 

Labour 8,421 193 5,522 152 2,429 63 

Oxen Plowing 3,578 193 2,147 149 2,077 63 

Pesticides 120 193 89 149 32 63 

Miscellaneous 5 193 90 149 -- 63 

Maize       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM 6,789 247 8,123 216 3,507 65 

Chemical Fertilizer 2,571 247 3,213 213 1,525 65 

Seeds 582 247 737 217 291 65 

Labour 7,312 247 6,208 216 2,918 65 

Oxen Plowing 2,342 247 1,925 214 1, 522 65 

Pesticides 24 247 -- 214 8 65 

Miscellaneous Cost -- 247 152.0 214 -- 65 

Wheat       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM 4,133 83 3,758 52 60 4 

Chemical Fertilizer 759 83 358 52 263 4 

Seeds 533 83 352 52 203 4 

Labour 3,421 83 2,844 52 2,025 4 

Oxen Plowing 1,670 83 1,232 52 675 4 

Pesticides 6.0 83 48.1 52 .0 4 

Miscellaneous Cost -- 83 26.9 52 -- 4 

Millet       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM) 4,637 60 1,562 106 996 25 

Chemical Fertilizer 500 60 344 104 104 26 

Seeds 125 60 183 108 105 26 

Labour 4,254 60 3,155 108 1,135 26 

Oxen Plowing 275 60 169 105 612 26 

Pesticides -- 60 10 105 -- 26 

Miscellaneous Cost -- 60 -- 105 -- 26 
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Potato       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM) 4,080 109 2,268 77 39 27 

Chemical Fertilizer 777 110 452 76 115 27 

Seeds 1,746 110 1,850 79 462 27 

Labour 2,213 110 1,439 79 154 27 

Oxen Plowing 514 109 303 77 78 27 

Pesticides  429 109 423 77 72 27 

Miscellaneous Cost 5 109 18 77 -- 27 

Other minor crops       

Natural Fertilizer (FYM) 3,363 192 2,298 156 109 47 

Chemical Fertilizer 898 195 753 159 305 47 

Seeds 2,849 195 2072 159 920 47 

Labour 1,117 194 626 156 344 47 

Oxen Plowing 340 194 291 156 30 47 

Pesticides  3 194 18 156 -- 47 

NB: FYM = farm yard manure; NRs. figures are rounded to nearest Nepali rupees).  

Investment and Income from Livestock Management according to ethnicity 

Livestock rearing and management is an important income generating activities for the farmers. In the 

sample research sites, income from fish, buffaloes, goat, and chicken appears to be important items for 

the Brahmin/Chettri households (Table 20). Likewise, pig, buffaloes, goat and chicken appears to be 

important items for the Janajati groups. Similarly; goat, buffaloes, pigs and calf are important for the 

Dalits.  

Table 20. Income from sale of Livestock and Livestock products (in NRs). 

Income from 

Livestock 

Ethnic Group 

 
Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

 
Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

Cow 18,946 13 13,900 10 20,000 1 

Buffalo 40,088 57 28,710 31 22,883 12 

Calf 10382 17 13,900 7 19,167 3 

Goat 14,295 94 12,444 92 15,748 25 

Pig -- -- 38,667 3 10,000 5 

Birds 20,878 33 11,006 43 2,973 11 

Bee Hive 5,000 1 2,936 7 --. 0 

Fish 24,100 5 -- 0 --. 0 

Other Livestock 12,000 1 -- 0 500 1 
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Investment and Income from Livestock Management according to ethnicity 

In Chaubas, buffaloes, goats, cows, fish and calves brings in needed income to the households in that 

order of priority and importance (Table 21). In Khopasi it is pigs, buffaloes, goats and cows. Similarly, 

in Narayanthan it is poultry chicken, buffaloes, goats and pigs which are important income earner. 

Likewise, in Dhamilikuwa it is fish, poultry chicken, pigs, and goats in the order of priority. In Ramgha it 

is buffaloes, followed by fish, goat and chicken. And in Baglungpani, it is goat, buffaloes, pigs, poultry 

chicken and cows. 

Table 21. Average sales of Livestock by Households according to Range Post 

Income from 

Livestock Sales (NRs.) 

Range post 

 Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani 

Cow 2,690 1,551 1,056 278 20 1,130 

 Buffalo 6,721 12,233 13,423 2,214 7,165 3,615 

Calf 1257 -- 1,086 1,417 223 2,163 

Goat 4,444 4,916 10,041 8,333 2,939 4,704 

Pig -- 12,500 6,875 14,214 -- 2,778 

Poultry 494.1 731.7 20,507 16,084 930 1,482 

Bee Hive 133 -- -- 2,000 -- 822 

Fish 1,667 -- -- 23,875 5,000 -- 

Other Livestock -- -- -- -- 6,250 -- 

 

Annul Expenditure on Food items purchased  

The annual expenditure on food items showed uniform patters among the three caste/ethnic groups. 

Paddy, fish and meat, oil and spices (masala) were the significant items of expenditure (Table 22). This 

was followed by daily miscellaneous needs such as lentils, salt, pickles or other items. Then followed the 

vegetables followed by more staple grains such as maize, millet and wheat. Potato also figured 

prominently among the top ten items.  

Surprisingly, fruits were missing in the purchased items as rural people do consume fruits but from their 

own gardens. What is interesting is that the expenditure on paddy is almost 8 times more than wheat 

which is another staple cereal crop. This could be for two reasons, one that wheat production is low in 

these sites and second that farming families do produce sufficient wheat so that they are not heavily 

dependent on the market for purchase.  

The expenditure on fish and meat items combined with oil and spices category, overtake paddy 

indicating where the major expenditures are being spent. The higher expenditure on paddy crops 

could be due to the fact that most farming households are food deficient in this main staple crop. 
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Table 22. Annual Expenditure on Food items 

Food 

category 

Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit All Caste Group 

  N Mean Std. 

Error 

of 

Mean 

N Mean Std. 

Error 

of 

Mean 

N Mean Std. 

Error 

of 

Mean 

N Mean Std. 

Error 

of 

Mean 

 Paddy 163 20,793 2,311 199 20,926 3,308 72 18,346 1,373 434 20,448 1,760 

 Maize 73 5,035 516 77 7,446 1,225 25 3,701 650 175 5,905 596 

 Wheat 57 2,531 259 33 2,157 321 11 3,264 1,662 101 2,488 251 

 Millet 8 3,263 623 35 6,430 1,920 14 2,168 432 57 4,939 1,207 

 Potato 204 3,791 509 175 2,805 298 85 2,885 276 464 3,253 256 

 Fish/Meat 232 17,557 1,011 259 17,118 935 92 14,163 982 583 16,826 600 

Vegetable 214 5,811 550 177 10,344 5,105 78 3,983 627 469 7,218 1,946 

Oil/Masala 277 10,285 1,207 258 9,725 730 91 6,526 399 626 9,508 617 

Other 

items 

261 10,602 1,121 206 9,070 866 83 6,736 835 550 9,444 638 

Total  79,667   86,020   61,771   80,029  

 

Use of Improved Technology by farmers  

A majority of farmers did provide affirmative answers “YES”, when asked if they used any new 

technologies, i.e. improved seeds, agricultural inputs, agricultural tools and implements, chemical 

fertilizer, and extension services. The “YES” answers were 63 per cent compared to 37 per cent “NO” 

answers (Table 23). 

Table 23. Use of Improved Inputs and Technology (n=660 

Sharing arrangement Frequency Relative frequency (%) 

Yes 417 63.2 

No 243 36.8 

Total 660 100.0 

 

The improved inputs and technologies in order of priority and dominant answers were: (a) agricultural 

tools and chemical fertilizers, (b) improved seeds, (c) irrigation. Extension services and production 

technologies followed but were not so prominent indicating areas for further improvement in the future 

(Table 24).  
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Table 24. Technology used according to Ethnic Group 

 Technology input Ethinicity_class Total 

  Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 
 

improve seeds 134 55 51 240 

agricultural tools and chemical fertilizers 175 85 53 313 

extended services 14 16 0 30 

irrigation 36 11 13 60 

production technology 10 11 1 22 

not reported 5 11 2 18 

 Total of respondents 210 132 65 407 

 

Annual sale of Agro-forestry products  

The annual production and sale of Agro- forestry products ranging from local tree species, bamboo, 

fuel wood, fodder, herbs, bamboo grass, ginger, turmeric, cardamom and other minor products as 

listed in the table below illustrates that most of the items were used for household subsistence purpose. 

There were no significant market prices or marketability of existing products currently (Table 25).  

Table 25. Annual Agro-forestry Production and Sale 

Products 
 

Ethnicity class 

  
Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

  
Mean Count Mean Count Mean Count 

Trees Production amount (trees) 106.3 78 61.7 61 32.8 17 

 
Rate sold .26 78 .42 60 .29 17 

Bamboo Production amount (clump) 91.9 125 26.2 101 41.0 29 

 
Rate sold .19 125 .33 101 .26 29 

Fuelwood Production amount (kg) 1638.1 193 1342.9 136 805.9 58 

 
Rate sold .05 193 .21 134 .09 58 

Fodder Production amount (kg) 1244.9 209 1358.2 140 556.8 75 

 
Rate sold .10 209 .27 140 .18 75 

Herbs Production amount (kg) 5.2 9 505.8 4 1.0 1 

 
Rate sold 0.00 9 .10 4 0.00 1 

Broomgrass Production amount (clump) 47.0 89 19.3 92 12.5 22 
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Rate sold .11 89 .20 92 .26 22 

Ginger Production amount (kg) 12.6 117 13.4 89 7.6 57 

 
Rate sold .11 117 .28 86 .08 57 

Turmeric Production amount (kg) 11.2 121 16.6 92 7.7 56 

 
Rate sold .09 121 -.38 92 .13 56 

Cardamom Production amount (kg) 24.0 22 2.8 4 1.5 2 

 
Rate sold .32 22 .50 4 0.00 2 

Other Production amount (kg) 113.2 27 3330.2 11 107.2 5 

 
Rate sold .19 27 .21 11 0.00 5 

(Please note that the rate per unit of measurement is inconsistent with the market price) 

Annual sale of Agro-forestry products  

Two items, i.e. cardamom at NRs. 283 per Kg and trees at NRs.80 per cubic feet (CFt), showed some 

significant potential for earning income currently. Fuel wood at NRs. 1.6/Kg (Table 26) illustrates that 

there is no significant market for it except for household subsistence as each family collects their own 

firewood.  

Table 26. Average cost or Sale price of Agro-forestry product per unit 

 Product category Valid N Mean Cost or Price (Rupees) 

Trees (unit) 166 80.1 

Bamboo (unit) 260 10.4 

Fuelwood (bundle) 397 1.6 

Fodder (doko) 437 1.5 

Herbs (kg) 14 8.6 

Broom Grass(bundle) 212 2.1 

Ginger (kg) 265 7.9 

Turmeric (kg) 272 8.8 

Cardamom (kg) 29 282.8 

Other Product 43 11.6 

 

In general, the average livestock ownership for bigger unit animals such as cow, buffalo, and calf were 

less than 2 units generally for each family (Table 27). Pigs that do have potential to bring in cash 

income were also not significant with Janajati groups owning 2.8 units on average and Dalits at 1.3 

units. Poultry, consisting mostly of free range chickens, registered between 5-6 units on average in each 

household. Fish is emerging as another important income generating item. And there were five 

respondents with fingerlings and fishes ranging from 200 to 50,000 in the pond. There were 60 
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responses on bee keeping with hives and each on average had less than 2 hives. These farmers 

happened to be from Dhamilikuwa in Lamjung. 

Table 27. Average Livestock holding per household 

Livestock type Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

 
Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

Cow 1.7 135 1.9 126 1.9 52 

Buffalo 1.5 207 1.3 142 1.5 54 

Calf 1.3 158 1.2 116 1.2 39 

Goat 4.3 213 3.9 199 3.5 64 

Pig 1.0 3 2.8 9 1.3 21 

Birds 4.9 118 5.6 179 5.1 67 

Bee Hive 1.6 37 1.5 30 1.0 2 

 

 Cow/oxen = only those with <=5, 2 resp = 7, 2 resp=8, 1 resp=9, 1 resp=30 

 Goat = include cases with <=10, 4 resp = 11, 4 resp = 12, 3 resp = 13, 4 resp = 15, 1 

resp = 16, 2 resp = 17, 1 resp = 20, 1 rep=28 

 There were 6 respondents with ≤ 5 fish, while 5 resp each have respectively 200, 220, 

1000, 1500, 50,000. 

 There were 7 respondents who own other unnamed animals, r of whom own 1 piece each, 

2 resp own 3 pieces each and 1 resp owns 8 pieces each. 

Annual Income from Livestock  

Average annual earnings trend show that farm yard manure (FYM) and draft animals such as oxen for 

plowing the field, substituted significant income that would have otherwise been spent for procurement 

of these services, had it to be arranged from outside the household. Milk and butter combined were 

two items which earned noticeable income for the households across all ethnic groups (Table 28).  

Table 28. Annual Livestock Products 

 Product category Ethinicity_class 

 
Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit  
Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

Milk (litre) 1463.7 191 1331.0 108 715.5 30 

Ghee(kg) 30.8 125 24.8 52 23.4 22 

Meat(kg) 19.3 41 20.5 31 19.4 11 

Egg(pieces) 50.1 51 65.1 75 74.4 17 

Honey(kg) 5.8 26 10.2 11 4.0 2 

Organic Fertilizer (kg) 8231.7 185 6839.3 162 5860.1 68 

Draft animal/plowing (number) 32.0 47 32.8 50 60.8 25 

NB: There were a few exceptions with higher volume or bigger units which were excluded in the table for analysis. 
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 Milk – only include cases with <=5000 litres (14 cases not included) 

 Meat -  only include cases with <=80kg (9 cases excluded) 

 Egg – only include cases with <=240 pieces (9 cases excluded)  

 Honey – only include with cases <=40 (6 cases excluded) 

 Organic Fertiliser – only include cases with <=27,000kg (26 cases excluded) 

 Animal power – only include cases with <=300 (24 cases excluded) 

Annual Investment in Livestock management  

Investment in livestock management indicated expenses ranging from a high of (a) NRs. 22,000 in shed 

maintenance, followed by (b) NRs. 21,397 for poultry feed and (c) NRs. 20, 397 as “Other inputs” for 

the Brahmin/Chettri group. On the other hand, Janajatis registered (a) NRs 25,987 for “Others inputs”; 

(b) NRs. 24,371 for poultry feed and (c) NRs. 17,786 for shed maintenance. Dalits registered (a) NRs. 

21,638 for poultry feed followed by (b) shed maintenance at NRs. 4,687 and (c) straw/grass fodder 

at NRs. 4,560 (Table 29).  

Table 29. Average expenditure (rupees) and number of respondents 

 Investment category  Ethinicity 

 
Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

 
Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

PoultryFeed 21488.0 128 24370.8 92 21636.8 19 

Straw/Grass 8170.0 115 8742.4 92 4560.2 49 

Medicine 1906.1 163 1500.6 98 678.5 55 

Shed Maintenance 22094.0 25 17785.7 14 4686.7 9 

Other Inputs 20396.7 33 25987.0 20 0 0 

Poultry feed = extreme cases >=NRs 99,000 (21 cases) 

Straw/Grass = extreme cases >=36,000 (33 cases) 

Medicine = extreme cases >= 7500, (17 cases) 

Shed maintenance = extreme cases >= 150,000 (12 cases) 

Other input = extreme cases 116,640 (3 cases) 

 

Household Income from Off-farm activities  

Off-farm income generating activities are essential as coping strategy in the rural households in order 

to supplement income from farm activities. Currently, families earn a significant income from foreign 

employment followed by service and employment within Nepal. Average earning is twice as high from 

remittance economy as domestic work. This is followed by income from small business. These three are 

the top income earners. At the lower end, wage labour also contributes some off-farm income to the 

households. Making local alcohol and beer and selling them to customers, brings in some cash income as 

well, mostly for Janajati and Dalit families. (Table 30). 
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Table 30. Average income by source and number of respondents by caste 

 Income category  Ethnicity class 

 
Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

 
Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

Service (NRs) 138,341.6 103 123,257.3 71 107,058.8 17 

Foreign Employment (NRs) 250,542.9 70 176,886.4 88 173,706.3 32 

Wage Labour (NRs) 27,314.8 54 38,111.1 99 34,673.2 41 

Small Business 114,234.7 49 84,669.2 26 137,800.0 10 

Alcohol 1,492.9 14 2,946.0 72 2,481.0 29 

Total Off-farm Income 130,588.11 164 103,069.24 210 109,599.35 77 

 

 
 

Income from brewing local alcohol  

Alcohol use and brewing is a common practice among Janajatis and Dalits in rural areas of Nepal for 

rituals, festivals, family feasts and commercial purpose. Out of the total sample frame, over two fifths 

or 147 respondents (22%) reported brewing alcohol in their household (Table 31). In an average, 

Janajatis brewed 135 liters of alcohol annually followed by the Dalits with 111 liters. Average 

supplementary income from brewing alcohol was in the range of NRs. 3,000 for Janajatis and NRs. 

2,500 for Dalits, annually. 

 

Table 31. Annual Alcohol production (liters), 

Ethnicity class 

Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

Mean Valid N Mean Valid N Mean Valid N 

56.75 8 134.50 103 111.25 36 

NB: * As a rule the Brahmin/Chettri groups do not brew alcohol; just as they do not keep free range chickens and 

rear pigs normally due to religious and caste taboo. However, there are some miniscule figures indicating such 

practices in the some tables in the survey. This must be taken as either an exception or an aberration attributed 

to the Dalit groups whose caste names are similar to the B/C family names. 

 

Affiliation of households with local Associations, CBOs and Networks  

Households are closely integrated with local socio-economic and natural resources management 

organizations and networks. Out of the multiple answers (959 responses); over one third or 328 (34%) 

said that they had membership with one kind of Cooperatives or the other (Table 32). These are mostly 

Saving and Credit cooperatives. Next came the Women’s Group (199 responses) with 21 per cent. 
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Community forest or CFUG came third with 108 responses or 11 per cent followed by Women’s 

empowerment groups with 106 or 11 per cent. These four categories together make up nearly 81 

percent of the total memberships in the CBOs.  

In comparison, Farmers group with 47 responses and Animal husbandry with 18 responses are just 

emerging or low. The two farm sector associations combine represents 65 responses or just 7 per cent 

(7%). The rest of the 12 per cent are men’s group; other user groups, health group; development 

group and teachers group.  

In terms of positions held, 99 per cent responded that they were ordinary members. The rest of the 11 

per cent responses were divided on being the Chair, Secretary, Vice Chair and Treasurer in that order 

of priority.  

Table 32. Memberships of Households in local Organizations and Networks 

 Group 

category 

Membership and Posts held Total 
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Women group 8 2 6 1 180 0 0 0 1 1 199 

Co-operative 7 4 2 1 312 0 0 0 1 1 328 

Women's 

empowerment 

9 0 2 2 93 0 0 0 0 0 106 

Farmer's 

group 

4 0 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 47 

Health post 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 0 2 0 9 

User's group 2 0 0 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 18 

Development 

fund 

0 0 0 2 9 0 0 0 0 0 11 

Men's group 3 1 0 2 31 0 0 0 0 0 37 

Co-operative 3 0 2 1 25 0 0 0 1 0 32 

Local teacher 1 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 7 

Post office 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Social group 5 1 0 3 28 0 0 0 0 0 37 

Animal 

husbandry 

1 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 18 

Community 

forest  

1  2  2  3  100  0  1  0  0  0  108  

 Total 44 10 14 16 861 1 5 1 5 2 959 

(Multiple answers) 
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Well-being Ranking of Households  

A total of 645 households responded to their well-being ranking. Non-poor households with 380 counts 

(59%) constituted the highest cohort (Table 33). Brahmin/Chettri (29 %); Janajati (22%) followed by 

Dalits (8%) constituted the group. The “well-off” group consisted of 96 households or 15 per cent. 

Brahmin/Chettri (58 %); Janajati (40%) followed by Dalits 2%) constituted within this cohort. There 

were 161 households in the poor cohort of which (26%) were Brahmin/Chettri; Janajati constituted 

(47%) and Dalits (27%).  

Table 33. Well-being Ranking Perceived by the Respondents/Households 

 Well-being 

category 

Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

  Count Count Count 

Well off 56 38 2 

Non-poor 184 147 49 

Poor 42 76 43 

Not reported 2 6 0 

NB: Frequency of respondents by caste and well-being category (23 respondents with Ethnic Group not determined 

because no mention of it.) 

 

Agroforestry 

The Chapter on Agro-forestry elicits information of the sampled households on self-propagating and 

planted tree and fruit tree species, fodder trees, grasses, herbs, fuel-wood or any other species. This is 

followed by decision making for such plantation, harvesting and sale. Control over the income and sale 

of such products. Desire to plant additional agro-forestry species and specific species. Constraints 

faced by families when planting agro-forestry items. Training obtained for agro-forestry activities and 

ability to express opinions and ideas on such training sessions. Time use study for obtaining beddings, 

fodder grasses, fuel-wood, leaf litter in the farm and forest. Amounts and benefits of agro-forestry 

products and its residues. What are the helpful and hindering factors in your farm when propagating 

and promoting agro-forestry species?  

Planted and Self- Propagating Agro-Forestry plants and NTFP by species  

Sallo (Pinus roxburghii) either planted or naturally grown tree species is the most common tree species 

found in the households in Kavr (Table 34). This is followed by Uttis (Alnus nepalensis) in Kavre and 

Chilaune (Schima wallichii) in both the districts. Sal (Shorea rubusta), a high value hardwood, follows 

next in both Kavreplanchowk and Lamjung. Dudhilo, a fodder tree, is found commonly in 

Kavrepalanchok, although this is not the case in drier areas of Lamjung. Paiyu, a fodder tree, is also 

found significantly in Kavre followed by Katus, a hardwood fodder and timber species in both the 

districts. Lapsi is found in Kavre. In general terms, biodiversity and number of trees hound at the 

household level is higher in Kavre than in Lamjung.  
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Table 34. Planted and Self-propagating Agro-forestry species in Kavre and Lamjung 

Species (local 

name) 

Kavre Lamjung 

 Number of 

samples 

Total 

number of 

trees 

Average 

tree 

holdings by 

household 

Number of 

samples 

Total 

number of 

trees 

Average 

tree 

holdings by 

household 

Sal 33 2,676 81 58 2,101 36 

Chilaune 127 3,901 31 197 3,933 20 

Katus 26 1,056 41 105 1,840 18 

Uttis 160 10,867 68 53 1,228 23 

Dudhilo 163 4,140 25 7 47 7 

Kutmero 133 981 7 53 154 3 

Thotne 1 20 20 40 286 7 

Timilo 72 384 5 0 . . 

Sallo 166 15,968 96 0 . . 

Lapsi 48 488 10 0 . . 

Paiyu 151 1,506 10 0 . . 

Bhimsenpati 46 478 10 0 . . 

 

Naturally growing trees and their end use  

Sallo is mentioned most frequently by the respondents as the naturally occurring tree variety in both 

the districts (Table 35). This is followed by Sal; Uttis; Chilaune and Lapsi in that order of precedence. 

Likewise, Katus and Lapsi are two species which are mentioned as tree varieties which is also used as 

fruits. In the same manner, Sallo is mentioned as the most utilized species for firewood followed by 

Uttis; Chilaune, Sal and Katus. In terms of fodder grass, bedding materials for animals and farm yard 

manure; Dudhilo; Uttis; Paiya, Chilaune and Kutmero are mentioned in that order of priority.  
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Table 35. Total numbers of trees, average tree holdings by species name and end use of naturally 
grown trees in Kavre and Lamjung 

Tree 

variables 

Tree products 

 Timber 

(According to 

species) 

Fruit 

(Mixed spp.) 

Firewood 

(Mixed spp.) 

Grass/Fodder 

(Mixed spp.) 

Not Stated 

Sal      

Total number 

of trees 

1, 777 -- 2,754 180 41 

Average tree 

holdings 

111 -- 50 20 16 

Number of 

respondents 

16 -- 60 9 5 

Chilaune      

Total number 

of trees 

577 -- 5,951 1,100 204 

Average tree 

holdings 

15 -- 26 28 30 

Number of 

respondents 

39 -- 232 40 12 

Katus      

Total number 

of trees 

56 150 2,051 462 177 

Average tree 

holdings 

6 150 24 21 38 

Number of 

respondents 

10 1 86 21 12 

Uttis      

Total number 

of trees 

1,584 -- 8,238 2,003 270 

Average tree 

holdings 

59 -- 60 63 40 

Number of 

respondents 

27 -- 138 32 16 

Dudhilo      

Total number 

of trees 

-- -- 750 3,275 162 

Average tree 

holdings 

-- -- 75 22 40 
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Number of 

respondents 

-- -- 10 150 10 

Kutmero      

Total number 

of trees 

20 -- 66 1,044 15 

Average tree 

holdings 

5 -- 7 6 5 

Number of 

respondents 

4 -- 10 169 3 

Thotne      

Total number 

of trees 

-- -- 10 296 -- 

Average tree 

holdings 

-- -- 10 7 -- 

Number of 

respondents 

-- -- 1 40 -- 

Timilo      

Total number 

of trees 

-- -- 10 296 -- 

Average tree 

holdings 

-- -- 10 7 -- 

Number of 

respondents 

-- -- 1 40 -- 

Sallo      

Total number 

of trees 

2,448 -- 8,871 -- -- 

Average tree 

holdings 

77 -- 83 -- -- 

Number of 

respondents 

32 -- 107 -- -- 

Lapsi      

Total number 

of trees 

310 30 78 68 2 

Average tree 

holdings 

62 4 4 5 2 

Number of 

respondents 

5 7 20 15 1 

Paiyu      

Total number 

of trees 

17 -- 401 1,026 62 
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Average tree 

holdings 

3 -- 9 11 19 

Number of 

respondents 

6 -- 43 95 7 

Bhimsenpati      

Total number 

of trees 

-- -- 234 244 -- 

Average tree 

holdings 

-- -- 15 8 -- 

Number of 

respondents 

-- -- 16 30 -- 

 

Households who have planted trees in the land  

Out of the 640 respondents there were more Brahmin/Chettri households who said that they had 

planted agro-forestry trees in their own land (Table 36). This was 219 households (34%) for 

Brahmin/Chhetris, followed by 165 Janajatis (26%) and 68 Dalit (11%) households.  

There were considerable number of “NO” answers as well. Analyzed in terms of total responses 

against the Ethnic Groups, it was nearly 30 per cent total households with no spontaneous tree 

plantation. Cross examining the “Yes” with “NOs” within the ethnic group, it was 23 per cent for 

Brahmin/Chettri households, who said no they had not planted any trees, followed by Janajatis with 

38 per cent and Dalits with 28 per cent. There is thus ample scope for planting increased and 

improved fodder trees across all ethnic groups. 

Table 36. Households who have planted trees (n= 640) 

 Planted trees? Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Dalit 

  Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Yes 219 165 68 

No 65 101 25 

Total 284 266 90 

 

Main species of agroforestry trees planted  

Examining the total and average species planted, it appears kimbu is the dominant fodder tree that 

stands out in Chaubas (Table 37). In the ground grass category, napier, stylo, jai gash, khar and amliso 

stands out. In the herbs, only allainchi (cardamom) shows significant presence in one district Chaubas. In 

fruits, aap, kera, nibuwa, amba and khurpani showed significant plantation. Timber tree species which 

showed prominent planting were uttis, lapsi, salla and botdhyangro. Examining the self-plantation 

efforts of the household, it must be noted that non of the households appear to be saturating their 

farms with any kind of species except for fruit and fodder trees such as nibuwa and kimbo or katus for 

firewood.  
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Table 37. Number of trees species planted according to Range Post 

 Chaubas  Khopasi  Narayan
sthan 

 Dhamilik
uwa 

 
Ramgha  

Baglung
pani 

 

 Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average 

Fodder trees             

Pakhuri                 237 6 87 3 

Khanyu             18 4 3 3 140 9 

Bahadar     4 4 15 15 24 2 15 4 123 4 

Kutmero 6 3     34 6 21 3 60 5 116 6 

Nebharo     18 14     15 3     34 3 

Harro/Barro                     1 1 

Kavro             9 2 12 3 14 2 

Dabdabe 23 23 10 10     177 6 251 9     

Bakaino             226 5 77 3     

Kimbu 19233 393 76 11 54 7 6 2 172 5 12 12 

Kaulo             11 2 11 2 3 3 

Ground grass             

Napier 1896 86 723 103 1025 205 6258 184 3108 389     

Jai Gash         2800 350 801 200 1277 426     

Stylo 2 2         3048 610         

Khar grass     1026 342     1319 165 762 254     

Siru grass 508 73         253 84         

Banso             99 99         

Amliso     30 10         1147 287     
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Lahe             7 7 0 0     

Herbs/NTFPs             

Neem     42 21         4 2     

Tejpat     20 20 6 6 1 1 3 2     

Bhojho 2 1 1 1 4 1     3 3     

Allainchi 8915 469 50 50                 

Timur 1 1                     

Fruits             

Suntala 252 8 22 7 103 7 39 2 88 3 48 4 

Kera 56 4 56 7 30 3 492 12 411 13 48 4 

Mewa         11 3 71 3 48 2 5 1 

Bhogote 36 3 5 5 16 2 4 1 1 1     

Nibuwa 37 2 9 9 57 3 23 1 452 20 97 24 

Aap 33 3     436 9 66 2 49 2 2 2 

Katahar 5 1     7 2 124 4 11 2 10 10 

Aaru 8 2 22 3 11 2 7 1 14 2 4 1 

Amba 16 2 2 2 219 6 62 3 18 5     

Naspati 43 4 17 2 11 1 29 2 49 4 2 1 

Litchi 1 1     81 4 15 2 16 2 5 3 

Khurpani 340 18 103 2 3 1     3 1     

Timber             

Chilaune 5 5     4 4 245 13 20 7 25 25 

Katus             7 4     25 25 

Uttis 310 44 405 45             15 15 

Sisso             28 3         
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Bakaino             19 10         

Lapsi 112 56     44 4 6 6         

Sal             13 7         

Padke             31 16         

Botdhyangro             135 15 1 1     

Rudrakshya             2 2         

Salla  1349 96 90 45 4 2             

Bans 4 2                     

Kapur                 7 4     

Paan                 3 3     

Thotne                 37 19     

Bans                 21 4     

Dubdale                 5 5     
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Control of Income Source from Agro-Forestry  

The control of household income from agro-forestry resource was dominantly in the hand of household 

male with 53 per cent of the respondents indicating this factor (Table 38). This was followed by wife 

of the household member with 18 per cent in case the male was absent. If she happened to be the 

household head then she came third in this ranking with 9 per cent responses. The rest of the extended 

family members had minor say in the control of the income. 

Table 38. Household member who controls Income from Agro-Forestry 

  Frequency Relative 

Frequency 

Valid relative 

frequency 

Cumulative 

frequency 

Household head (Male) 353 52.8 53.0 53.0 

Wife of household head 120 18.0 18.0 71.0 

Household head (female) 64 9.6 9.6 80.6 

Husband of household 

head 

2 .3 .3 80.9 

Son 22 3.3 3.3 84.2 

Daughter-in-law 9 1.3 1.4 85.6 

Daughter 3 .4 .5 86.0 

Other 58 8.7 8.7 94.7 

Not reported 35 5.2 5.3 100.0 

Total 666 99.7 100.0 
 

System’s missing 2 .3 
  

 Total 668 100.0 
  

 

Interest in Planting additional agro-forestry saplings and seedlings in own land.  

Nearly 70 percent of the respondents wanted to plant additional plants in their land (Table 39). There 

were also significant 30 per cent who did not want to plant additional saplings and seedlings due to 

various reasons.  

Table 39. Interest to additional plants and saplings/seedlings 

 Interested in plantation? Frequency Relative 

Frequency 

Valid relative 

frequency 

Cumulative 

frequency 

Yes 462 69.2 69.4 69.4 

No 204 30.5 30.6 100.0 

Total 666 99.7 100.0 
 

Systems missing 2 .3 
  

Total 668 100   
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The plants species that households would like to plant  

The preference varied from each research sites or range post but the aggregate demands were 

orange, followed by monkey jack, mango, lychee and lemon as most popular. Other grass, fodder, 

herbs and trees followed according to the table below. Taking the case of one example, i.e. Chaubas, 

the preferred plants were orange, lemon, cardamom, mulberry and pears as five dominant species in 

order of frequencies.  

Over half of the households (352 persons) reported that they wanted to plant some kind of 

fodder or fruit trees on their land (Table 40). Orange, lemon, mulberry, mango, litchi and pakhuri 

were frequently mentioned in Kaverepalanchowk. Likewise, Sajivenee, Orange, mango, fodder 

grass, pakhuri and litchi were mentioned in Lamjung. Sanjavini in Lamjung and Orange in 

Kaverapalanchow were the favourite fruit trees desired by the farmers. This was followed by, 

mango, litchi, and lemon trees that the farmers frequently mentioned that they wanted to plant in 

their land. Fodder trees and grasses came a distant second. 

Table 40. Frequency of respondents and plant species preferred for planting (multiple response, 
n=352) 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani 
 

Pakhuri - - - 17 9 17 43 

Grass 6 17 6 3 3 11 46 

Monkey jack 

(Badahar) 

- - 3 31 17 48 99 

Jumbie bean 

(Ipil-ipil) 

- 1 1 20 2 6 30 

Cardamon 36 - - - 1 1 38 

Orange 56 2 14 6 24 6 108 

Litchie 2 - 23 25 14 1 65 

Mango 7 1 24 19 21 1 73 

Pear 14 6 3 4 2 - 29 

Lemon 25 3 9 16 10 - 63 

Ryudrachya - - - 19 8 - 27 

Mulberry 18 8 2 - 4 - 32 

 

Expressing one’s ideas and opinions during Agro-forestry training programs  

Less than one fifths of the total sampled respondents responded to this question. Even within this cohort 

only 75 respondents (11%) had expressed any ideas or opinions (Table 41). The low number may be 

due to most of the respondents not having received training and counseling of any kind at all in the 

past. Those that did expressed their opinions and ideas were in order of frequencies from Khopasi, 

followed by Chaubas, Dhamilikuwa, Ramgha, Baglungpani and Narayansthan.  
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Table 41. Frequency of respondents who expressed opinions/ideas during Agro-forestry related 
training sessions 

 Range Post Yes No 

Chaubas 16 10 

Khopasi 18 1 

Narayansthan 7 9 

Dhamilikuwa 13 6 

Ramgha 13 6 

Baglungpani 8 10 

 

Decision making in Access to and Control of Natural Resources such as AF and NTFPs in 

the Household  

Planting, harvesting/cutting and selling are important decisions at the household level where various 

family members interact and mediate in order to carry out the important daily practices (Table 42). In 

terms of planting the household head male decides across all three ethnic groups. This is followed by 

joint decision between husband and wife or adult household members. In the third place comes the wife 

of household head followed by female household head if she is the sole decision maker. The same 

decision making pattern is evident in harvesting or cutting trees and NTFPs at the household level.  

However, when there is the issue of monetary transaction for sale, the household head comes 

dominantly first. This is followed by the wife of the household head. The female household head and 

joint decision making comes third.  

There are no significant cultural differences in Brahmin/Chettri, Janajati or Dalit groups in terms of 

decision making and access to and control of natural resources at the household level. It is 

predominantly male dominated. However, joint decision making as well as the wife and female 

household heads are also taking more assertive decision making roles.  

Table 42. Decision Making in Planting, Preserving AF and NTFPs 

  Frequency of respondents by ethnic group 
 

Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

Persons who decides to 

plant? 

   

Household head (Male) 106 71 30 

Wife of household head 28 18 13 

Household head (female) 10 6 6 

Husband of household head 0 0 0 

Son 12 3 2 

Daughter-in-law 1 3 1 

Daughter 0 1 0 

Son-in-law 0 0 0 

Brother 0 0 0 
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Distribution of Fodder trees and Grasses in each district  

Kavre demonstrated more cases of planting Napier grass followed by Kimbu or mulberry in dominant 

numbers (Table 43). This was followed by jai grass and khar grass. In Lamjung, Napier, Khar grasses 

and jai grass were the dominant species reported. Broom grass was also significant.  

Table 43. Number of respondents, total number of fodder trees and grasses and average number 
of trees and grasses in each household by district 

ttt Kavre Lamjung 

 Valid N Sum Mean Valid N Sum Mean 

Pakhuri 0 . . 75 324 4.3 

Khanyu 0 . . 22 161 7.3 

Jointly 57 57 13 

Not reported 8 8 5 

Total 222 167 70 

Persons who decides to 

harvest or cut? 

   

Household head (Male) 103 67 29 

Wife of household head 28 16 12 

Household head (female) 11 6 6 

Husband of household head 0 0 0 

Son 9 1 1 

Daughter-in-law 1 2 1 

Daughter 0 1 0 

Son-in-law 0 0 0 

Brother 0 0 0 

Jointly 64 65 15 

Not reported 6 7 6 

Total 222 165 70 

Persons who decides to 

sell? 

   

Household head (Male) 164 131 47 

Wife of household head 41 54 19 

Household head (female) 26 25 10 

Husband of household head 0 1 1 

Son 15 5 2 

Daughter-in-law 3 4 2 

Daughter 0 3 0 

Son-in-law 0 0 0 

Jointly 26 25 5 

Not reported 9 18 7 

Total 284 266 93 
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Bahadar 2 19 10 44 162 3.7 

Kutmero 8 40 5.0 38 197 5.2 

Nebharo1 3 10 10.0 20 46 2.3 

Harro/Barro 0 . . 1 1.0 1.0 

Kavro 0 . . 18 35 1.9 

Dabdabe 2 33 16.5 59 428 7.3 

Bakaino 0 . . 69 303 4.4 

Kimbu 64 19,363 302.5 36 190 5.3 

Nebharo2 2 8 4.0 3 3 1.0 

Kaulo 0 . . 13 25. 1.9 

Napier 36 23,642 656.7 42 9,366 223 

Jai Gash 8 2,800 350.0 7 2078.0 296.9 

Stylo 1 2 2.0 5 3,048 609.6 

Khar grass 3 1,026 342.0 11 2,081 189.2 

Siru grass 7 508 72.6 3 253 84.3 

Banso 0 . . 1 99 99.0 

Amliso 3 30 10.0 4 1,147 286.8 

Lahe 0 . . 2 7 3.5 

 

Constraints in planting and adopting AF and NTFP species Ethnicity  

The five most frequently mentioned constraints by the households were: (a) low productivity; (b) lack of 

proper sunlight; (c) lack of fertilizer; (d) lack of irrigation, and (e) problems due to infection and 

disease (Table 44).  

Table 44. Production Problems encountered in Agro-forestry (Multiple response: n=274) 

  Ethnic Group 

  Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Total 

  Count Count Count Count 

Lack of sunlight 31 17 6 54 

Lack of human resources 8 9 2 19 

Lack of fertilizer 26 15 11 52 

Lack of irrigation 25 4 14 43 
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Too much weeds 7 15 6 28 

Lack/availability of plants 6 2 5 13 

Infection/diseases 22 15 2 39 

Hard/poor soil 3 3 3 9 

Low productivity 32 32 7 71 

High cost of cultivation 0 2 1 3 

Lack of money 2 0 1 3 

Total 334 

 

Management Problems encountered by the Households.  

Five frequently mentioned management problems were (a) infection and disease in agricultural crops; 

(b) poor management skills; (c) lack of sunlight; (d) low productivity due to lack of fertilizer; (e) open 

grazing by livestock in the countryside. To some extend the high effort low yield in agriculture were 

also cited often (Table 45).  

Table 45. Management Problems encountered by the Households 

  Management Problems Ethnic Group 

 
Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Total 

  Count Count Count Count 

Lack of time 8 1 0 9 

Infection/Diseases 30 16 15 61 

Open grazing 7 11 4 22 

Poor  management skills 29 18 7 54 

Possibility of theft 4 7 4 15 

Lack of sunlight 22 10 6 38 

Lack of knowledge 3 5 0 8 

Lack of fertilizer 22 5 1 28 

High effort required  8 6 4 18 

not reported 0 0 1 1 

Total 254 
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Training and Extension Services received through AF agencies according to Ethnic Group  

A fair number of household members (112) representing 18 per cent reported having received training 

from NGOs/INGOs (Table 46). The Brahmin/Chettri group reported receiving most of the training in 

Kavre, followed by Janajatis and then lastly Dalits. In Lamjung, it was the Janajati groups that had 

received more training opportunities followed by Brahmin/Chettri and Dalits.  

Table 46. Training received from any Agencies, NGOs/INGOs 

 

Description of Agricultural Crop residues  

A total of seven crop residues were listed for priority ranking in terms of quantity of production from 

each household. Corn stalks stood as an important residue followed by rice straw, leaf litter, mixed 

rice-wheat-millet straw, hay and dry grass, corn cob and wheat millet straw (Table 47). As a divergent 

trend, more mixed crop residues were reported among Janajati and Dalit households together with 

corn cob. Hay/dry grass was an important agricultural residual crop for the Dalits.  

Table 47. Average Annual Agricultural Residues produced by household according to Ethnic 
Group 

Crop Residues (in Kgs) Ethnic Group 

 Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

 Mean Mean Mean 

Corn stalks (dhodkhosta) 82 77 108 

Rice straw 58 76 82 

Leaf litter 52 59 22 

Range Post Frequency of respondents who received training from NGO/INGO 

 Yes No 

 Ethinic Group Ethinic Group 

 Brahmin/Chett

ri 

Janajati Dalit Brahmin/Chett

ri 

Janajati Dalit 

Chaubas 17 9 0 37 50 4 

Khopasi 11 7 0 47 51 2 

Narayansthan 8 4 2 46 33 13 

Dhamilikuwa 10 3 6 37 27 16 

Ramgha 10 1 8 52 13 22 

Baglungpani 1 9 6 8 59 14 

Total Count 57 33 22 219 233 71 
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Mixed crop residues(rice-wheat-millet straw)  20 60.8 51.8 

Hay/dry grass 28 10 78 

Corn cob (khoya) 13 32 38 

Wheat & Millet straw 26 23 17 

 

Collection and use of forest products, leaf litters and biomass for animal fodder and farm 

yard manure by ethnicity and time use study  

Brahmin/Chettri households collect on average 4.71 tons of fodder for livestock, followed by Janajati 

with 4.05 tons and Dalit 1.05 tons during the dry 8 months from October – May period each year 

(Table 48). Similarly, Brahmin/Chhetri households collect 2.24 tons of fuel-wood, followed by Janajati 

2.32 tons and Dalit 0.88 tons. The time spent on this activity are 76 working hours, 76 working hours 

and 30 working hours for each of the above ethnic group.  

Likewise, Brahmin/Chettri households collect on average 2.24 tons of fuel-wood as fossil fuel energy, 

followed by Janajati with 2.33 tons and Dalit 0.88 tons. The time spent on this activity is 41 hours 

working, 46 working hours and 39 working hours respectively. 

Similarly Brahmin/Chettri households collect on average 2.59 tons of leaf litter, followed by Janajati 

with 2.80 tons and Dalit 0.45 tons. The time spent on this activity is 49 hours; 32 hours and 7 working 

hours respectively.  

Table 48. Average amount of Agro-forestry products collected by household 

Agroforestry Products 

(From farm and forest) 

Ethnic Group 

 

 Brahmin/Chett

ri 

Janajati Dalit 

 Mean Mean Mean 

Fodder  collection in winter/dry season 

(baskets/dokos)/Kgs* 

157 

(4,710 kgs) 

135 

(4,050 

kgs) 

35 

(1,050 

kgs) 

Fodder collection time in winter/dry season  (hours) 76 76 30 

Fuel Wood collection in winter/dry season (Kgs)  2,224 2,325 881 

Fuel wood collection time  in winter/dry season (hours)  41 46 39 

Leaf litter collection in winter/dry season (Kgs) 2,597 1,796 446 

Leaf litter collection time  in winter/dry (hours) 49 32 7 

1. A “medium size” normal wickerwork bamboo basket or doko may contain approximately 30 kgs of leaf litter and fodder 

or 40 kgs of wet/denser farm yard manure or fuel-wood.  

2. Winter lasts approximately from mid-November - February end in the mid-hills averaging 3.5 months. Whereas dry 

season lasts from October – May end for 8 months. The figure above would be closer to estimates for the dry season.  
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Helpful and Hindering Factors in Agro-forestry and NTFP promotion  

The most frequently mentioned helpful factors from agro-forestry are: (1) Availability of fodder and 

grass in the farm, (2) fire-wood and timber, (3) Availability of forest and grass nearby forest, (4) 

increase in income, and (5) soil enrichment and protection (Table 49). Availability and enhancement of 

farm yard manure and vegetable growing are also mentioned as something significant. 

Table 49. Helpful factors in Agro-Forestry 

Helpful Factors Frequency by Ethnic Group Total 

 Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 
 

Grass in the farm 103 104 33 240 

Fire wood/timber 58 48 8 114 

Need to go forest for grass 20 25 15 60 

Increase in income source 25 16 11 52 

Protection of soil 32 15 5 52 

Knowledge of agro-forest 15 14 4 33 

Manure 20 8 3 31 

Fresh vegetable 10 10 7 27 

Increase in productivity 8 3 2 13 

Not reported 2 5 0 7 

Straw 2 2 0 4 

Discount on sale 2 1 1 4 

Time saving 1 2 0 3 

Promote irrigation 0 1 1 2 

Not Reported 196 180 63 439 

 

The most frequently mentioned hindering factors from agro-forestry are: (1) it creates shady and wet 

conditions in the farm, (2) it leads to lower productivity of crops, (3) attracts damages from open 

livestock and grazing from neighbours livestock and, (4) death and disease sets in, and (5) lack of 

irrigation and labour is a constraint for improved utilization and practice of agro-forestry (Table 50).  
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Table 50. Hindering factors in Agro-Forestry 

Hindering Factors Ethnic group Total 

 Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 
 

Creates shady & wet condition 52 54 9 115 

Low productivity 35 26 25 86 

Open livestock/animal grazing 23 25 12 60 

Disease & infection problems 23 9 8 40 

Lack of irrigation 17 7 5 29 

High labour/effort 6 12 6 24 

Lack of human resources 9 7 0 16 

Theft and pilferage 7 4 2 13 

Lack of training 5 2 2 9 

Too many trees in farms 5 2 2 9 

Not reported 191 150 62 403 

 

Community Forestry 

The section on Community Forestry elicits 32 to 36 major questions from the sampled respondents. The 

variables and questions are awareness and knowledge on government policies, rules and regulation; 

registration of CFUGs; whether cash crops can be cultivated inside the Community Forestry (CF); sale of 

forest products by the CF; constraints analysis during selling and marketing of CF products; who owns 

the CF; participation in the CF and CFUG governance; constraints faced if any due to decision of the 

CFUG’s Executive Committee; ability to ensure accountability of CFUG officials as ordinary members; 

satisfaction/non-satisfaction over CFUG’s EC performance; information and knowledge on financial 

management and accountability of CFUG’s operations; knowledge and awareness on well-being 

ranking of members in CFUG; benefits and constraints arising out of well-being ranking; benefits 

obtained from CF by member households; employment opportunities from CF; contributions made by 

household members to CFUG operations; knowledge on sale of CF products in the market; opinion 

related to benefits and constraints from CF and CFUG membership and the CF products and 

opportunities obtained.  

Awareness on policy, rules and regulations of CF by ethnicity Range Post  

Awareness measured by “YES” and “NO” answers on the above questions, were skewed between the 

Range Post level households. Examining the answers from Kavre, there were 37 “YES” followed by 80 

“NOs” in Chaubas; 37 “YES” and “81 NOs” in Khopasi; 21 “YES” and 85 “NOs” in Narayansthan. 

Likewise, in Lamjung, there were 63 “YES” and 36 “NOs” in Dhamilikuwa; 76 “YES” and 30 “NOs” in 

Ramgha and “39 YES” and 58 “NOs” in Baglungpani (Table 51).  
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Table 51. Knowledge on Community Forestry Policy, Rules and Regulations 

Range  Frequency of respondents who have knowledge on community forest policy, 

rules and regulations 

Post Yes No 

 
Ethnic group Ethnic group 

  Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 

Chaubas 23 13 1 31 46 3 

Khopasi 25 11 1 33 47 1 

Narayansthan 13 5 3 41 32 12 

Dhamilikuwa 32 19 12 15 11 10 

Ramgha 46 10 20 16 4 10 

Baglungpani 4 28 7 5 40 13 

 

Based on the positive and negative answers provided by the respondents in Lamjung (178 “YES” and 

124 “NOs”) appeared to have more knowledge and information regarding policy, rules and 

regulations on Community Forestry compared to Kavre (95 “YES” and 246 “NOs”).  

Altogether, they were 273 (42%) “YES” and 370 (58%) “NOs” out of 643 responses. This illustrates 

the fact that information and communication needs to be administered more robustly in order to have 

improved knowledge and working skills related to community forestry related policies, rules and 

regulations at the hamlet and household level.  

Awareness on CFs practices including institutions, silvi-cultural practices according to 
Range Post 
 

Knowledge on CF rules, regulations, planning and operational management were fairly poor at the 

household level in all 6 Range Posts. Asked to respond on a variety of issues ranging from fire 

prevention; illegal logging; benefit that can be derived as grass, fodder, fuel-wood and timber; 

develop good silvicultural practices; promote and conserve plantation; cut and plant according to the 

management plan; and stop the misuse of the forest the response rate was generally poor in terms of 

the total sample households.  

Ramgha appeared more aware with 119 “YES” responses followed by Dhamilikuwa 92 and 

Baglungpani 76 in Lamjung. Kavrepalanchow, on the other hand, demonstrated lower awareness in 

comparison with Khopasi 47; Chaubas 44 and 17 “YES” (Table 52).  
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Table 52. Awareness on Community Forestry Operational Plans and everyday Practices 

CF Rules, regulations, 

and management  

Frequency of Responses by Range Post on rules, regulations & 

management of community forest 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayan-

sthan 

Dhamili-

kuwa 

Ramgha Baglung-

pani 

Forest fire prevention 1 1 1 7 12 13 

Stop illegal logging 2 1 1 15 1 10 

Availability of fodder, 

grass and wood  

7 6  

1 

11 3 20 

Develop/grow good 

trees 

8 2 0 9 9 14 

Promote plantation 6 8 2 18 35 9 

Restriction on tree 

cutting 

4 17 2 17 27 7 

Stop misuse of forest 16 12 10 15 32 3 

Not reported 9 8 10 12 2 1 

Total Respondents 37 38 23 63 76 43 

 

Sale of Forest Products and NTFP by CFUGs in the last 3 years 

Only 107 (16%) respondents knew anything about the sale of products from CFUG in the past 3 

years. The rest of 559 (84%) respondents either said “No or Did Not Know” anything about the sale 

and income of the CFUG from forest and NTFP products (Table 53). 

Table 53. Knowledge on Sale of CF products 

Range Post Frequency of households who have knowledge on the sale of 
community forest products 

 
Yes No Don't know 

Chaubas 30 47 41 

Khopasi 21 56 49 

Narayansthan 23 43 45 

Dhamilikuwa 1 40 59 

Ramgha 32 60 14 

Baglungpani 0 41 64 

Total 107 (16%) 287 (43%) 272 (41%) 
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Constraints on Marketing and Sale of Forest Products and NTFP by CFUGs in the last 3 

years 

Based on this fact, naturally; only 13 respondents offered views on constraints related to marketing of 

products from CF.  These were (a) forest and NTFPs from CF had limited use and limited market; (b) 

lack of proper harvest and export rules outside the CF and (c) CF had exported forest and NTFP from 

CF without direct benefit to the CFUG members (Table 54). 

Table 54. Constraints on Marketing and Sale of Forest products (multiple response, n=13) 

Constraints Frequency of Households by Range Post Total 

 Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Ramgha  

Forest and NTF products 

from CF had limited use and 

limited market 

3 1 1 2 7 

Lack of proper harvest and 

export rules outside the CF 

5 3 1 1 10 

Has exported/sold from CF 

without direct benefit to the 

CFUG members 

3 0 0 0 3 

 

Reasons for not being able to sell FP/NTFP by CFUG outside the community  

Despite the fact that only 1.9 per cent of the sample respondents had any knowledge of the sale and 

marketing constraints of CF products in the last three years in their own CFUG, a substantial number of 

respondents, i.e. 572 (86%) of the sampled household respondents had some opinions to offer in this 

respect (Table 55). They ranged in the order of frequency from: (a) insufficient products from 

community forestry for end users, (b) lack of proper rules and regulations, (c) lack of forest capacity; 

(d) lack of CFUG’s ability to plan and market for sale, (e) weakness of CFUG Executive Committee, (f) 

transportation problems and finally (g) problem of timely renewal of CFUG’s Operational Plan (OP).  

An overwhelming majority of the 324 (57%) respondents out of 572 said that most of the constraints 

were related to internal environment within the CF. Compared to the 11 respondents (2%) who said it 

was related to external environment, i.e. lack of proper roads and transportation facilities and non-

renewal of CFUG’s Operational Plan and, therefore, the institutional legality of the CFUG. External 

constraints also involve “rent seeking” behaviors of the forest officials and middle men. 

An overwhelming majority of the 324 (57%) respondents out of 572 said that most of the constraints 

were related to internal environment within the CF. Compared to the 11 respondents (2%) who said it 

was related to external environment, i.e. lack of proper roads and transportation facilities and non-

renewal of CFUG’s Operational Plan and, therefore, the institutional legality of the CFUG. External 

constraints also involve “rent seeking” behaviors of the forest officials and middle men.  

This compares, (in absolute terms of those who did provide their opinion, i.e. 335 respondents); 91 per 

cent respondents who said that internal environments were some of the major constraining factors. 

These included insufficient products from the forest; lack of proper rules and regulations; lack of 

capacity of the Community forest; paucity of other natural endowments such as NTFPs and herbs; lack 

of planning and management plus weak CFUG institutions and governance behind some of the main 

reasons for CFUGs’ not being able to sell their FP/NTFP to market outside their CF.  
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Table 55. Reasons for not being able to sell FP/NTFP 

Reasons for not selling CF products Frequency of Responses by Range Post Total 
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Insufficient products for users 8 17 24 15 28 13 105 

Lack of proper rules and regulations 10 9 4 18 7 51 99 

Lack of capacity of forest 7 5 20 21 24 2 79 

CFUG has not envisioned sales 3 8 3 5 10 0 29 

Weakness of CFUG Ex. committee 10 2 0 0 0 0 12 

Transportation problems 7 0 0 0 0 0 7 

CFUG OP renewal  time over 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 

Not reported 58 67 50 59 22 41 297 

Total Respondents 94 108 90 99 76 105 572 

 

Opinion on Ownership, Control and Institutional management of CF. 

A majority of respondents from all 6 research sites opined that the CFUG collectively owned, managed 

and controlled the community forest. This was followed by the Executive Committee. In third place came 

the Chairperson of the CFUG. The District Forest Officer and Rangers came fourth in the respondent’s 

opinion (Table 56). 

Table 56. Opinion of respondents as to Who Controls the CFUG 

Range post Frequency of respondents  as who owns manages and controls community forest 

 

 
CFUG Executive 

Committee 

Chairperson District  Forest 

Officer and 

Rangers 

Others Not 

Reported 

Khopasi 101 7 9 4 4 1 

Baglungpani 84 10 3 1 5 2 

Ramgha 78 8 5 4 8 3 

Dhamilikuwa 69 20 6 2 1 2 

Narayansthan 68 37 3 0 0 3 

Chaubas 63 13 18 4 15 5 
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Participation in CFUG meetings for framing policy, rules and regulations 

Ramgha figures on top of the list for active participation in governance with 93 positive answers. This 

was followed by Khopasi, Narayansthan, Chaubas, Baglungpani and then Dhamilikuwa (Table 57). 

Obviously, on the non-participation list regarding everyday governance of CFUG, Baglungpani was 

the least participative followed by Dhamilikuwa, Chaubas, Khopasi, Narayansthan and finally 

Ramgha.  

Table 57. Participation in CFUG meeting for Governance 

Range Post Frequency of respondents if the household attend CFUG 

meetings and actively participate in  C governance 

 
Yes No Don't know 

Ramgha 93 12 1 

Khopasi 91 35 0 

Narayansthan 72 34 5 

Chaubas 66 39 13 

Baglungpani 52 46 7 

Dhamilikuwa 45 44 11 

 

Having expressed Suggestions in CFUG meetings  

There are more respondents who kept silent and did not offer any suggestions than those that did offer 

such suggestions. In per cent terms the NOs were 229 (55%) than YES 190 (45%) (Table 58). Khopasi, 

followed by Ramgha, Chaubas, Narayansthan, Baglungpani and Dhamilikuwa follows in the series of 

those offering suggestions according to frequency count.  

Table 58. Respondents who provided suggestions during meetings 

 Range Post Frequency of respondents whether they made 

suggestions during CFUG meeting 

  Yes No 

Chaubas 33 33 

Khopasi 42 49 

Narayansthan 32 40 

Dhamilikuwa 21 24 

Ramgha 37 56 

Baglungpani 25 27 
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Suggestions provided to CFUG 

Those 190 respondents that did provide suggestions have said the following according to order of 

priority (Table 59): (a) protection of forest as a priority in OP, (b) avoid haphazard felling of trees, (c) 

formulate appropriate and proper OP; (d) provide equal opportunity to all in the use of forest 

products, (e) provide firewood at discounted rate, and (f) evaluate the functions of CFUG members.  

Table 59. Frequency of respondent and suggestions provided to CFUG 

Suggestions to CFUG Frequency by Range Post Total 
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Avoid haphazard tree cutting 5 17 8 3 7 4 44 

To promote work plan to protect forest 10 21 12 10 16 12 81 

Appropriate formulation of work plan 6 10 5 8 9 3 41 

Provide fire wood at discount rate 15 6 7 2 0 2 32 

Equal opportunity on use of forest product 4 8 9 0 6 1 28 

Evaluate function of FUG members 3 1 4 1 6 0 15 

Not reported 3 1 5 4 6 5 24 

Total 33 42 32 21 37 25 190 

 

Suggestion taken into account by CFUGs making and number of respondents 

The suggestions implemented were simply stated as accomplished and heeded by the CFUG by a 

majority of respondents numbering 119 respondents (62%) of the YES respondents. In absolute terms 

this is just 18 per cent (18%) of the total sample (Table 60). 

Prime among the suggestions adopted are having planted more trees; has observed and monitored the 

forest in winter months, has controlled forest products and has made the forest better through thinning 

and clearing operations. 
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Table 60. Frequency of respondents who reported actions implemented by CFUG 

Actions taken 

by CFUG 

Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani Total 

Suggestion 

implemente

d 

5 14 9 1 2 1 32 

Has planted 

tree 

1 2 2 4 4 0 13 

Monitored 

forest in 

winter time 

0 0 1 2 6 6 15 

Has 

controlled 

forest 

product 

0 0 0 4 1 5 10 

Has made 

forest land 

clean 

2 0 0 4 3 5 14 

Not reported 25 27 21 11 26 9 119 

Total 33 42 32 21 37 25 190 

 

Reasons for Not Participating on CFUG Meetings  

The three prime reasons for not participating in CFUG meetings were: (a) lack of information, (b) lack 

of time and (c) meeting place is not accessible. A large majority 50 per cent (50%) simply did not 

provide any specific reasons (Table 61).  

Table 61. Reasons for Not Participating on CFUG Meetings 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpa

ni 

Total 

Lack of 

information 

30 17 19 23 3 45 137 

Lack of 

time 

12 12 18 42 5 46 135 

Place is not 

accessible 

8 4 6 8 0 2 28 

Other 42 8 6 9 4 17 86 

Not 

reported 

40 89 65 37 94 5 330 

Total 118 126 111 100 106 105 666 
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CFUG member’s ability to select good office bearers of CFUG  

Over two-fifths or close to a majority, i.e. 278 (42%) of the respondents said that they are able to act 

collectively in order to select good office bearers and the Executive Committee members. At the same 

time, on the other hand similar percentage, i.e. 41 per cent said that they are unable to select good 

leaders. This factor ties the hands of members to effectively ensure good governance of CFUG to a 

large extent (Table 62). Many complex factors are involved in this process including good governance, 

i.e. participation, transparency, accountability and inclusion; lack of information and low level of 

confidence and education of the members, clan, kinship and ethnic group plus political dynamics.  

Just over a one-third (36%) respondents said that they can change corrupt office bearers and leaders 

(Table 63) compared to neatly two-fifths (45%) who said they cannot change them (Table 64). 

Table 62. Able to Select Good Leaders 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Yes 278 41.6 

No 273 40.9 

Don’t Know 105 15.7 

Not Reported 9 1.3 

Total Response 666 99.7 

Missing 2 .3 

Total  Sample 668 100.0 

 

Table 63. Able to Change Corrupt Leaders. 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Yes 241 36.1 

No 299 44.8 

Don’t Know 115 17.2 

Not Reported 10 1.5 

Total Responses 666 99.7 

Missing 2 .3 

Total  Sample 668 100.0 

 

Table 64. Able to Change Ineffective Leaders 

Responses Frequency Percent 

Yes 240 35.9 

No 292 43.7 

Don’t Know 122 18.3 

Not Reported 11 1.6 

Total Responses 666 99.7 

Missing 2 .3 

Total  Sample 668 100.0 

 

 

Examining the above three tables and the responses, it is evident that CFUG members have limited 

authority and leverage to select good leaders and remove corrupt or inefficient leaders. This points to 
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the fact that much needs to be accomplished in terms of building capacity of ordinary CFUG members 

for effective good governance.  

Benefits obtained from Community Forest  

Baglungpani followed by Chaubas reported high benefits from available timber/fodder trees, 

firewood, leaf litter and fodder. The average number of timber reportedly obtained from 

Baglungpani was 229 followed by 113 in Chaubas. Likewise, availability of firewood, fodder and 

leaf litter was also high in these two Rang Posts (Table 65).  

Narayansthan reported a moderately high number of timber/fodder trees and availability of 

firewood, fodder and leaf litter. Ramgha reported lower benefits from timber/fodder trees as well as 

leaf litter. However, firewood was moderately high. Khopasi on the other hand reported low number 

of trees but moderately high benefits from firewood, fodder and leaf litter from the Community Forest.  

Table 65. Annual Average benefit from Community Forest products 

Range Post Timber (number of 

trees) 

Firewood (kg) Leaf Litter and Fodder 

(sack) 

Baglungpani 229 751 576 

Chaubas 113 21 46 

Narayansthan 42 48 70 

Ramgha 20 22 7 

Dhamilikuwa 16 121 15 

Khopasi 3 177 106 

 

Annual earnings and employment was reportedly negligible in all six Rang Posts. In terms of 

remuneration of forest guard five persons reported a total of NRs.16, 400 in the entire year. 

Likewise, annual earnings in the six Range Posts were also negligible with 13 respondents 

reporting a total income of NRs 52,450 or an average of NRs.4, 035 per person per annum. 

Interestingly, participating in meetings and seminars by the CFUG members brought in more cash 

in comparison to direct employment. A total of 13 respondents reported drawing a total of NRs. 

20,550 attending various meetings and seminars as aggregate allowances. These figures above 

point to the fact that benefits to the CFUG members are low in terms of income, employment and 

marketable products in all six Rang Posts currently. 

Awareness regarding Registration of CFUG  

Altogether, 418 or nearly 63 per cent out of the 666 respondents said that they are aware of the fact 

that the CFUG is registered with the government office (Table 66). The other 37 per cent said that they 

did not know nor had no answers. This indicates a significant number of CFUG members are un-

informed about their own institution. CFUGs under Chaubas followed by Banglunpani Range Posts 

were least well informed. On the other hand, Narayansthan, Khopasi, Ramgha and Dhamilikuwa were 

better informed.  
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Table 66. Frequency on the awareness of respondents on CFUG registration 

  Yes No Don't know 

Chaubas 49 5 64 

Khopasi 90 9 27 

Narayansthan 92 1 18 

Dhamilikuwa 67 8 25 

Ramgha 79 4 23 

Baglungpani 41 6 58 

 

Awareness on Cash Crops cultivation inside Community Forest 

Just 14 per cent of the respondents knew something about whether cash crops can or cannot be grown 

in the community forest. However, 86 per cent were not well informed and had no knowledge on this 

issue (Table 67). 

Table 67. Awareness on Cash Crops cultivation inside Community Forest 

 Range Post Yes No Don't know 

Chaubas 41 53 24 

Khopasi 4 111 11 

Narayansthan 9 89 13 

Dhamilikuwa 3 63 34 

Ramgha 29 67 10 

Baglungpani 9 22 74 

 

Sale of Forest Products including NTFP outside the CF in the past three years. 

Altogether 107 respondents or just 16 per cent had knowledge about the sale of forest products 

outside the CF. The rest of the 84 per cent had either no knowledge or information or the CFs were not 

active in selling forest products outside the CF. It was obvious that those CFUGs with nearness to town 

and saw mill operations such as Ramgha, Chaubas, Narayansthan and Khopasi had better information 

in this respect. Based on this, just 12 respondents or less than 2 per cent (2%) knew something about 

constraints and difficulties related to selling forest products outside the CF (Table 68). 
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Table 68. Frequency of respondents and responses on the sale of Forest Products outside CF in the 
past three years 

 Range Post Sale of CF products Experience difficulties in selling 

CF products 

 
Yes No Don't know Yes No Don't know 

Chaubas 30 47 41 6 9 15 

Khopasi 21 56 49 3 13 5 

Narayansthan 23 43 45 2 0 21 

Dhamilikuwa 1 40 59 0 1 0 

Ramgha 32 60 14 2 5 25 

Baglungpani 0 41 64 0 0 0 

 

Problems encountered when selling CF products outside CFUG 

A few difficulties were mentioned when selling CF products outside the CFUG. These were lack of clear 

rules and regulations on extraction and export of CF products outside the CFUG; limited use of timber, 

firewood or NTFPs outside the CF as marketable products and non-payment of legal revenues to the 

government on sale of CF products (Table 69). 

Table 69. Difficulties Encountered Selling Forest Products outside CF by Range Post 

 Difficulties encountered Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Ramgha Total 

Limited use of CF products 3 1 1 2 7 

Lack of clear rules on sale of CF products 5 3 1 1 10 

CF products sold without paying due 

revenues 

3 0 0 0 3 

 

The few answers forthcoming in this respect offers nothing significant or divergent in term of ethnic 

group such as Brahmin/Chettri or Janajatis (Table 70). Limited use of forest products, followed by lack 

of clear rules and regulations and CF products sold without paying due revenues to the government 

appears to provide some trend on the difficulties perceived by the CFUG members. 

Table 70. Difficulties Encountered Selling Forest Products outside CF by Caste 

 Difficulties encountered Brahmin/Chettri Janjati Total 

Limited use of CF products 4 3 7 

Lack of clear rules on sale of CF products 5 5 10 

CF products sold without paying due revenues 1 2 3 

 

Constraints or difficulties faced by CFUG members due to CFUG Executive Committee 

Decision 

An overwhelming majority of respondents numbering 615 or 92 per cent said that they have not faced 

any difficulties as a result of CFUG’s Executive Committee decisions (Table 71). Only 8 per cent said 
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that they had faced some problems. The difficulties appeared when there were economic activities such 

as Community or Private Saw mill in operation, i.e. Chaubas or in Narayansthan. 

Table 71. Frequency of respondents by difficulties faced by CFUG members due to EC decisions 

 Range Post Yes No 

Chaubas 18 100 

Khopasi 6 120 

Narayansthan 11 100 

Dhamilikuwa 2 98 

Ramgha 7 99 

Baglungpani 7 98 

 

Nature of the Problems encountered 

A miniscule six per cent (6%) responded that they had encountered problems or had opinion on this 

matter. The problems encountered in the order of frequency were (a) not allowed to use dry wood for 

fuel, (b) nepotism and favoritism including elite capture, (c) lack of transparency in decision making, 

and (d) subsidy or positive discrimination not provided in favour of the poor and weak members of 

CFUG (Table 72). 

Table 72. Nature of the Problems Encountered 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani   

Not allowed to 

use dry wood 

8 1 4 0 3 1 17 

Decisions not 

transparent 

3 0 2 0 0 1 6 

Subsidy/facilities 

not given to the 

poor 

1 0 2 0 0 1 4 

Nepotism 4 1 3 1 3 1 13 

 

Awareness about income and expenditure of CFUG 

Only around 17 per cent of the respondents said that they knew something about the financial 

management of CFUG. CFUG members from Lamjung appeared to be better informed on this issue 

than those from Kavre. Ramgha, Baglungpani and Dhamilikuwa were better informed regarding the 

financial management of CFUG compared to the rest in Kavrepalanwhock. Narayansthan appeared to 

be at the bottom of the pile (Table 73). 
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Table 73. Awareness regarding the financial management of CFUG 

 Range Post Frequency by responses 

  Yes No 

Chaubas 15 103 

Khopasi 13 113 

Narayansthan 4 107 

Dhamilikuwa 19 81 

Ramgha 35 71 

Baglungpani 29 76 

 

Awareness and Knowledge of Specific Items on Financial management of CFUG 

Altogether, 119 responses were forthcoming in this issue. The most commonly mentioned item was the 

knowledge on income and expenditure of the CFUG. This was followed by yearly income; yearly 

expenditure and finally investment in social works by the CFUG (Table 74). 

Table 74. Awareness on Specific Items of Financial Management 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani Total  

Yearly 

income 

7 1 2 7 2 2 21 

Yearly 

expense 

4 0 1 2 1 3 11 

Income & 

Expenditur

e 

0 10 1 11 32 23 77 

Investment 

in social 

works 

5 2 0 0 0 3 10 

 

Awareness on the “well-being ranking” of HH in CFUG 

One-fifth or just around 20 per cent said that they were aware of the “well-being ranking” of their 

CFUG. Further, inquiry and probing on the benefits and constraints arising out of this “well-being 

ranking” did not reveal anything significant from this small group (Table 75). 
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Table 75. Frequency of responses on whether they are aware about well-being ranking being 
used CFUG governance. 

Responses Frequency Relative frequency (%) 

Yes 132 19.8 

No 138 20.7 

Don't know 396 59.3 

Total 666 99.7 

System 2 0.3 

Total 668 100.0 

 

Benefits and Constraints due to Well-being Ranking of the CFUG 

Approximately seven per cent (7%) of the respondents had some information regarding benefits and 

constraints. The perceived benefits were ready availability of forest products mainly fuel wood and 

timber at discounted rate; recognition and honor arising out of well-being ranking; positive 

discrimination in favor of the poor and the weak members and the potential plus opportunity provided 

to gain new knowledge and skills (Table 76). 

Table 76. Perceived Benefits due to Well-being Ranking 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani   

a kind of 

honor 

4 6 0 1 1 3 15 

gain of 

knowledge 

and skills 

0 1 0 1 1 5 8 

availabilit

y of forest 

products at 

discounted 

rate 

4 8 2 4 2 4 24 

 

The perceived constraints reported by by the CFUG members as a result of well-being rankings include 

different and discriminatory rates for forest products to different category members; no immediate 

tangible benefits to the members; internal conflict and disputes due to well-being ranking and lack of 

time to devote to CFUG works due to household chores (Table 77). 
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Table 77. Perceived Constraints due to Well-being Ranking (multiple response, n=46) 

  Chaubas Khopasi Narayansthan Dhamilikuwa Ramgha Baglungpani Total 

do not have 

benefits 

3 5 1 8 2 1 20 

difference of 

payment 

3 6 0 3 5 4 21 

mutual dispute 0 1 2 0 0 2 5 

cannot depute 

mpre time due 

to household 

busy 

1 0 0 0 0 1 2 

 Total 7 11 3 11 7 7 46 

 

Benefits and Advantage of being a CFUG member 

There were over 5,200 multiple views and responses regarding benefits of being a CHUG member. A 

total of over 66 per cent responses were positive (Table 78). Three were 34 per cent responses which 

did not support the mainstream views and did not see benefits on being a CFUG member. 

Respondent’s opinions related to being the member of a CFUG are according to priority ranking as 

follows: (a) access to natural resources; (b) easy access to timber, (c) access to external opportunities 

and exposures; (d) leadership and personal development; (e) easy access to fuel-wood; (f) gaining 

social and political connections through network; (g) easy access to collection of grass, and leaf litter; 

(h) able to collect agro-forestry products. 

Analyzing the total multiple responses, the trend shows that two thirds (66%) would tend to agree on 

the above opinions. However, a significant one third (34%) offered either no opinion or disagreed with 

the above views! 

Table 78. Benefits and Advantages of Being a CFUG member (multiple response) 

Benefits of FUG membership Frequency of respondents according to their 
perceptions of benefits of FUG membership  
Agree 
strongly 

Agree Disagree 
strongly 

DK/NA 

Access to natural resources 189 364 60 53 

Access to external opportunities and exposures 72 294 131 169 

Having prestige, social recognition and political 
connections 

71 262 140 193 

Developed my personality and leadership qualities 84 278 118 186 

Having wood easily 216 315 102 33 

Collection of fuel wood easily 326 263 55 22 

Collection of grass, leaf litter easily 320 261 39 46 

Collection of agroforestry products easily 40 186 201 239 
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Underutilized or Abandoned Land (UUL)  

The base line survey research examined the issue of un-utilized, under-utilized or abandoned land 

under the heading of (UUL). The opinions and responses sought were related to the general impression 

and extant of (UUL), its descriptions in terms of land type, area, period under (UUL), reasons for it 

being kept as (UUL), and its use if any? And income earned from it by default such as from trees, 

grasses or fruits or potential prevailing value of such land in the market, inter alia. 

Furthermore, decision making process related to (UUL), its intentional use in future, the inability to use 

land, willingness to let others use land if one is a land owner were solicited, inter alia. 

Furthermore, from the potential user of (UUL) who are normally landless or land poor, questions were 

solicited on potential use, type of land preferred, its terms and conditions for contract, type of facilities 

preferred on the land, inter alia. 

Area of UUL in all six Range Posts 

There were all together 271 respondents reporting some form of (UUL) (Table 79). In aggregate this 

was reported as Pako Bari 22,869 Sqm (41%); Khet 22, 204 Sqm (39%); Khar Bari 8,139 Sqm (14%) 

and other types of land 3,052 Sqm ( 6) in all six sites. These add up to a total of 56,291 Sqm. In terms 

of hectares, this is approximately 5.62 hectares (ha) in the sampled respondent households of 271 

houses. 

In an average, it added up to 12,098 square meters or 1.20 hectares in each research sites. The most 

frequently mentioned land type was Pakho Bari (168) responses or 62 per cent, followed by Khet (93) 

34 per cent and lastly Bari (9) with just 4 per cent. 

Table 79. Area (m2) of under utilized or abandoned Land in six research sites 

Land Type Number of 

respondents 

Minimum  Maximum  Average  

Pakho Bari 168 - 22,896 2,379 

Khet 93 117  22,204 3,899 

Khar bari 9 760 8,139 2,768 

Others 1 3,052 3,052 3,052 

Total 271 - - NA 

 

Average area (m2) of under-utilised land by land type and Range Post 

An aggregate of 161 hectares of UUL Khetland was recorded from all six sites. Baglungpani 

illustrated highest average (UUL) Khet, followed by Ramgha, Dhamilikuwa , Chaubas and 

Narayansthan. There were no (UUL) Khet in Khopasi (Table 80). An aggregate of 141 hectares of 

(UUL) Pakho Bari was recorded from all six sites. Average aggregate, Pako Bari (UUL) was highest in 

Dhamilikuwa, followed by Baglungpani, Chaubas, Ramgha, Khopasi and Narayansthan. Likewise, the 

average aggregate (UUL) Khar Bari land was 143 hectares from all six sites. Chaubas alone had 81 

hectares followed by Khopasi 30 hectares, Dhamilikuwa 15 nectares followed by approximately 8 

hectares in Baglungpani and Ramgha. Narayansthan did not record any UUL in Khar Bari land. 
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Table 80. Area (m2) of UUL by Range Post and land type 

Range Post Khet Pakho Bari Khar Bari 

 Average No. of 

respondents 

Average No. of 

respondents 

Average No. of 

respondents 

Baglungpani 4,410 58 2,748 28 763 1 

Ramgha 4,154 3 2,188 19 760 1 

Dhamilikuwa 3,813 9 3,251 23 1,526 2 

Chaubas 2,880 20 2,466 48 8,139 1 

Narayansthan 837 3 1,498 18 --. 0 

Khopasi 0 0 1,907 32 3049 4 

 

Reasons for keeping land as UUL by land type 

Altogether, 271 respondents had unutilized or abandoned land in the form of Khet (93), Pakho Bari 

(168) and Khar Bari (9) (Table 81). This is approximately (40.42 %) of the total sampled respondents. 

The five significant reasons for Khet land unutilization, underutilization or abandonment are: (a) lack of 

labour or human resources, (b) lack of facility for cultivation of land which can be irrigated, lack of 

fertilizers and agrarian inputs, (c) production does not cover expenses and low return on investments, 

(d) expensive wage rate, and (e) inappropriate or not suitable for farming. 

The five significant reasons for Pako Bari land un-utilization, under-utilization or abandonment are: (a) 

lack of labour or human resources; (b) production does not cover expenses and low return on 

investments, (c) lack of facility for cultivation of land which can be irrigated, lack of fertilizers and 

agrarian inputs, (d) inappropriate or not suitable for farming, and (e) expensive wage rate. 

The five significant reasons for Khar Bari land un-utilization, under-utilization or abandonment are: (a) 

production does not cover expenses and low return on investments, (b) lack of facility for cultivation of 

land which can be irrigated, lack of fertilizers and agrarian inputs,(c) lack of labour or human 

resources, (d) production does not cover expenses and low return on investments, and (e) expensive 

wage rate. 

There is one respondent who did not indicate the type of land abandoned wherein the reasons for 

abandonment include (a) inappropriate for farming, (b) expensive wage rate and (c) frequent 

landslides. 

In an average, the number of years that UUL has been around as abandoned/unutilized is around 8 

years for all three land types (Table 82). 
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Table 81. Reasons for Abandoning land by Land Type 

Reasons for abandoning Land Frequency and cumulative frequency for 

respondents who abandoned Khet (n=93) 

Frequency and cumulative 

frequency for respondents who 

abandoned Pakho Bari (n=168) 

Frequency and cumulative frequency 

for respondents who abandoned 

Khar Bari (n=9) 

  N Percent Percent of 

Cases 

N Percent Percent of 

Cases 

N Percent Percent of Cases 

Lack of human resources 63 41.4% 67.7% 87 29.0% 51.8% 4 19.0% 44.4% 

Expensive wage rate 14 9.2% 15.1% 38 12.7% 22.6% 2 9.5% 22.2% 

Inappropriate for farming 13 8.6% 14.0% 37 12.3% 22.0% 4 19.0% 44.4% 

Lack of facility for cultivation of land 25 16.4% 26.9% 40 13.3% 23.8% 5 23.8% 55.6% 

Production not commensurate to the 

effort 

18 11.8% 19.4% 58 19.3% 34.5% 5 23.8% 55.6% 

Migration 1 0.7% 1.1% 11 3.7% 6.5%    

Not accessible 8 5.3% 8.6% 9 3.0% 5.4% 1 4.8% 11.1% 

Frequent landslides 5 3.3% 5.4% 2 .7% 1.2%    

Risk and damage from  grazing 2 1.3% 2.2% 1 .3% .6%    

No common agreement on family for 

faming 

1 0.7% 1.1% 17 5.7% 10.1%    

Not reported 2 1.3% 2.2%       
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Table 82. UUL at a glance in all land type 

Unutilized Period (years) Frequency of 

respondents 

Minimum Maximum Mean 

Khet 88 1.0 40 8 

Pakho Bari 147 1.0 35 8 

Khar Bari 7 1.0 22 8 

 

Plans and Intentions for Unutilized Land 

Altogether, four-fifths (80%) of the 111 respondents said they had some plans or intentions for how to 

utilize (UUL) in the future. This is given in Table 83. 

Table 83. Number of Respondents who has Plans/Intentions for UUL 

Responses Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 89 13.3 80.2 

No 22 3.3 19.8 

Total 111 16.6 100.0 

Missing 557 83.4  

Total 668 100.0  

 

A majority of the 108 respondent’s 124 multiple responses indicated that they wanted to farm or 

cultivate again with appropriate plants and crops 99 (80%). This was followed by 9 (7%) responses 

which indicated that they wanted to lease it out to others or to manage livestock rising. This was 

followed by 7 (6%) responses which indicated leasing out land on either general or fixed term basis or 

use it alternatively for housing plots (Table 84). 

Table 84. Specific Plans/Intentions for UUL 

 Utilisation Plan/Intention Frequency of respondents by UUL utilisation plan by  Range 

Post 

Total 
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Farming again with appropriate 

plantation 

10 11 27 20 17 14 99 

Lease  out with full utilisation of 

products 

0 1 2 1 2 3 9 

Use for housing 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 

Lease out on fixed contract  1 2 0 0 0 1 4 

Livestock Management on UUL 0 0 3 6 0 0 9 
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Total 10 11 27 24 19 17 108 

 

Preferred Terms and Conditions for cultivating others (UUL) 

Over one-thirds, i.e. 38 respondents (34%), said that they would like to have fixed contract with the 

landlord. This was followed by 31 respondents (28%) who preferred share-cropping followed by 

fixed deposit (20%) of agreed amount on leased land and 15 per cent (15%) who wanted other 

arrangements (Table 85). 

Table 85. Preferred Terms and Conditions for cultivating others (UUL) 

Forms of Arrangement Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Deposit Money 22 3.3 19.8 

Fixed contract 38 5.7 34.2 

Share Cropping 31 4.6 27.9 

Other arrangements 17 2.5 15.3 

Not Reported 3 0.4 2 

Total 111 16.6 100.0 

Missing 557 83.4  

Total 668 100.0  

 

Type of Land and Facilities required for induce HHs to use others UUL land 

Altogether, 211 households who wanted to cultivate others (UUL), indicated that they 88 (42%) 

preferred availability of irrigation facilities as a top priority. This was, followed by prospects for high 

productively (18%), availability of road access (16%), other means of accessibility (7%), thus making 

this accessibility category (21%) in total. Improved seed was also preferred by (10%) of the 

respondents. The rest of the 9% respondents indicated issues such as land rights, subsidy, and 

availability of labour plus market outlet. 

Table 86. Types of Facilities preferred by HH to utilize (UUL) optimally 

 Facilities Preferred Types of Facilities preferred 

  N Percent Percent of Cases 

Irrigation facilities 88 42 82 

Accessibility 15 7 14 

High productivity 37 18 35 

Improved seed and machinery 20 10 19 

Subsidy from State 3 1 3 

Full rights over  land cultivated 10 5 9 

Road facility 33 16 31 

Labour availability  4 2 4 

Marketing  outlet 1 1 1 

Total Responses 211 100 197 
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Who takes decision for keeping land as (UUL) or fallow according to Ethnic Group 

The overwhelming responses on decision making, i.e. 117 out of 237 or (49%) were jointly by husband 

and wife. This was followed by household head male with 86 responses (36%). Wife and household 

female were negligible with 19 responses or just (8%). In the case of Dalit households, there was an 

exception, where male decision making prevailed with 14 out of 26 responses (54%) of the household 

head taking the decision. 

Table 87. Decision maker in the HH for keeping land fallow (UUL) 

 Decision makers Ethnic Group Total 

  Brahmin/Chettri Janajati Dalit 
 

Jointly 50 59 8 117 

Household head (Male) 46 26 14 86 

Household head (female) 4 6 2 12 

Not reported 4 3 1 8 

Wife of household head 3 3 1 7 

Son 6 1 0 7 

Total 113 98 26 237 

 

Land owners inability to utilize Land according to Desire or Wish. 

The significant inability or constraints for implementing plans for UUL are presented in Table 88. In the 

case plans to sell the land it was hampered by not having good returns on investment; lack of human 

resources, lack of good aspect of the land as it was terraced fields and lack of irrigation followed by 

bad economy prevailing currently. One of the main reasons to let other cultivate their land was lack of 

availability of labour to work on the land. Those that could not cultivate their land the constraints was 

lack of quality seed, lack of human resources in the households, lack of availability of labour, lack of 

irrigation, and steeped terraced land. The constraint to agro-forestry plantations were lack of quality 

seeds and seedlings, lack of irrigation facilities, lack of human resources and availability of labour. 

Table 88. Inability to Utilize land according to Desire or Wish. 

Constraints for 

implementing plans 

for UUL 

Plans for UUL 

 
Sell(n=44) Give others 

(n=70) 

Cultivate agro 

forest (n=134) 

Others (n=36) 

Lack of irrigation  4 5 19 3 

Risk of Grazing 2 5 7 2 

Lack of manpower 8 23 13 11 

Shady land 1 6 8 4 

Weakness in economy 5 3 5 3 

Terrace land 6 7 12 4 

Lack of manpower 2 3 16 2 

Not possibility of protection 2 7 7 
 

Not to the expected benefit 14 7 2 
 

Lack of seed and seedling 
 

2 38 6 

Lack of experience 
 

2 5 1 
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Utilization plan of UUL obtain from land owner by tenant 

An overwhelming majority of 78 per cent respondents said: (a) that they would like to utilize (UUL) for 

faming purpose with appropriate plantation of agricultural crops suitable for that piece of land. The 

rest of the 11 per cent were scattered around (b) lease with full utilization for various productions, (c) 

animal husbandry, (c) use for fixed time on lease, (d) use for housing plot (Table 89). 

Table 89. Utilization plan of UUL obtain from land owner by tenant 

Utilisation Plan Responses Percent of 

Cases 

 N Percent  

Farming with appropriate plantation 99 78.0 89.2 

Lease with full utilization of product 9 7.1 8.1 

Use of UL for housing 3 2.4 2.7 

Utilize land for fixed time of lease 4 3.1 3.6 

Full use of land with farming of animal 
husbandry 

9 7.1 8.1 

Not reported 3 2.4 2.7 

Total 127 100.0 114.4 

 

Frequency of Respondents who identified Utilization Plans for any new UUL 

As alluded to in Table 90 summary presentation, the 99 respondents or 78 per cent said that they 

would like to utilize (UUL) according to appropriate farming agro-forestry plantations (Table 90). 

Narayansthan (27%), Dhamilikuwa (25%), Ramgha (20%), Baglunpani (18%) Khopas (11%) and 

Chaubas (10%) serially follow this pattern for wanting to plant with appropriate farming. The rest of 

the 22 per cent are scattered less significantly over lease, housing, fixed term contract farming and 

raising livestock over these 6 research sites. 

Table 90. Utilization plan of UUL obtain from land owner by tenant according to Range Post 
(multiple response) 

 Utilisation plan Chaubas 

(N=10) 

Khopasi 

(N=11) 

Narayansthan 

(N=27) 

Dhamilikuwa 

(N=25) 

Ramgha 

(N=20 

Baglungpani 

(N=18) 

Total 

Farming with 
appropriate plantation 

10 11 27 20 17 14 99 

Lease with full 
utilization of product 

0 1 2 1 2 3 9 

Use of UL for housing 1 0 0 0 0 2 3 

Utilize land for fixed 
time of lease 

1 2 0 0 0 1 4 

Full use of land with 
farming of animal 
husbandry 

0 0 3 6 0 0 9 

Not reported 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Demography and Population 

Altogether, 668 sample households in 12 CFUG each of Kavre and Lamjung were interviewed. This 

represented pooling information on 4,092 household members of the sampled respondents. Male 

members were greater than female members with a sex ratio of (0.94) for women. The economically 

active population was around 65 per cent. A majority of population representing 58 per cent were 

below the age of 30 years. Over four fifths or nearly 62 per cent were married. The family structure is 

evenly split between nuclear and extended members and the most frequently mentioned size is 

between 4 – 6 members in a household. Educational attainments for male and female members are 

leveling-off with women and girls making progress to catch up with men. However, men still outnumber 

women in education from the kindergarten to the post graduate level. Nearly 33 per cent of youth 

between the ages of 15 – 29 years reported that they work in agriculture. Women with 69 per cent 

representation, outnumber men who were just 31 per cent and often out-migrate abroad to third 

countries in greater numbers.  

Recommendation: The three Thematic Groups can examine the data-set in this section to see what can 

be integrated into the policy, institutions, model and market disciplines for various age, education, 

gender, ethnic group, main occupation and those staying back in Nepal or out-migrating to their 

respective themes and disciplines.  

Household Economy 

Hill Janajatis, followed by Brahmin/Chettris and the Dalits come first, second and third in all types of 

land holdings. However, in terms of prized Khet land, it is the Brahmin/Chettri group who own much 

more of this land in all six research sites. Khet land was the preferred choice for tenant farming. Share 

cropping followed by contract farming was the preferred choice for tenants to farm other peoples 

land. Credit was generally accessed from the Banks, Relatives and Cooperatives. Interest ranged from 

2 per cent to 21 per cent. Borrowing from relatives was popular even though at 20 per cent it was the 

highest rate. Tenants generally went to the community leaders to obtain justice or settle disputes. In 

terms of production input and cost, labour was the most expensive item mentioned frequently followed 

by oxen plowing or farm implements; farm yard manure or chemical fertilizers and seeds. 

Sale of milk and dairy products from buffaloes earned the highest income for all ethnic groups. This 

was followed by cows and sale of calf for all groups. Third came the goats for all groups. Pigs earned 

significant income for the Janajatis and Dalits. Farm-fish in Dhamilikuwa was also a significant income 

earning item. The animal holdings were small with less than 2 units of big animals such as cows and 

buffaloes and 4-5 units of small animals such as goats. Animal by-product such as farm yard compost 

manure was a significant contributor to income earned by the farmers followed by milk, butter and 

animal labour or draft for plowing oxen. Investment in livestock consisted of shed maintenance, poultry 

feed, fodder/grass and medicines. 

Tenant farmers normally received half of the crops produced and they felt secure in obtaining the 

rights over their produce from the land owners on whatever tenancy arrangements that they had. 

Major household expenditures on food items were paddy/rice followed by fish and meat plus oil and 

spices. Farmers did adapt new technologies and inputs which were dominantly improved seeds, 

agricultural inputs such as tools/ implements, irrigation, new methods and chemical fertilizers. The dale 

of agro-forestry products were mainly cardamom and timber or fuel-wood. 

Income from off –farm activities were mainly from employment abroad and sending home remittances; 

working in paid service industries such as salaried jobs, teachers, civil servants, army and police as well 

as small business and wage labour. 
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Associational life was represented by being members of the savings and credit cooperatives followed 

by women’s group, community forest User Groups and farmers group. In terms of well-being ranking, 

the Brahmin/Chettri group followed by Janajatis and Dalit were the norm for well-off and non-poor 

group. The reverse order was the case for the poor group with Janajati, Dalit and Brahmin/Chettri 

group pecking in that order. 

Recommendation: The three Thematic Groups can examine the data-set in this section to see what can 

be integrated into the policy, institutions, model and market disciplines for various dimensions of secure 

livelihood and food security from the data-set provided in this chapter. 

Agroforestry 

Sallo, either self-prorogated or planted is common species found in Kavre. Other significant species 

found in Kavre and Lamjung are Uttis, Chilaune, Katus and Sal for timber trees and Dudhilo and Paiyu 

as fodder trees. Lapsi is found commonly in Kavre although both Lapsi and Sallo is rare in Lamjung. 

Households who have planted trees stands at 70 per cent compared to 30 per cent of those who 

responded that they have not planted trees. Kimbu or mulberry trees are planted commonly in Kavre 

as it provides good fodder as well as fuel wood, fruits and leaves for mulberry farming which is 

gaining popularity in Kavre. Ground grasses such as napier, stylo, jai ghash, khar and amliso are 

popular in both the districts. Fruits trees such as aap, kero, nibuwa, amba and khurpani are popular 

with the households. There is scope for planting more agro-forestry species in both the districts. 

Orange, lemon, mulberry, mango, litchi and pakhuri were frequently mentioned in Kaverepalanchowk. 

Likewise, Sajivenee, Orange, mango, fodder grass, pakhuri and litchi were mentioned in Lamjung. 

Sanjavini in Lamjung and Orange in Kaverapalanchow were the favourite fruit trees desired by the 

farmers. 

Kavre demonstrated more cases of planting Napier grass followed by Kimbu or mulberry in dominant 

numbers. This was followed by jai grass and khar grass. In Lamjung, Napier, Khar grasses and jai grass 

were the dominant species reported. Broom grass was also significant. 

A fair number or critical mass of around 18 per cent rural household members has received training 

from outside agencies such as government and non-government agencies. Respondents normally 

replied that they did not asked questions or put forth ideas during agro-forestry training sessions. 

Women, Jananatis and Dalits were even more silent in this respect. This is natural given the low 

confidence level of these groups in formal training sessions mostly given by government or NGO 

officials. 

The income from agro-forestry products are normally in the hands of the male household head. Wife, 

followed by female household head and sons also figure prominently in decision making when the 

household is either absent or is headed by female member. 

Likewise, decision making process leading to access, control and choices are mostly in the hands of 

male household head when it comes to planting, harvesting and selling of agro-forestry products. 

The five most frequently mentioned constraints by the households were: (a) low productivity; (b) lack of 

proper sunlight; (c) lack of fertilizer; (d) lack of irrigation, and (e) problems due to infection and 

disease. 

Five frequently mentioned management problems were (a) infection and disease in agricultural crops; 

(b) poor management skills; (c) lack of sunlight; (d) low productivity due to lack of fertilizer; (e) open 

grazing by livestock in the countryside. To some extend the high effort low yield in agriculture were 

also cited often. 

Corn stalks stood as an important agricultural residue followed by rice straw, leaf litter, mixed rice-

wheat-millet straw, hay and dry grass, corn cob and wheat millet straw. As a divergent trend, more 
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mixed crop residues were reported among Janajati and Dalit households together with corn cob. 

Hay/dry grass was an important agricultural residual crop for the Dalits. 

Time use study and total amounts collected from the forest as leaf litters, bio-mass, fuel-wood, animal 

fodder and materials for farm yard manure show – Brahmin/Chettris as dominant group followed by 

Janajatis and then Dalits. 

The most frequently mentioned helpful factors from agro-forestry are: (1) Availability of fodder and 

grass in the farm, (2) fire-wood and timber, (3) Availability of forest and grass nearby forest, (4) 

increase in income, and (5) soil enrichment and protection. Availability and enhancement of farm yard 

manure and vegetable growing are also mentioned as something significant. 

The most frequently mentioned hindering factors from agro-forestry are: (1) it creates shady and wet 

conditions in the farm, (2) it leads to lower productivity of crops, (3) attracts damages from open 

livestock and grazing from neighbours livestock and, (4) death and disease sets in, and (5) lack of 

irrigation and labour is a constraint for improved utilization and practice of agro-forestry. 

Recommendation: The Agro-forestry Thematic Group can examine the data-set in this section to see 

what can be integrated into the policy, institutions, model and market disciplines for the theme. 

Innovation and trials can be designed based on data-set relevant for secure livelihood and food 

security. 

The Community Forestry 

Awareness measured by “YES” and “NO” answers on policy, rules and regulations were skewed 

between the Range Posts. Altogether, they were 273 (42%) “YES” and 370 (58%) “NOs” out of 643 

responses. This illustrates the fact that information and communication needs to be administered more 

robustly in order to have improved knowledge and working skills related to community forestry related 

policies, rules and regulations at the hamlet and household level. 

Knowledge on CF rules, regulations, planning and operational management were fairly poor at the 

household level in all 6 Range Posts. Asked to respond on a variety of issues ranging from fire 

prevention; illegal logging; benefit that can be derived as grass, fodder, fuel-wood and timber; 

develop good silvicultural practices; promote and conserve plantation; cut and plant according to the 

management plan; and stop the misuse of the forest the response rate was generally poor in terms of 

the total sample households. 

Only 107 (16%) respondents knew anything about the sale of products from CFUG in the past 3 

years. The rest of 559 (84%) respondents either said “NO” 43 per cent or “Did not know” 41 per cent 

regarding the sale and income of the CFUG from forest and NTFP products. 

Constraints related to marketing were: (a) forest and NTFPs from CF had limited use and limited 

market; (b) lack of proper harvest and export rules outside the CF, and (c) CF had exported forest and 

NTFP from CF without direct benefit to the CFUG members. 

Opinions on reasons for constraints on marketing ranged from: (a) insufficient products from community 

forestry for end users, (b) lack of proper rules and regulations, (c) lack of forest capacity; (d) lack of 

CFUG’s ability to plan and market for sale, (e) weakness of CFUG Executive Committee, (f) 

transportation problems and finally (g) problem of timely renewal of CFUG’s Operational Plan (OP). 

A majority of respondents from all 6 research sites opined that the CFUG collectively owned, managed 

and controlled the community forest. An aggregate of 67 per cent respondents said that they 

participated in the everyday governance of the CFUG compared to 33 per cent who did not. One-

fifth or just around 20 per cent said that they were aware of the “well-being ranking” of their CFUG. 

Over two-fifths or close to a majority, i.e. 278 (42%) of the respondents said that they are able to act 
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collectively in order to select good office bearers and the Executive Committee members. At the same 

time, on the other hand similar percentage, i.e. 41 per cent said that they are unable to select good 

leaders. This has negative impact for good governance of CFUG. 

Baglungpani followed by Chaubas reported high benefits from available timber/fodder trees, 

firewood, leaf litter and fodder. Likewise, availability of firewood, fodder and leaf litter was also 

high in these two Rang Posts. Narayansthan reported a moderately high number of timber/fodder 

trees and availability of firewood, fodder and leaf litter. Ramgha reported lower benefits from 

timber/fodder trees as well as leaf litter. However, firewood was moderately high. Khopasi on the 

other hand reported low number of timber but moderately high benefits from firewood, fodder and 

leaf litter from the Community Forest. 

Annual earnings and employment was reportedly negligible in all six Rang Posts from the CF. The 

figures points to the fact that benefits to the CFUG members are low in terms of income, employment 

and marketable products in all six Rang Posts currently. 

Nearly 63 per cent of the respondents said that they are aware of the fact that the CFUG is 

registered with the government office. The other 37 per cent said that they did not know. Just 14 per 

cent of the respondents knew something about whether cash crops can or cannot be grown in the 

community forest. However, 86 per cent were not well informed and had no knowledge on this issue. 

Just 16 per cent had knowledge about the sale of forest products outside the CF. The rest of the 84 

per cent had either no knowledge or information or the CFs were not active in selling forest products 

outside the CF. Difficulties mentioned in selling CF products outside the CFUG were lack of clear rules 

and regulations on extraction and export of CF products outside the CFUG; limited use of timber, 

firewood or NTFPs outside the CF as marketable products and non-payment of legal revenues to the 

government on sale of CF products. 

An overwhelming majority of respondents numbering 92 per cent of the respondents said that they 

have not faced any difficulties as a result of CFUG’s Executive Committee decisions. Those how did 

encounter problems were: (a) not allowed to use dry wood for fuel, (b) nepotism and favoritism 

including elite capture, (c) lack of transparency in decision making, and (d) subsidy or positive 

discrimination not provided in favour of the poor and weak members of CFUG. 

Only around 17 per cent of the respondents said that they knew something about the financial 

management of CFUG. Only one fifth or 20 per cent respondents were aware of the well-being 

ranking of their own CFUG members. The rest four fifths (80%) either did not know or had no answers. 

The perceived benefits of being CFUG member were ready availability of forest products mainly fuel 

wood and timber at discounted rate; recognition and honor arising out of well-being ranking; positive 

discrimination in favor of the poor and the weak members and the opportunity provided to gain new 

knowledge and skills. Constraints faced by the CFUG members as a result of well-being rankings were 

different and discriminatory rates for forest products to different category members; no immediate 

tangible benefits to the members; internal conflict and disputes due to well-being ranking and lack of 

time to devote to CFUG works due to household chores. 

Recommendation: The Community Forestry Thematic Group can examine the data-set in this section to 

see what can be integrated into the policy, institutions, model and market disciplines for the theme. 

Innovation and trials can be designed based on data-set relevant for secure livelihood and food 

security. 
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Under Utilized & Abandoned Land (UUL)  

Altogether, 271 respondents had unutilized or abandoned land in the form of Khet (93), Pakho Bari 

(168) and Khar Bari (9) as “YES” responses. This is approximately two fifths (40.42 %) of the total 

sampled respondents. 

In aggregate areas, this was reported as Pako Bari 22,869 Sqm (41%); Khet 22, 204 Sqm (39%); 

Khar Bari 8,139 Sqm (14%) and other types of land 3,052 Sqm ( 6) in all six sites. These add up to a 

total of 56,291 Sqm. In terms of hectares, this is approximately 5.62 hectares (ha) in the sampled 

respondent households of 271 houses. 

In an average, it added up to 12,098 square meters or 1.20 hectares in each research sites. The most 

frequently mentioned land type was Pakho Bari (168) responses or 62 per cent, followed by Khet (93) 

34 per cent and lastly Bari (9) with just 4 per cent. 

In an average, an aggregate of 1.61 hectares of UUL Khetland was recorded from all six sites. 

Baglungpani illustrated highest average (UUL) Khet, followed by Ramgha, Dhamilikuwa , Chaubas and 

Narayansthan. There were no (UUL) Khet in Khopasi. 

An average aggregate of 1.41 hectares of (UUL) Pakho Bari was recorded from all six sites. Average 

aggregate, Pako Bari (UUL) was highest in Dhamilikuwa, followed by Baglungpani, Chaubas, Ramgha, 

Khopasi and Narayansthan. 

Likewise, the average aggregate (UUL) Khar Bari land was 1.43 hectares from all six sites. Chaubas 

had 0. 81 hectare followed by Khopasi 0.30 hectare, Dhamilikuwa 0.15 hectare followed by 

approximately 0.8 hectare in Baglungpani and Ramgha. Narayansthan did not record any UUL in 

Khar Bari land. 

The five significant reasons for (UUL) or land abandonment are: (a) lack of labour or human resources, 

(b) lack of facility for cultivation of land which can be irrigated, lack of fertilizers and agrarian inputs, 

(c) production does not cover expenses and low return on investments, (d) expensive wage rate, and 

(e) inappropriate or not suitable for farming. 

Altogether, four-fifths (80%) of the 111 respondents said they had some plans or intentions for how to 

utilize (UUL) in the future. A majority of the 108 respondent’s 124 multiple responses indicated that 

they wanted to farm or cultivate again with appropriate plants and crops 99 (80%). This was followed 

by 9 (7%) responses which indicated that they wanted to lease it out to others or to manage livestock 

rising. This was followed by 7 (6%) responses which indicated leasing out land on either general or 

fixed term basis or use it alternatively for housing plots. 

Over one-third, i.e. 38 respondents (34%), said that they would like to have fixed contract with the 

land owner. This was followed by 31 respondents (28%) who preferred share-cropping followed by 

fixed deposit (20%) of agreed amount on leased land and 15 per cent (15%) who wanted other 

arrangements. 

Altogether, 211 households who wanted to cultivate others (UUL) indicated that the 88 respondents 

(42%) preferred availability of irrigation facilities as a top priority. This was followed by prospects 

for high productively (18%), availability of road access (16%), other means of accessibility (7%), thus 

making this accessibility category (21%) in total. Improved seed was also preferred by (10%) of the 

respondents. The rest of the 9% respondents indicated issues such as land rights, subsidy, and 

availability of labour plus market outlet. 

The overwhelming responses on decision making, i.e. 117 out of 237 or (49%) were jointly by husband 

and wife. This was followed by household head male with 86 responses (36%). Wife and household 

female were negligible with 19 responses or just (8%). In the case of Dalit households, there was an 
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exception, where male decision making prevailed with 14 out of 26 responses (54%) of the household 

head taking the decision. 

The significant inability or constraints for implementing plans for UUL consisted of the following reasons 

given below. In the case of plans to sell the land it was hampered by not having good returns on 

investment; lack of human resources, lack of good aspect of the land as it was terraced fields and lack 

of irrigation followed by bad economy prevailing currently. One of the main reasons to let other 

cultivate their land was lack of availability of labour to work on the land. Those that could not cultivate 

their land the constraints was lack of quality seed, lack of human resources in the households, lack of 

availability of labour, lack of irrigation, and steeped terraced land. The constraint to agro-forestry 

plantations were lack of quality seeds and seedlings, lack of irrigation facilities, lack of human 

resources and availability of labour. 

An overwhelming majority of 78 per cent respondents who wanted to be tenant farmers or cultivate 

other people’s land said: (a) that they would like to utilize (UUL) for faming purpose with appropriate 

plantation of agricultural crops suitable for that piece of land. The rest of the 11 per cent were 

scattered around (b) lease with full utilization for various productions, (c) animal husbandry, and (c) use 

for fixed time on lease, (d) use for housing plot. 

Recommendation: The (UUL) Thematic Group can examine the data-set in this section to see what can 

be integrated into the policy, institutions, model and market disciplines for the theme. Innovation and 

trials can be designed based on data-set relevant for secure livelihood and food security. 


	BACKGROUND
	METHODOLOGY
	Sampling
	Baseline Survey Research Framework
	Survey Research Instrument Development
	Processes and Preparations
	Training and Orientations before the Survey Research
	Field Work for the Survey Research
	Limitations of the Study
	Outcome

	SURVEY RESULTS
	Demography and Population
	Distribution of household members by gender and age class
	Distribution of household members by Marital Status
	Distribution of household by size and type of family structure
	Distribution of population by education and gender
	Distribution of samples population by Occupation and Gender
	Distribution of Youth (15-29 years) by occupation and gender
	Household having members outside Nepal.

	Household Economy
	Landholding by size, and ethnicity according to Range Post
	Tenancy arrangement by land type, ethnicity, and area
	Credit and Credit use Analysis by interest per cent, ethnicity, and education
	Average Interests by Source and Ethnic Group
	Tenancy Rights and Security of Tenure for Grievance handling by, ethnicity
	Share of produce from land obtained from the land owner by the tenant cultivators
	Tenant cultivators Right over the Produce from the land
	Investment and Income from Crops, Vegetables and Fruits according to ethnicity
	Investment and Income from Livestock Management according to ethnicity
	Investment and Income from Livestock Management according to ethnicity
	Annul Expenditure on Food items purchased
	Use of Improved Technology by farmers
	Annual sale of Agro-forestry products
	Annual sale of Agro-forestry products
	Annual Income from Livestock
	Annual Investment in Livestock management
	Household Income from Off-farm activities
	Income from brewing local alcohol
	Affiliation of households with local Associations, CBOs and Networks
	Well-being Ranking of Households

	Agroforestry
	Planted and Self- Propagating Agro-Forestry plants and NTFP by species
	Naturally growing trees and their end use
	Households who have planted trees in the land
	Main species of agroforestry trees planted
	Control of Income Source from Agro-Forestry
	Interest in Planting additional agro-forestry saplings and seedlings in own land.
	The plants species that households would like to plant
	Expressing one’s ideas and opinions during Agro-forestry training programs
	Decision making in Access to and Control of Natural Resources such as AF and NTFPs in the Household
	Distribution of Fodder trees and Grasses in each district
	Constraints in planting and adopting AF and NTFP species Ethnicity
	Management Problems encountered by the Households.
	Training and Extension Services received through AF agencies according to Ethnic Group
	Description of Agricultural Crop residues
	Collection and use of forest products, leaf litters and biomass for animal fodder and farm yard manure by ethnicity and time use study
	Helpful and Hindering Factors in Agro-forestry and NTFP promotion

	Community Forestry
	Awareness on policy, rules and regulations of CF by ethnicity Range Post
	Sale of Forest Products and NTFP by CFUGs in the last 3 years
	Constraints on Marketing and Sale of Forest Products and NTFP by CFUGs in the last 3 years
	Reasons for not being able to sell FP/NTFP by CFUG outside the community
	Opinion on Ownership, Control and Institutional management of CF.
	Participation in CFUG meetings for framing policy, rules and regulations
	Having expressed Suggestions in CFUG meetings
	Suggestions provided to CFUG
	Suggestion taken into account by CFUGs making and number of respondents
	Reasons for Not Participating on CFUG Meetings
	CFUG member’s ability to select good office bearers of CFUG
	Benefits obtained from Community Forest
	Awareness regarding Registration of CFUG
	Awareness on Cash Crops cultivation inside Community Forest
	Sale of Forest Products including NTFP outside the CF in the past three years.
	Problems encountered when selling CF products outside CFUG
	Constraints or difficulties faced by CFUG members due to CFUG Executive Committee Decision
	Nature of the Problems encountered
	Awareness about income and expenditure of CFUG
	Awareness and Knowledge of Specific Items on Financial management of CFUG
	Awareness on the “well-being ranking” of HH in CFUG
	Benefits and Constraints due to Well-being Ranking of the CFUG
	Benefits and Advantage of being a CFUG member

	Underutilized or Abandoned Land (UUL)
	Area of UUL in all six Range Posts
	Average area (m2) of under-utilised land by land type and Range Post
	Reasons for keeping land as UUL by land type
	Plans and Intentions for Unutilized Land
	Preferred Terms and Conditions for cultivating others (UUL)
	Type of Land and Facilities required for induce HHs to use others UUL land
	Who takes decision for keeping land as (UUL) or fallow according to Ethnic Group
	Land owners inability to utilize Land according to Desire or Wish.
	Utilization plan of UUL obtain from land owner by tenant
	Frequency of Respondents who identified Utilization Plans for any new UUL


	Summary of Findings, Conclusion and Recommendations
	Demography and Population
	Household Economy
	Agroforestry
	The Community Forestry
	Under Utilized & Abandoned Land (UUL)


