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Part I: Background 

1. Introduction   

The baseline study activities under the program “Ensuring Social and Economic Rights of 
Marginalized Farmers” of selected communities of 10 districts had commenced in the month 
of February 2016.   A total of 214 Toles (local hamlets) of 42 Village Development Committee 
(VDC) or Municipality Wards were surveyed employing both participatory and household 
survey tools.  The geographical coverage of the study is presented in Annex 1.  Except 
Okhadhunga, Siraha and Udayapur the rest of the 9 districts were listed as the project districts 
in the proposal submitted to and approved by Governance Facility (GF) for funding.  The 
funding for the three other districts has been received from CARE Nepal.  The districts and the 
surveyed communities were among the hardest hit settlements resided mostly by 
marginalized farmers who were directly or indirectly deprived of their fundamental right to 
land ownership, land use and/or access to natural resources.  

The development and execution of the baseline study process and content have been 
consciously informed by the program’s logical framework and the results based monitoring 
and evaluation framework.  The information collected aimed fundamentally at furnishing the 
indicator-specific baseline data required by the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) framework.  
The study was carried out with the involvement of the National Land Right Forum (NLRF) and 
Community Self-Reliance Centre (CSRC) frontline workers, activists and social mobilizers along 
with the locally hired enumerators.  CSRC sought the technical assistance of an expert 
consultant to facilitate and advise the senior management, campaign managers and 
coordinator to train, mobilize and continuously support the frontline staff and activists not 
only to accomplish the study but also to be able to understand and link the baseline data with 
the results framework and establish the time bound targets to be achieved at the districts 
levels.  It has been acknowledged both by the NLRF and CSRC management that the baseline 
survey process contributed significantly to building the organizational capacity at micro as well 
as macro levels on how to complement the activism and campaigns by evidence, research and 
knowledge products. It is also expected to contribute to streamlining program activities vis-à-
vis the results or targets contemplated. 

2. Study Objectives 

The purpose and achievements hinted in the introductory section point to the study’s overall 
objective that it was carried out not only to collect baseline data as required by the program’s 
M&E framework, but also to ensure that its actors, particularly at the field level, were well 
informed of the specific micro, mezzo and macro contexts and issues related to the 
marginalized farmers and be able to use the systematically collected baseline data to set 
specific results targets and develop effective intervention strategies. Specifically following are 
the study’s objectives: 

 To involve the entire program actors in unpacking and internalizing the program log 
frame and M&E framework linking them to their respective working contexts. 
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 To identify collectively by the actors the baseline data need and the approach to 
collecting them. 

 To orient the actors on the technical and procedural aspects of the study and on the 
importance of taking ownership of the process and the product for the successive use, 
monitoring and evaluation. 

 To collect the baseline data using both participatory and household survey tools. 

 To carry out the analysis of the baseline data at the local and central levels. 

 To furnish the program’s overall results based M&E framework with the baseline data 

 To prepare district specific localized results based M&E frameworks through both the 
deductive and inductive processes. 

 To identify the policy advocacy issues and practical implementing issues on land and 
agrarian rights.  

3. Scope of the Study 

As already mentioned in the introductory section, the study covered specific communities of 
both CARE and GF supported 9 districts. These were the districts where the marginalized 
farmers’ rights strengthening and promoting program was proposed and approved for the 
donor support.  The geographical coverage was compromised, for all practical reasons, to an 
average of 5 VDCs or Municipality Wards and 5 pocket areas within each of them (see Annex 
1).  The intent was to extrapolate the information collected at the sampled pocket areas for 
estimating the overall baseline contexts of the marginalized farmers scattered in each of the 
project districts. 

The study was also designed to limit as to what qualitative and quantitative data were to be 
collected—through Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), focus group discussion and household 
survey.  The data collection guidelines and templates were finalized based on the program log 
frame and the results based M&E framework through a participatory process during the 
baseline study training workshops.  Therefore, aside from some complementary information 
sought, the study remained highly focused to the defined indicators of the M&E framework in 
terms of the type and nature of the data to be collected. 

4. Methodology and Tools 

A general draft framework of the baseline study method was prepared collectively by the CSRC 
senior management and program staff with the facilitation of the specialist consultant. There 
was an agreement to employ both qualitative and quantitative methods involving participatory 
rural appraisal (social and resource mapping) and sampled household survey of marginalized 
farmers. 

4.1 The framework and general guidelines 

With the above general understanding, a guideline for collecting data from social and resource 
mapping exercise and household survey along with the survey questionnaire were drafted, 
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Participants of Udayapur district engaged in mapping the local context  

which after an extensive consultation with the participants of the baseline study training 
workshops held at Lalgad, Dhanusha and Thakurdwar, Bardiya were finalized (see Annex 2).  

4.2 Sampling 

A broad sampling framework was also agreed among the senior management and program 
staff, with a proposed coverage of 5 to 10 VDCs/Municipality-wards in each of the program 
districts.  The decision on the location and number of community to be surveyed was left for 
discussion and agreement with the field workers during the impending training workshop.  
Subsequently, the decision of covering 5 to 7 pocket areas within each of the selected VDCs 
was made during the training workshops (see Annex 1 for the list of VDC and pocket areas or 
Tols). 

4.3 Social/resource map 

The social and resource 
mapping exercise carried 
out in each pocket area by 
the local frontline staff 
representing the District 
Land Rights Forum (DLRF) 
and CSRC depicted the 
location of the entire 
households and various 
resources.  A separate 
format was utilized during 
or after the mapping 

exercise to collect a more 

and specific information of every family identified by the social map.  The participants 
provided the required information on individual households and they also collectively 
confirmed its validity.  The social/resource map was first drawn on the floor using locally 
available materials.  It was then copied on poster papers in two copies, one of which was left 
to the community for their reference and use. 

4.4 Household survey 

The information collected on the map led to the identification of the households belonging to 
marginalized farmers for the household survey.  In each of the pocket areas the frontline staff 
successively carried out the survey in about 20% of the total households. 

4.5 Monitoring of the process 

The CSRC program staff and the study consultant paid visits to the districts to oversee the 
process and progress of baseline data collection and quality of data collected in the 5 Eastern 
districts (Okhadhunga, Udayapur, Siraha, Mahottari and Sarlahi), while the CSRC Advisor 
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visited the 3 Western districts (Banke, Dang and Bardiya) and Sindhupalchok was visited by the 
CSRC program coordinator. 

The overall process and the commitment of the field workers were found satisfactory, 
although some appeared to have rushed to complete the task rather than collecting the data 
with understanding of the very purpose of that.  Intensive discussions were held with district 
coordinators, DLRF focal persons and field workers analyzing the data collection process and 
the products achieved thus far.  The District coordinators were critically questioned for the 
apparent superficiality, as seen in some observed cases, of drawing social map and filling up 
the individual household information in the given format.  In almost all the districts field 
coordinators and workers felt the need to revisit the communities to rectify and fill the 
information gaps they realized during the discussion.   

The monitoring team found that the young enumerators hired in Sarlahi district, in particular, 
were troublingly erroneous in their approach to facilitating the PRA and carrying out the 
household survey. The issue was seriously discussed with the district coordinators and other 
district level program staff.  The discussion session also critically looked into the gaps found in 
the data collected.  The on-the-spot feedback received by the district team, nonetheless, 
helped them rectify the mistake well before it was too late.  The enumerators were further 
trained and closely supervised by the district coordinator and program staff which eventually 
ensured optimizing the quality of the district’s baseline data.  

In some districts selection of pocket areas was found problematic—e.g., in the case of 
Udayapur, the areas were chosen based on those suggested during an all party meeting and 
ended up excluding communities with high number of tenants.  The district team was advised 
to expand their geographical coverage to ensure collection of information from adequate 
number of tenant families.   

Learning lesson from Udayapur, the study process and collected data of other districts too 
were critically scrutinized.  The district field teams were advised not just to be unconditionally 
influenced or guided by the local leaders but to ensure that communities comprising of 
marginalized farmers including tenants were approached.  The gender and social exclusion 
issues that the household survey form intended to capture were in almost all cases not explicit 
in the information collected.  Therefore, it was advised to keep in mind what other way or how 
best such issues could be accurately and adequately captured (more on this issue is discussed 
in the following sections). 

4.6 Difficulty of collecting sensitive information 

As the field workers proceeded to interviewing men and women of the sampled households, 
most of them felt that the respondents did not want to share sensitive information.  The 
survey questionnaire consisted of some questions which sought such information. The field 
workers felt that women, in particular, were cautiously answering when asked if they had any 
role to play in key family decisions.  The interviewers mostly were not comfortable with the 
responses as they found them to be expressed with some degree of caution.   
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The same was the case in responding to questions related to domestic violence against women 
and those related to their social role as to whether or how women had been taking on public 
posts.  From the information that the survey questionnaire collected it appeared as if almost 
all the communities in the project districts had no issue of gender, women’s social exclusion 
and domestic violence, which contradicted with the general perceptions on those issues.  
Therefore, it was felt necessary to apply alternative means of extracting the baseline 
information on such sensitive issues.  Nonetheless, despite the interviewers’ concerns, the 
information collected on those aspects were still analyzed, discussed, interpreted and 
presented in the relevant sections of this report.  

4.7 FGD as an alternative to collect sensitive information 

The discussions on the issues among the senior management and program staff and 
consultations with some of the field staff led to arrive at a decision that information on 
sensitive issues be collected through non-personal approach such as focus group discussions.  
A Focus Group Discussion (FGD) guideline with proposed discussion points was drafted for 
review and agreement by all concerned staff members (see Annex 2). Organizing FGDs was 
highly challenging for the field staff in terms of high volume of baseline study work and time 
management.  Before proceeding with the FGDs, the field staff chose to complete the 
development of social/resource maps, household surveys and the preparation of the computer 
database of all collected information. It was agreed that the organization of FGDs, and 
analyzing and reporting on their findings would take effect only as a second phase of the 
study. 

4.8 Data tabulation, validation and analysis 

An Excel version of computer data entry framework was developed, shared and finalized on 
which the field staff members received a hands-on training by the CSRC program staff and the 
study consultant.   The data collected in the format and forms both during the community 
engagement on the development of social/resource map and the survey of marginalized 
farmers’ households were simultaneously entered in the computer using the Excel framework 
at the district level.  For most of the field staff members, this was the first ever experience of 
entering the data in the computer, hence possibility of wrong entry remained a reality.  The 
files with the data were received by the study consultant who in turn worked with an assistant 
with the skill and experience on computer software for statistical analysis to prepare 
frequency tables and other relevant tables to send back to districts for initial review and take 
necessary corrective measures.  The tables revealed most of the wrong entries for the field 
staff that helped them make necessary correction in the original data files.  There were several 
exchanges of data files between the consultant and district coordinators in order to ensure 
that wrong entries were corrected and data were optimally validated.  Although it was not 
practically possible to establish a perfect database, attempts were made to minimize the 
errors and validate the data to the extent possible. 
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4.9 Report writing process 

The drafting of the baseline study report then commenced by making use of the consolidated 
tables on required indicators and themes prepared from the corrected data files received.  The 
district coordinators and field staff collectively prepared the local level baseline reports based 
on the revised district specific tables they received from the consultant.  It was agreed among 
the CSRC team that the baseline study experience in itself should enable the entire team a 
feeling of empowerment in terms of understanding the program in its totality, knowing the 
context empirically, demystifying the technical rigors of the research process and numbers, 
owning the study findings and utilizing them to strategize the program implementation at the 
local level.  Therefore, the field study teams were kept constantly engaged not only to collect 
the data but also in the process of data entry, validation, analysis and report writing.  Of 
course, there were plenty of rooms for improvement, but the entire process required the DLRF 
and CSRC field worker to attach contextual meanings to every bit of information they collected 
and processed.  The writing of the overall baseline study report by the consultant benefitted 
from the rigorous process that the field study team went through. 

5. Field Workers’ Training 

Three-day training workshops on the baseline study process and method were organized at 
Lalgad, Dhanusha for the field workers of Eastern districts and at Thakurdwar, Bardiya for the 
Western district field workers.  Although the training was intensive and rigorous that covered 
examination of program log frame, results based M&E and collective decision on sampling the 
study pocket areas and development of research tools along with the collective pre-testing of 
research tools in some real social context, it was not expected that the one-shot training 
would have prepared the field staff to achieve the study purpose as ideally and satisfactorily as 
desired.  As much as the DLRF and CSRC field workers were known for their outstanding skills 
on social mobilization and activism, their experience on systematic enquiry process of the local 
context was almost non-existent.  Therefore, the training was rather just an opportunity for 
them to have an initial exposure to the field of a research process.  The idea was that they 
would be learning more as they find themselves engaged in the real task of carrying out the 
baseline study and confronted with challenges of taking critical decisions and solving 
problems.  Of course, the CSRC management, program staff and the study consultant made 
themselves available and accessible all the time as a sounding box for the field workers to be 
constantly supported technically or experientially.  In the meantime, they were also constantly 
contacted and monitored by the management, program staff and the consultant for quality 
assurance and timely execution of the study tasks.  In essence, the field coordinators and staff 
were under a journey of continuously being trained. 

6. The Report Structure 

The baseline study report has been structured into three broad parts: 1. Background; 2.Study 
Finding; and 3.Conclusion and Recommendations. 

Part 1, as the heading implies, presents a detailed account of: the core purpose of the study; 
its scope in terms of geographic coverage and the knowledge it aimed at generating; the 
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principle and epistemological foundation of the methodology and the tools the study 
employed to gather information; and the principle and measures taken to strengthen the 
research capacity of the field workers to carry out the study.  

Part 2 is structured in line with the program’s outcomes and outputs.  Under each of its 
sections the baseline data along with their interpretations are presented against each of the 
indicators corresponding to the individual element of the results chain. The intent is to 
facilitate the program management team with precise and results focused status of the 
marginalized farmers’ context so that the management would be able to strategically identify 
and plan the field activities.1 

The third and final part presents the summary of the conclusions and key recommendations 
drawn from the findings.

                                                           
1
 The district baseline study reports also structure the finding section along the same line so that the district  

program management team are benefitted with clarity of the context against each indicator—where it stands 
currently and what the issues and challenges are, and what strategies the team should have in place in order for 
the district intervention to meet the time-bound targets pertaining to the indicator.  
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Part II: Study Findings 

As already mentioned in the last section of the earlier part, this part presents the 
interpretations and findings from the baseline data collected by structuring them according to 
the indicators outlined for the outcomes and outputs of the program outlined in its results 
based monitoring and evaluation framework.  Attempts were also made to complement the 
analysis, where appropriate, with relevant secondary data along with some related qualitative 
stories and narratives which the field investigators gathered during the baseline study 
activities.2  The analyses went a step further in the case of the marginalized farmers. The 
households of a sample of about 20% (2677) from among the total households (13,926) 
covered by the PRA exercise were surveyed to take a closer look at their socio-economic 
conditions. Almost across the board data were disaggregated by caste/ethnicity and gender (in 
relevant sections) with a general view to facilitate the process of targeting the program 
interventions.   

1. Ensuring  Socio-economic Rights of Marginalized Farmers 

The status related to four aspects: 1) land ownership/access and food security; 2) land policies 
and access to public services; 3) gender issues; and 4) organizational capacity, were examined 
in order to explain where the marginalized farmers in the project communities stood in term 
of securing their socio-economic rights. 

1.1 Livelihoods, land dependency and the social context 

 

Table 1.  Family occupation by caste/ethnicity as reported in community meetings 

Caste/Ethnicity 
Family occupation 

Missing Service Agriculture Laborer 
Migrant 
worker 

Carpenter/ 
mason Others Total 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 11 148 1043 482 76 9 98 1867 

% 0.6% 7.9% 55.9% 25.8% 4.1% 0.5% 5.2% 100% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 0 17 87 70 1 0 6 181 

% 0.0% 9.4% 48.1% 38.7% 0.6% 0.0% 3.3% 100% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 3 47 828 309 110 17 21 1335 

% 0.2% 3.5% 62.0% 23.1% 8.2% 1.3% 1.6% 100% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 8 99 2960 2059 119 125 192 5562 

% 0.1% 1.8% 53.2% 37.0% 2.1% 2.2% 3.5% 100% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 14 25 350 527 57 21 80 1074 

% 1.3% 2.3% 32.6% 49.1% 5.3% 2.0% 7.4% 100% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 24 18 400 1189 102 23 52 1808 

% 1.3% 1.0% 22.1% 65.8% 5.6% 1.3% 2.9% 100% 

Muslim 
Count 1 5 174 217 27 2 33 459 

% 0.2% 1.1% 37.9% 47.3% 5.9% 0.4% 7.2% 100% 

Madhesi 
Count 1 45 880 517 120 13 64 1640 

% 0.1% 2.7% 53.7% 31.5% 7.3% 0.8% 3.9% 100% 

Total 
Count 62 404 6722 5370 612 210 546 13926 

% 0.4% 2.9% 48.3% 38.6% 4.4% 1.5% 3.9% 100% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of Strengthening Economic and Social Rights project (SESRP), June 2016. 

                                                           
2
 The quantitative reporting could still be substantiated further by more illuminative qualitative/narrative 

accounts.  The districts teams are expected to revisit their respective baseline study reports in reference to the 
draft of the consolidated report (translated in Nepali).  They are also expected to suggest adding, wherever 
appropriate, telling anecdotes, quotations, stories and cases to complement the interpretations of quantitative 
data.   
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This section further deepens the analysis categorically to: i) assess the prevalence and status of 
tenants; ii) access of marginalized farmers to arable land; and iii) the extent to which their food 
security is taken care of.   

The livelihoods of almost every household within the 226 surveyed communities, which were 
recorded in the social maps of the surveyed communities, depended on agriculture (see Table 
1).  The 2nd highest occupation was laborer mostly in agriculture. 

Table 2.  Farming status of families having agriculture as the major occupation 

Caste/Ethnicity 
Total households 
with agriculture as 

key occupation 

Farming status 

Tenants 
Own land 

tillers 
Share 

croppers 

Public 
land 
tillers 

Agricultural 
laborer 

Pahad Brahman/Chhetri Count 
1043 7 851 64 263 663 

%  0.7% 81.6% 6.1% 25.2% 63.6% 

Terai Brahman/Chhetri 
Count 87 14 76 11 2 6 

%  16.1% 87.4% 12.6% 2.3% 6.9% 

Pahad Janajati Count 828 51 658 58 200 634 

%  6.2% 79.5% 7.0% 24.2% 76.6% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 2960 384 2204 1252 975 858 

%  13.0% 74.5% 42.3% 32.9% 29.0% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 350 1 197 53 162 175 

%  0.3% 56.3% 15.1% 46.3% 50.0% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 400 64 196 116 59 95 

%  16.0% 49.0% 29.0% 14.8% 23.8% 

Muslim 
Count 174 16 120 57 13 24 

%  9.2% 69.0% 32.8% 7.5% 13.8% 

Madhesi 
Count 880 108 736 75 24 53 

%  12.3% 83.6% 8.5% 2.7% 6.0% 

Total 
Count 6722 645 5038 1686 1698 2508 

%  9.6% 74.9% 25.1% 25.3% 37.3% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of Strengthening Economic and Social Rights project (SESRP) 

The households with the two occupation groups represented a significant number which also 
indicated that they were in a state of abject poverty surviving on acute subsistent farming—
almost all of the farmers whose main occupation was agriculture were also engaged in other 
forms of wage earning such as tiling others’ and/or public land, agriculture laborer, and/or 
sharecropper (see Table 2).  

 

Table 3.  Number of families engaged in farming by type of engagements and caste/ethnicity* 

Caste/ethnicity 
Tenant 

Share 
cropper 

Tilling 
own land 

Tilling 
public 
land  

Tilling own & 
others' land 

Agricultural 
laborer 

Freed 
Kamaiya 

Absentee 
farmer  

Pahad Bra/Chhetri 
Count 10 130 1318 707 191 774 8 5 

% 0.8% 4.7% 15.7% 15.7% 7.7% 18.5% 1.9% 7.8% 

Terai Bra/Chhetri 
Count 34 24 120 18 19 25 0 0 

% 2.6% 0.9% 1.4% 0.4% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 64 87 876 508 141 716 8 1 

% 4.9% 3.2% 10.4% 11.3% 5.7% 17.1% 1.9% 1.6% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 677 1792 3704 2128 1627 1576 383 49 

% 52.3% 64.9% 44.2% 47.3% 65.7% 37.7% 90.5% 76.6% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 2 100 356 729 120 260 3 1 

% 0.2% 3.6% 4.2% 16.2% 4.8% 6.2% 0.7% 1.6% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 249 370 601 258 198 531 6 5 

% 19.2% 13.4% 7.2% 5.7% 8.0% 12.7% 1.4% 7.8% 

Muslim 
Count 34 116 235 85 73 62 2 2 

% 2.6% 4.2% 2.8% 1.9% 2.9% 1.5% 0.5% 3.1% 

Madhesi 
Count 225 142 1175 66 107 239 13 1 

% 17.4% 5.1% 14.0% 1.5% 4.3% 5.7% 3.1% 1.6% 

Total 
Count 1295 2761 8385 4499 2476 4183 423 64 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC- SESRP baseline study data of collected during community meetings and social/resource mapping exercises  
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Clearly, the farming skills that the farmers inherited as the family tradition and the key source 
of living for generations continued hitting the economic snag due to the lack of ownership of 
or access to comfortable size of arable land.  Such a situation presumably affected them badly 
in terms of optimizing their farm products, earning decent income and sustaining livelihoods. 

1.1.1 Tenants and land ownership 

Table 3A.  Number of households and tenants by districts 

Districts 
Total no of 

households* 

Households in surveyed 
communities** 

Estimates of 
all tenants 

within districts Total HH Tenants 

Okhaldhunga 32,502 1,347                 1  24  

3.7% 9.7% 0.1% 0.1% 

Udayapur  65,557 724               55            4,980  

7.5% 5.2% 7.6% 7.6% 

Saptari 121,098 1,727  280    19,634  

13.8% 12.4% 16.2% 16.2% 

Siraha 117,562 1,198      177  17,369  

13.4% 8.6% 14.8% 14.8% 

Sarlahi 132,844 1,299          129  13,192  

15.2% 9.3% 9.9% 9.9% 

Mahottari 111,316 619           311  55,928***  

12.7% 4.4% 50.2% 50.2% 

Banke 94,773 1,948           137  6,665  

10.8% 14.0% 7.0% 7.0% 

Dang 116,415 1,725            179  12,080  

13.3% 12.4% 10.4% 10.4% 

Bardiya 83,176 3,339             26  648***  

9.5% 24.0% 0.8% 0.8% 

Total 875,243 13,926        1,295  81,390  

100.0% 100.0% 9.3% 9.3% 

*Source:CBS,2011 
** Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
*** Validity needs to be checked 

Information of tenant size was collected both during the community social/resource mapping 

exercise and household survey of selected marginalized farmers. Of the 13,926 households 

identified in the social maps 1295 (9.3%) were reported to be farming others’ land as 

registered tenants (see Tables 1, 3 and 3A).3 

Table 4. Tenancy by caste/ethnicity of the surveyed households 

Caste/ethnicity of the family  
Number of households: is the family tenant? 

Total Yes No 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 9 207 216 

% 4.2% 95.8% 100.0% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 16 5 21 

% 76.2% 23.8% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 51 186 237 

% 21.5% 78.5% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 370 676 1046 

% 35.4% 64.6% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 6 271 277 

% 2.2% 97.8% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 264 162 426 

% 62.0% 38.0% 100.0% 

Muslim 
Count 37 44 81 

% 45.7% 54.3% 100.0% 

Madhesi 
Count 307 66 373 

% 82.3% 17.7% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 1060 1617 2677 

% 39.6% 60.4% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

                                                           
3
 The number of tenants presented in table 2 is that of only those belonging to agriculture-occupation-families. 
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Assuming that the tenant-household proportion in the surveyed communities holds true for 

the districts in their entirety, there will be an estimated number of 81,390 families tilling land 

as tenants in all the project districts.  The estimates of tenants in each of the project districts 

are listed in Table 3A.  

The proportion of tenants was even higher (39.6%) when counting the number of tenant 

families (1060) from among the 2677 marginalized farmers whose houses were surveyed (see 

Table 4).  While marginalized farmers were more likely to be tenants than other general 

farmers, Janajati, Dalit and Madheshi from Terai as specific caste/ethnic communities were 

found to be mostly prevalent tenants compared to the proportion of that of the other caste 

and ethnic groups. 

1.1.2 Access to land 

The household survey of the 2677 marginalized farmers of selected communities of the 9 

project districts points to the issue that the families in general did not own agriculture land to 

produce food enough to feed the family.  The average agriculture land area owned by these 

households was 0.16 hectare (5.1 Kattha or 3.3 Ropani) per family.  And 93.2% had less than 

0.5 hectare of land, therefore termed as small or land-deprived farmers, which clearly 

indicated that there was a sever lack of access to land for farming among these farmers.   

Table 5.  Number of landless families of surveyed households and their status by caste/ethnicity 

Caste/ethnicity of the family Total families 
Number of 
landless 
families 

Number and settlement status of landless families 

Families 
settled in 

Gaon Block 

Families 
settled in 

public land 
Migrant families 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 216 46 1 47 25 

% 8.1% 5.6% 0.2% 10.0% 16.8% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 21 3 1 1 2 

% 0.8% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 1.3% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 237 46 18 42 16 

% 8.9% 5.6% 3.2% 8.9% 10.7% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 1046 352 209 292 45 

% 39.1% 42.8% 37.2% 62.1% 30.2% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 277 127 3 65 35 

% 10.3% 15.5% 0.5% 13.8% 23.5% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 426 147 128 14 13 

% 15.9% 17.9% 22.8% 3.0% 8.7% 

Muslim 
Count 81 33 31 2 2 

% 3.0% 4.0% 5.5% 0.4% 1.3% 

Madhesi 
Count 373 68 171 7 11 

% 13.9% 8.3% 30.4% 1.5% 7.4% 

Total 
Count 2677 822 562 470 149 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

1.1.3 Food security 

The food insecure family is defined as one that does not produce food sufficient to feed the 
entire family members.  The information related to family food production is being collected 
through focus group discussion process by the district land rights forums and CSRC resource 
centers reporting of which will be done accordingly.  However, the data on access to land, land 
ownership and family occupation of the households identified in the community 
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social/resource maps could be taken as the proxy indicators of what the farmers’ status was in 
terms of the family food security.  Obviously, as 93.2% marginalized farmers were in 
possession of land less than 0.5 hectare, 31.2% tilled land as tenants, more than 50% farmers 
depended on the land of others for producing food, and over 4000 farmers were compelled to 
work as agriculture laborer, all of which suggest that a typical farmer family was denied its 
right to food security. The likelihood that a typical farmer’s annual production of food was not 
sufficient to feed the family for the whole year is a high possibility.  

Table 6. Average family size of surveyed households by caste/ethnicity 

Caste/ethnicity  Total 
family Minimum Maximum 

Total 
population Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 216 1 17 1163 5.38 2.562 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri  21 2 31 170 8.10 6.180 

Pahad Janajati 237 1 15 1300 5.49 2.626 

Terai Janajati  1046 1 20 6097 5.83 2.667 

Pahad Dali 277 1 17 1498 5.41 2.154 

Terai Dalit 426 1 24 2626 6.16 2.937 

Muslim  81 2 18 588 7.26 3.660 

Madhesi 373 1 22 2260 6.06 2.729 

All caste/ethnic groups 2677 1 31 15702 5.87 2.766 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
 

The average family size of the surveyed households of marginalized farmers was 5.87 (see 
Table 6) which was high enough to add to the difficulty of food insufficiency in the families.  
The caste/ethnicity distribution of the average family size put Terai Brahmin/Chhetri at the 
highest level, but the high standard deviation and small sample of this group pointed to one or 
two exceptional families of extraordinary size that obviously contributed to the average figure 
to shoot up.  The average family sizes of Muslim, Terai Dalit and Madhesi, however, were of a 
more accurate representation of these groups, hence could be considered as a notable 
deterring factor exacerbating the food insecurity issue. 

1.2 Inclusive land policy and role of marginalized farmers in the processes of formulating 
policies, laws and acts 

While the importance of organized campaigns of marginalized farmers cannot be undermined 
in pursuit to push the agenda of securing their rights, it is equally critical that they find space, 
and engage constructively with the relevant state parties, in the process of formulating 
inclusive land and/or natural resources-related policies, laws and acts.  This section specifically 
examines what the current status is in terms of:  i) the extent to which the local and national 
land rights forums are engaged with the state parties to influence the process of formulating 
policies, acts and laws as desired; ii) whether any such policies are available and/or formulated 
or being formulated; and iii) the extent to which marginalized farmers are content with the 
services of land and/or natural resources-related public service institutions. 

With the technical, financial and moral support of organizations like CSRC, for the past two 
decades since 1990, the marginalized farmers, at least in 54 districts of the country, have come 
together under the fold of National, District and Village Land Rights Forums to unite and have 
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their rights to land ownership and access to natural resources secure.   Struggles are on-going 
to ensure that legislative processes are enacted for inclusive laws and acts to be available so 
that the constitutional spirit of ensuring farmers’ right to land ownership and access to natural 
resources is practically realized.  Meanwhile, there is still a pervasive sense of capacity and 
resource gap among the members of the national, district and village land rights forums to 
expand and encompass more and more marginalized farming communities as well as sustain 
their campaign until marginalized farmers’ human rights are more fully enjoyed. 

1.2.1 Organizational collaboration with relevant government offices 

All the 9 project districts had the DLRFs and number of VLRFs within their respective 

jurisdictions functional for the past several years.  However, there were still communities and 

settlements which were highly marginalized and deprived of their fundamental human rights 

where the forums were yet to reach out.  The communities where the baseline surveys were 

carried out were among such settlements of the marginalized farmers.  

In order to record the baseline status of the extent to which DLRF/CSRC have established 

contacts, it is noted here that the DLRFs and CSRC resource persons were in contact with the 

land and/or topographical offices in all the nine districts for the first time exclusively to seek 

the socio-economic, land and tenancy related information pertaining to the surveyed 

communities.  Such contacts for diverse purposes benefiting marginalized farmers are 

expected to rise substantially during the project period.  There are 744 VLRFs in the nine 

project districts that have established some form of contacts with the relevant government 

stakeholders and institutions in order to advocate for and seek the state’s support in securing 

marginalized farmers’ right to land and natural resources (see Table 7).  This number is 

expected to be added by another 300 VLRFs during the 3-year project period. 

What seemed apparent in the advocacy efforts of the DLRFs/VLRFs was more of movement-

rhetoric than a systematic, strategic and substantive push for policy and/or law, act, legislative 

response to the marginalized farmers’ fundamental human rights pertaining to land ownership 

and access.  The land rights forums’ strongest strength lied on their organizational foundation 

and the profound motivation to strike against the oppressive tradition of landlordism and 

exploitation. But the organizations were yet to demonstrate a stronger, if not matching, 

capacity to technically handle the issues of deprivation and marginalization from their basic 

human rights. 

While operating non-violently and peacefully had been the core principle guiding the 

marginalized farmers’ remarkably organized campaigns, lack of strategically guided and 

evidence based advocacy can potentially limited them to the periphery of rather than to be 

engaged constructively and realize a far reaching impact.  To this end, CSRC has a greater role 

to play to assist the marginalized farmers’ organizations from village to national level in order 
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not just to quantitatively expanding the VLRFs but also to becoming politically, technically and 

strategically stronger in their effort to securing the land and agrarian rights they fundamentally 

deserve. 

Table 7.  DLRC/VLRFs contacts with relevant local government and public stakeholders 

DLRF 

# of VLRFs in Findings resulting from contacts with local offices and stakeholders 

district study 
area 

Contacts with land related office Contacts with others 
stakeholders 

Achievement 

Okhadhunga 33 24 90 participants representing 26 VLRFs and the 
DLRF had met the Land Reform Officer to 
submit the 8-point demand to secure rights of 
small farmers, tenants, squatters and women’s 
joint ownership. 

Petition same as the one 
submitted to the Land 
Reform Office submitted 
to CDO. 

CDO and LRO assured that they would take 
the case to the higher authority for policy 
formulation.  DLRF/VLRF’s initiatives lack 
effectiveness and strategic move, hence no 
concrete achievement as yet. 

Udayapur 60 14 VLRF/DLRF delegation to lodge the complaint 
against the uprooting of landless squatters.  
VLRF/DLRF delegation to lodge the complaint 
against the uprooting of landless squatters. 

VLRF/DLRF delegation to 
DDC office to lodge the 
complaint against the 
eviction of squatters.  

No concrete achievement except the DDC 
assuring the delegate that the DDC would 
notify VDCs to find viable alternative for 
relocating the squatters. 

Saptari 112 5 Mr. Shiva Kumar Paswan, the former DLRF 
Coordinator, appointed as the member of 
Landless Problem Solving Commission of 
Saptari who remained instrumental in 
promoting relationships with District Land 
Reform, Land Revenue and Land Survey 
Offices.  

Memorandum submitted 
to the Chief District 
Office on the rights of 
Haruwa/Charuwa and 
marginalized farmers, 
particularly to protect 
them from eviction. 

DLRF secured cooperation from land 
related offices to obtain information on 
public land, marginalized farmers and 
tenants.  

Siraha 115 21 DLRF delegation to Land Reform Office 
submitted petitions urging to take action on 
applications of squatters to Landless Problem 
Solving Commission; contacted with the Land 
Revenue Officer to wave the service charge 
preparing the land document on joint 
ownership; worked with Land Survey Office in 
surveying village block. 

 Farmers benefitted with waiver of service 
charge to prepare the land document 
related to joint ownership. 
A total of 17.2 Hectare of land distributed 
to 295 families living in village block who 
obtained the land ownership certificate. 

Sarlahi 101 27 The DLRF has contacted with Land Survey 
Office to oversee the village block land survey 
in order to benefit the farmers residing there.   
No strong relationship with Land Reform 
Office.   

Regular contacts 
maintained with CDO.  
Advocated mostly to 
prevent the eviction of 
the squatters residing 
within Sagarnath Forest 
Project. 

The eviction has been stayed.   District 
Bhumi Ghar constructed with Rs. 500,000 
support from DDC.  16 literacy classes 
organized with DEO support.  However, the 
contacts with the government offices did 
not specifically focus on pushing for 
formulation of land policies, laws and acts. 

Mahottari 71 4 The LRO has been contacted to obtain data 
related to tenants.  The office was also 
approached by the DLRF delegation to push for 
action on division of land ownership between 
tenants and landlord. 
Land revenue office had been contacted to 
survey the village block. 

The VDC has been 
approached to obtain the 
recommendations for 
residences of village 
block for surveying the 
blocks. 

Data on tenants obtained.   
The 250+ squatters residing in village block 
received land ownership. 

Banke 33 16 VLRF/DLRF delegation exerted pressure on 
Land Reform Office to devise the work 
procedure for tenants to acquire the 
ownership of the land they were tilling.  
VLRFs persuaded the Topographical Survey 
Office to issue land ownership document to the 
landless farmers living in the village block of 
Ward 9 Kamdi VDC. 

Discussion on issues 
related to tenancy and 
squatter-eviction held 
with the member of 
parliament, and 
constantly followed up to 
persuade him to raise the 
issues in the parliament. 

Pressure to securing rights of tenants and 
squatters is being intensified and also 
being felt at the national level. 

Dang 67 53 VLRFs submitted applications to the District 
Landless Problem Solving Commission to 
secure their shelter and land rights. DLRF 
regularly organized interaction program with 
District Land Reform Office, Land Revenue 
Office, Survey Office. 

Contacts with CDO 
Office, DDC, DAO political 
parties and district level 
line agencies particularly 
to resolve Guthi land 
issue.  

DDC provided the financial resources to 
construct the DLRF office.  More than 10 
VDCs initiated supporting farmers to obtain 
the proof of tilling and their residential 
proof.   

Bardiya 67 35 Discussion held with officials of Land Reform 
and Land Revenue offices on issues of joint 
ownership of land for women 

Discussion with 
Superintendent of Police 
to assure justice to the 
victim of violent attack 

The Land Revenue Office adopted a much 
relaxed procedure of submitting only the 
evidence of the relationship certificate of 
husband and wife to grant the joint 
ownership of land. 
The notification encouraging joint 
ownership has been posted at the notice 
board of the Land Reform Office. 
Police took the perpetrator of violence in 
custody. 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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1.2.2 Availability of inclusive land or natural resource related policies, laws and acts 

As listed in Table 8, with an extensive input from CSRC and NLRF, three important legal 
frameworks were made available in 2015 that facilitated the marginalized farmers to pursue 
the administrative procedure in resolving pending issues of land ownership or use rights.  
However, these frameworks are still far from being ready to be implemented.  For the past 10 
months the registered tenants awaited the Cabinet of Ministers’ endorsement of the work 
procedure for implementing the 6th Amendment of Land Rights Act 1964—NLRF/CSRC 
shadowed the working committee assisting it in drafting the work procedure.  The Land Use 
Policy 2013, on the other hand, would remain incomplete unless the parliament endorsed it as 
an act.  Similarly, the implementation of the Constitutional response to the issue related to the 
use and/or ownership of Guthi land depended on how the provincial laws to this effect would 
shape.  

Table 8. Description of available/pipeline acts/laws/policies on natural resources or land 

Available/pipeline acts/laws/policies Date or possible date of enactment Description Discussion 

6th Amendment of LRA (1964) September 2015 The dual ownership between 
registered tenant and landlord issue 
resolved. 

The work procedure of implementing 
the 6th amendment is already 
prepared by the MOLR but its 
endorsement by the Cabinet is still 
uncertain.  

Land Use Policy 2013 available 
revised in 2015 and the 
formulation/enactment of Land Use 
Act is in pipeline. 

August 2015 The land use issues such as 
classification and zoning of land, 
protection of public land have been 
addressed.  The policy, although not 
explicit, is expected to address the 
issue of marginalized farmers’ access 
to and use of land. 

The policy provided background 
document to take forward the 
formulation of land use act, 
enactment of which will then follow. 

The Constitution of Nepal 2015 
address the issue of Guthi land that 
Act would be formulated and enacted 
by the provinces keeping in view the 
welfare of the farmers as well as 
preventing any negative consequence 
to the fundamental values of 
respective Guthi. 

September 2015 The political context continues to 
remain uncertain for the constitution 
to be implemented that further 
complicates the formulation of the 
provincial Guthi Act.   

The shaping of Act will depend, to a 
great extent, on how effectively the 
farmers in the provinces engage in 
their rights campaign. 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of Strengthening Economic and Social Rights project (SESRP) 

 
CSRC sees it continue playing its catalytic role in pushing the formulation of at least 3 new 

policies, acts or laws over the next 3 years.  Together with the NLRF it has already initiated 

dialogues and functional collaboration with the relevant state parties to persuade the 

parliament deliberate on the Land Use Policy 2013 and have it endorsed as the act within the 

current fiscal year.  There will also be consultative processes amongst stakeholders from village 

to national level with the initiatives of VLRFs, DLRFs and NLRF to have the much needed 7th 

Amendment of the Land Reform Act 1964 endorsed by the parliament.  Formulation of a more 

gender friendly policy on joint land ownership is another important administrative framework 

for which CSRC will be investing its quality time and resources in the years to come. 

Reflecting on the approach to stakeholder engagement on policy dialogue the CSRC 

management retrospectively admits that the role of VLRFs was grossly undermined.  

Community participation in policy dialogue was often limited to sharing and receiving feedback 

on drafts already prepared at the central level.  In essence, the approach remained top-down as 
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opposed to being, as intended, bottom-up.  Grassroots rights holders were neither equipped 

with necessary tools and techniques to articulate the locally experiences issues requiring policy 

responses nor were they empowered to initiate and have the stake in policy dialogues with the 

local authorities.  In view of this realization, CSRC is now poised to fixing the process by letting 

VLRFs to have more assertive and effective role. 

1.2.3 General perceptions about the services of the relevant government offices 

One of the purposes of ensuring constructive engagement between the marginalized farmers 

and relevant state parties is to optimize the cordiality of the locally set up public service 

institutions and benefits they bring to the marginalized farmers.  Obviously, it would be 

desirable that the rights holders or the demand side actors identify positively with the services 

rendered to them by such local institutions.  The household survey carried out during the 

baseline study collected marginalized farmers’ perceptions of the services of such locally 

established public institutions. 

The perceptions were expressed either as irrelevant or as one of unsatisfactory, OK or 

satisfactory.  While the responses expressed as irrelevant specific to any particular institution 

were filtered out, the rest of the responses were converted into a composite score between 1 

and 3 (with I indicating unsatisfactory, 2 OK and 3 satisfactory) for each of the caste/ethnic 

groups averaging out against each of the public institutions of concerns for the well-being of 

the marginalized farmers.  The composite scores are presented in Table 9.  Table 10 is the 

percentage distribution of responses expressed as irrelevant. 

Table 9.  Distribution of composite score computed for marginalized farmers' family's satisfaction of services of local public institutions* 

Caste/ethnicity of the 
family 

Family's level of satisfaction with the services of** 

VDC/ 
municipality 

Land reform 
office 

Land 
registration 

office 
Topography 

office 

District 
admin 
office 

Irrigation 
office 

District/other 
court 

Forest 
office 

Financial 
institutions 

Other 
offices Overall 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 2.3 2.8 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.6 2.3 
  (173) (12) (107) (102) (118) (104) (104) (104) (137) (16) (98) 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.2 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.4 1.0 2.4 
  (19) (9) (6) (4) (9) (6) (3) (3) (13) (2) (7) 

Pahad Janajati 2.5 2.6 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.7 2.3 
  (191) (23) (109) (105) (136) (105) (104) (115) (136) (11) (104) 

Terai Janajati 2.5 2.0 2.3 2.0 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.3 

  (698) (163) (195) (103) (247) (63) (61) (77) (303) (98) (201) 

Pahad Dalit 2.4 3.0 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.7 2.3 

  (195) (6) (68) (65) (102) (67) (68) (74) (121) (29) (80) 

Terai Dalit 2.3 2.0 2.2 1.9 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.4 2.4 2.2 2.2 

  (340) (162) (139) (108) (167) (64) (60) (82) (101) (42) (127) 

Muslim 2.2 2.0 2.9 0.0 2.1 1.0 2.7 0.0 2.7 3.0 1.9 
  (68) (5) (17) (0) (17) (1) (3) (0) (33) (4) (15) 

Madhesi 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.5 2.2 2.2 
  (320) (180) (176) (131) (172) (76) (95) (89) (172) (49) (146) 

Total 2.4 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.5 2.2 
  (2004) (560) (817) (618) (968) (486) (498) (544) (1016) (251) (776) 

*Level of satisfaction is measured through the weighted composite score of 1=unsatisfied, 2=OK, 3=Satisfied. 
**Figures within parentheses are total number of respondents 
Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
 

It is evident that opinions of marginalized farmers were by and large modest and closer to 

being satisfied with the services of most of the public institutions across all the caste/ethnic 

groups except Muslim.  However, more than 70% of the respondents remained indifferent 
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and, typically, they found the services of the institutions irrelevant for them (Table 10).  The 

two tables (9 and 10) together provide an interesting baseline context about the marginalized 

farmers’ perceptions toward the services of public institutions. Project intervention might 

bring positive perceptual change over the project life, but empirically the change should be 

evident not only on the improvement in the composite score (e.g. from the current average of 

2.2 to 2.5 or more) but also in the reduction of the proportion of the indifferent respondents 

saying that the institutions were irrelevant for them (e.g. from the current 70.4% to less than 

40%). 

Table10.  Percentage distribution of marginalized farmers' families reporting the services of local public institutions as irrelevant 

Caste/ethnicity of the 
family 

% of families finding the service irrelevant for that of  

VDC/ 
municipality 

Land reform 
office 

Land 
registration 

office 
Topography 

office 
District 

admin office 
Irrigation 

office 

District/ 
other 
court 

Forest 
office 

Financial 
institutions 

Other 
offices Overall 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 19.9 94.4 50.5 52.8 45.1 51.9 51.9 51.9 36.6 92.6 54.7 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 9.5 57.1 71.4 81.0 57.1 71.4 85.7 85.7 38.1 90.5 64.8 

Pahad Janajati 19.4 90.3 53.8 55.7 42.6 55.7 56.1 51.5 42.6 95.3 56.3 

Terai Janajati 32.9 84.4 81.3 90.1 76.4 94.0 94.2 92.6 71.0 90.4 80.7 

Pahad Dalit 29.6 97.8 75.5 76.4 63.2 75.8 75.5 73.3 56.3 89.5 71.3 

Terai Dalit 16.3 59.4 65.2 72.9 58.3 83.9 85.0 79.3 74.8 89.4 68.3 

Muslim 16.0 93.8 79.0 100.0 79.0 98.8 96.3 100.0 59.3 95.1 81.7 

Madhesi 11.4 48.9 49.9 62.7 51.0 78.3 72.9 74.6 50.7 85.8 58.4 

Total 24.1 78.7 68.9 76.5 63.2 81.5 81.0 79.3 61.3 90.3 70.4 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

1.3 Context related to social and economic rights of marginalized female farmers 

Although the NLRF has a long way to go towards achieving its goal of social justice and 

fundamental human rights of historically marginalized farmers, women’s active participation in 

the national and local land rights campaigns deserves huge chunk of credit for the remarkable 

achievement of farmers’ movement and whatever height the NLRF attained thus far.  Yet, 

addressing the concerns for women’s empowerment and gender equality in the land rights 

movement is still an unfinished business.  Efforts made to address critical gender issues need 

continuity through strategically gender focused interventions and broadened space, 

opportunities and agency roles for women to ensure their fuller participation in, among 

others, the political economy of the land rights movements. 

With this perspective in mind, the baseline study explored the gender context of the project 

communities specific to: i) the extent to which women family members of marginalized 

farmers exercise their rights to be part of the family’s economic decision making process; 

ii)whether women were allowed ownership (jointly or individually) of the land that was in 

control of the family; iii) the extent to which women suffered from gender based domestic 

violence and the significance of the support the victims received (or not received); and iv) how, 

if any, the structural and human resource management mechanism of public institutions 

accommodate women to be absorbed as their staff, executive or board members. 
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1.3.1 Participation in the economic decision making process of the family 

It was perceived that typically a marginalized farmer’s family would have to make decisions on: 

taking loan to meet the family economic needs; purchasing or selling cattle; selling or buying 

property or assets; construction related work of the household; and agreement to pursue 

migrant work for youth members of the family.  The question asked to the women family 

members of the marginalized farmers was whether they too were allowed any say in the 

decision making process. 

“Charity begins at home,” as the saying goes, issues and concerns of gender equality need to 

be personalized—releasing them from the tacitly exclusive custody of intellectuals and 

academia—at the level of the family and that at attitude and behavior of its senior/junior 

male, female and child members.  The findings presented in Table 11 and 12 (and by extension 

all those in the rest of the tables of this report), therefore, are not just for the project 

management and support organizations to consume to propose responsive interventions, but 

also the localized versions of which are being sent back to the communities for their review, 

reflection and critique and to assure that they are in fact their own social and intellectual 

property. 

What could potentially disappoint one, according to Table 11 and 12, was that in a good 

number and proportion of households (particularly in those of Terai Janajati, Pahad & Terai 

Dalit) women saw them as being irrelevant in family decision making process of all kinds 

(implying that it was the domain of men and “not a woman’s cup of tea”).  Worst cases 

pertained to the decisions related to purchase of property, construction work and migrant 

employment for youth. Women in the family, however, seemed quite concerned when it came 

to borrowing money and purchasing cattle as in 3 quarters of the households women said they 

did have the role in the decision making. 
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Table 11.  Frequency distribution of households by female participation* on family decisions and caste/ethnicity  

Caste/ethnicity 
of the family 

Participation of female in family's decisions 
on taking loan 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on cattle purchase 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on purchase of property 

Participation of female in family's 
construction related decisions 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on migrant work 

# of HHs 
where 

women's 
opinions 

are 
respected 

Total # 
of 

house-
holds Not relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honored No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honored 

No 
role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honored No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honored No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honored No role 

Pahad 
Brahmin/Chhetri 

28 184 0 4 36 177 0 3 62 151 0 3 68 147 0 1 70 144 0 2 195 216 

Terai 
Brahmin/Chhetri 

1 15 4 1 2 12 6 1 5 9 7 0 8 9 4 0 6 12 3 0 10 21 

Pahad Janajati 25 204 5 3 29 200 6 1 69 164 0 3 65 166 1 4 66 165 2 4 200 237 

Terai Janajati 146 822 51 26 244 734 44 23 502 475 38 30 548 451 20 26 703 298 13 31 777 1046 

Pahad Dalit 37 228 9 3 86 183 6 1 143 131 2 1 137 135 5 0 146 130 1 0 233 277 

Terai Dalit 69 298 41 10 75 289 38 9 186 195 20 10 162 226 14 9 178 206 22 6 192 426 

Muslim 2 63 11 5 22 35 21 3 33 33 11 4 35 29 9 8 36 29 10 6 41 81 

Madhesi 35 280 19 31 23 295 25 23 64 235 22 43 67 242 16 39 64 253 18 28 137 373 

Total 343 2094 140 83 517 1925 146 64 1064 1393 100 94 1090 1405 69 87 1269 1237 69 77 1785 2677 

*As reported by women members of the household 
Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

Table 12.  Percentage distribution of households by female participation* on family decisions and caste/ethnicity  

Caste/ethnicity of the 
family 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on taking loan 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on cattle purchase 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on purchase of property 

Participation of female in family's 
construction related decisions 

Participation of female in family's 
decisions on migrant work 

# of HHs 
where 

women's 
opinions 

are 
respected 

Total # 
of 

house-
holds 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honorned No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honorned No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honorned No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honorned No role 

Not 
relevant 

Views 
expressed  

Views not 
honorned No role 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 13 85 0 2 17 82 0 1 29 70 0 1 31 68 0 0 32 67 0 1 90 100 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 5 71 19 5 10 57 29 5 24 43 33 0 38 43 19 0 29 57 14 0 48 100 

Pahad Janajati 11 86 2 1 12 84 3 0 29 69 0 1 27 70 0 2 28 70 1 2 84 100 

Terai Janajati 14 79 5 2 23 70 4 2 48 45 4 3 52 43 2 2 67 28 1 3 74 100 

Pahad Dalit 13 82 3 1 31 66 2 0 52 47 1 0 49 49 2 0 53 47 0 0 84 100 

Terai Dalit 16 70 10 2 18 68 9 2 44 46 5 2 38 53 3 2 42 48 5 1 45 100 

Muslim 2 78 14 6 27 43 26 4 41 41 14 5 43 36 11 10 44 36 12 7 51 100 

Madhesi 9 75 5 8 6 79 7 6 17 63 6 12 18 65 4 10 17 68 5 8 37 100 

Total 13 78 5 3 19 72 5 2 40 52 4 4 41 52 3 3 47 46 3 3 67 100 

*As reported by women members of the household 
Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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1.3.2 Women’s ownership of land 

It has been argued through and through by CSRC over the past several years that ownership of 

land strengthened women’s bargaining power to enjoy their rights and refute discrimination 

along with gender based violence. The state of affairs in the surveyed communities in this 

regard was pretty much discouraging as families, especially those of the marginalized farmers, 

did not seem to care much about the importance of land ownership for women and its far 

reaching benefits.  

Table 13. Caste/ethnicity wise distribution of households by women's ownership of land property 

Caste/ethnicity of the family 
Women's land ownership 

Total Missing Single Joint 

Pahad Bra/Chhetri 
Count 1302 488 77 1867 

% 69.7% 26.1% 4.1% 100.0% 

Terai Bra/Chhetri 
Count 105 65 11 181 

%  58.0% 35.9% 6.1% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 1148 161 26 1335 

% 86.0% 12.1% 1.9% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 4694 553 315 5562 

% 84.4% 9.9% 5.7% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 993 66 15 1074 

% 92.5% 6.1% 1.4% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 1346 330 132 1808 

% 74.4% 18.3% 7.3% 100.0% 

Muslim 
Count 340 100 19 459 

% 74.1% 21.8% 4.1% 100.0% 

Madhesi 
Count 849 593 198 1640 

% 51.8% 36.2% 12.1% 100.0% 

Total 
Count 10777 2356 793 13926 

% 77.4% 16.9% 5.7% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

 
At the first place, the participants of the village meetings during the social map exercise of the 

baseline study were not aware of whether women—especially in the households of Pahad 

Janajati, Terai Janajati, Pahad Dalit—had the ownership of land as information was missing for 

4 out of 5 households identified in the social map (Table 13).  This fact clearly indicated that 

villagers were somehow indifferent and cared less for women’s welfare and the need for their 

empowerment.  Secondly, if at all the issue was being addressed the number of households 

where land was registered in women’s name, whether individually or jointly with male 

member of the family, was unacceptably low (Table 13 presents 16.9% single and 5.7% joint 

ownership) with the exception, to some extent, in the households of Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 

and Madhesi. Pahad Dalit and Terai Janajati displayed worst cases of allowing women to have 

land registered in their names. 

1.3.3 Domestic violence against female member 

Information regarding domestic violence against women was sought from female members of 
the households during the household survey.  In most instances, the enumerators suspected 
that women were constrained to speak up confidently especially in the presence of on-looking 
male members of the family.  They were, therefore, doubtful of whether the responses 
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reflected anywhere near the actual picture of the domestic 
violence presumably present in the households.  This 
concern was discussed among CSRC senior management 
and coordinators and as a corrective measure it was agreed to 
organize focus group discussions to re-collect the GBV 
related information without isolating individual or specific 
households.  However, organizing FGDs was demanding 
and required additional time and resources, hence it was 
decided that the findings of the FGDs would be separately 
reported. 

 

Table 14. Caste/ethnicity wise distribution of household where women were subjected to violence 

Caste/ethnicity of the family 

Any female member subjected to 
domestic violence? 

Total No Yes 
No 

response 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 206 8 2 216 

% 95.4% 3.7% 0.9% 100.0% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri 
Count 21 0 0 21 

%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati 
Count 227 8 2 237 

% 95.8% 3.4% 0.8% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati 
Count 978 39 29 1046 

% 93.5% 3.7% 2.8% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit 
Count 263 14 0 277 

% 94.9% 5.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit 
Count 204 17 205 426 

% 47.9% 4.0% 48.1% 100.0% 

Muslim 
Count 48 1 32 81 

% 59.3% 1.2% 39.5% 100.0% 

Madhesi 
Count 136 3 234 373 

% 36.5% 0.8% 62.7% 100.0% 

Total 
  

Count 2083 90 504 2677 
% 77.8% 3.4% 18.8% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

 

Table 15.  Caste/ethnicity wise number and % of marginalized farmers' family by perpetrators of domestic violence against women  

Caste/ethnicity of the family  

Perpetrator of violence against women at home Total families 
where women 
suffered from 

domestic 
violence Husband In-laws 

Son, 
daughter 
or their 
spouse Neighbors Others Unreported 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri Count 7 0 0 1 0 0 8 

% 87.5% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati Count 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 

%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati Count 28 6 4 0 0 1 39 

% 71.8% 15.4% 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit Count 13 0 0 1 0 0 14 

% 92.9% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit Count 12 3 0 0 2 1 18 

% 66.7% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 5.6% 100.0% 

Muslim Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Madhesi Count 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 

% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 
  

Count 70 10 4 2 2 2 90 
% 77.8% 11.1% 4.4% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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Analysis of the available data, nonetheless, indicated that women in marginalized farmers’ 

homes did suffer from violence, however small (3.4%) its degree was as revealed in Table 14.  

Most women from households of Terai Dalit (48.1%), Muslim (39.5%) and Madhesi (62.7%) 

chose not to report information on violence against them, but the ones who reported 

indicated that GBV was not a serious issue. This finding along with the no-domestic-violence 

against women reported by over three quarters of the overall respondents would be later 

compared with the FGD findings.   

Of the 90 women who reported violence against women 70 (77.8%) said it was often the 

husband acting violently against the wife and 10 (11.1%) said it was someone from among the 

in-laws who indulged in violence against women at home (Table 15). 

1.3.4 Participation in decision making bodies of public institutions 

Discrimination against women was plainly evident as in 95.6% of the surveyed households no 
women was appointed in any form of public institution.  Muslim women did not have a single 
representation while Terai Brahmin/Chhetri households had the highest percent (14.3%) of 
women holding a public post (Table 16). 

Table 16.  Caste/ethnicity wise households number by women's  holding of public post 

Caste/ethnicity of the family Any female member appointed in public post? 

Total No Yes Missing 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri Count 207 9 0 216 

% 95.8% 4.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri Count 17 3 1 21 

% 81.0% 14.3% 4.8% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati Count 226 11 0 237 

% 95.4% 4.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati Count 1000 44 2 1046 

% 95.6% 4.2% 0.2% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit Count 264 13 0 277 

% 95.3% 4.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit Count 400 12 14 426 

% 93.9% 2.8% 3.3% 100.0% 

Muslim Count 81 0 0 81 

% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Madhesi Count 364 6 3 373 

% 97.6% 1.6% 0.8% 100.0% 

Total 
  

Count 2559 98 20 2677 
% 95.6% 3.7% 0.7% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
 

Unless women in the rural context are seen taking responsibilities of formally engaging or 

leading locally based public institutions or organizations such as District/Village Development 

Committees, governing committees of Community Forestry Users’ Group, School Management 

Committees, District/Village Land Rights Forums, etc. the inhuman issues of marginalization, 

discrimination and violence against women will not be strategically or practically addressed.  

Achieving the goal of egalitarian transformation of society will continue to slip away because 

of persistent abuse of human rights, gender stereo-type, and subordination and domestication 

of women. No social institution or organization that is male dominant and excludes women’s 
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participation and voice can ever act on behalf of marginalized women or address the issue of 

gender inequality.  It was, therefore, a matter of serious concern revealed by the baseline 

study that women of only 3.7% of the surveyed households of the marginalized farmers held 

public posts of some significance.   

1.4 Organizational transformation of CSRC 

The organizational capacity of CSRC is deemed to be strengthened as expressed in the 

proposal submitted to and approved for funding by Governance Facility that “*t+he need for 

CSRC to evolve as a well-equipped human rights based resource and knowledge center 

specializing on rights to land and natural resources and promoting agro-based enterprises was 

. . . felt strongly by [its] stakeholders” (CSRC proposal on SESRP submitted to GF, December 

2015, p. 7).  It is, therefore, necessary that the organizational capacity of CSRC is developed in 

such a way that it finds itself making a transition from implementation-heavy organization to a 

resource center that focuses increasingly on research and development initiatives and engage 

more on strengthening peoples’ organization such as NLRF, DLRF, VLRFs, Forum for Single 

Women, Women’s Rights Forum, etc.  

1.4.1 Land-rights issues based technical assistance and advocacy 

CSRC currently has a human resource pool of 13 technical staff members (4 

Brahmins/Chhetries, 6 Janjaties and 3 Dalits) trained in land and human rights based 

approaches.Only 4 Brahmin/Chhetries have been recognized by national, international or 

government ministries as resource persons of land and agrarian rights and human rights based 

approaches.  These staff members despite being recognized as the resource persons feel the 

capacity gap in research skill and ability to theorize experiences.  The organization expects to 

expand such a technically sound human resource, ensuring gender and caste/ethnicity 

balance, both in terms of quantity (at least 50 within the project period) and quality.  

1.4.2 Development of reference materials 

The existing reference and resource materials published by CSRC are limited to posters, 

pamphlets, bulletins and annual reflective reports.  The organization lacks capacity and skill in 

converting these materials into modules of training, advocacy and research.  The success that 

the organization enjoys in influencing parliamentarians and policy makers is still limited to ad-

hoc and based on individual interest.  There is a need to take more of a systemic approach to 

publication of policy papers through more rigorous inquiries, research and formalized dialogue 

sessions.  There will be a total of at least 5 resource materials published by the end of the 

project which will include modules on land and human rights based training, policy papers and 

guidelines on participatory research and advocacy on land rights issues. 
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1.4.3 Research studies influencing policy formulations 

CSRC currently lacks expertise in translating its over 2-decade long experiences on land rights 
movements into a well researched consolidated document or issue based publications of public 
and policy interests.  The aim of the project is, therefore, to publish at least 5 such documents 
by 2018. 

1.4.4 Public use of CSRC as a land and agrarian rights based resource center 

Mobilizing marginalized farmers into their own organizations, strengthening them and 
motivating the farmers to claim their rights to land ownership and use have been some 
remarkable achievements of CSRC.  Also albeit being ad-hoc in influencing the policy domain, 
CSRC has been relatively successful in working closely with relevant bureaucrats and 
parliamentarians to influence the formulation and promulgation of land-mark 6th Amendment 
of Land Reform Act which to some extend is in favor of marginalized farmers particularly the 
registered tenants.  What the organization finds constraining is its limited expertise on 
consolidating those achievements into a publicly accessible resource hub, e.g. in the form of 
repository of land rights based knowledge and resource materials.  The organization plans to 
establish both physical and virtual resource centers by making its publication in a systematically 
organized resource center and going on line to make them available over the internet.   

2. Capacity, Effectiveness of Organizational Initiatives, and Development of Tools, 
Techniques and Knowledge Base to Promote the Land Rights Movement 

The 9 project districts are among the 52 districts where District Land Rights Forums including 
number of Village Land Rights Forums were already formed through which marginalized 
farmers have come together to be organized to strengthen their campaign.  Although the 
DLRFs/VLRFs provided a basic platform for the farmers to take their agenda forward 
collectively, many deprived farmers were yet to form their local level VLRFs and come within 
the fold of the NLRF/DLRF.  The baseline study was carried out in communities where most of 
the deprived farmers are yet to form and be organized into VLRFs as in several other villages of 
the districts. 

2.1 Capacity and initiatives of land rights forums 

The land rights forums needed to demonstrate their political strength to build pressure on the 

state mechanisms to be responsive to popular demands of the marginalized farmers.  They 

ought to demonstrate that the need for the historically sidelined farmers to come together as 

a vibrant people’s organization to endure their engagement in the non-violent campaign—

which they have promoted as the founding principle—has yielded results at different fronts—

policy, programs, acts and laws along with visible improvements in the farmers’ human rights 

conditions.  How best not to be lopsided in their approach is a single most challenge that the 

land rights forums currently face.  With so many years of engagements through social 

mobilization and movement it is now time—before the farmers become overwhelmed and 
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disillusioned doing more of the same— for the forums to critically review and reflect on where 

their strength lies and what gaps need bridging.  

In what follows, the information related to current state of affaire on four specific output 

areas—i) in what ways farmers sought legal protection, ii) the extent to which they were 

simultaneously diversifying farming, iii) how effective the forums were in mobilizing resources 

to support the diversification attempt, iv) what key innovative movements the forums were 

able to initiate and sustain—are presented, discussed and analyzed. 

2.1.1 Judicial demand for ensuring the rights related to land ownership and access 

Marginalized farmers who were in contact during the household survey reported cases of legal 
complications and the protracted land ownership disputes with landlords not only took away 
their peace of mind but also discouraged them to engage in productive farming activities, e.g., 
invest time and resources on more lucrative agricultural enterprise.   For many tenants their 
tenancy status remained uncertain as examples of deprivation and domination were 
abundant—more than 10% tenants were expelled by the owner from tilling the land, while 
almost the same proportion have the land dispute cases being heard either in the Land Reform 
Office or in the court, some were even forfeited from obtaining the receipt of the grains and 
other products they submitted to the landlord while others till the land knowing that someone 
else had the proof of tenancy (see Table 17).  

 

The demand side capacity to seek legal treatment for land justice was clearly lacking among 
the deprived farmers.  Number of case filed (91 at Land Reform Office and 7 only at the court) 
did not compare well with the number of tenants, farmers expelled from tilling and tenants 
without receipts.  The critical challenge for the local and national land rights forums lies on 
how effectively they could mobilize the rights-deprived farmers, strengthen their capacity to 
be legally aware and assertively seek justice and engage collectively with other key 

Table 17. Status of tenants' land ownership claim by caste/ethnicity of the surveyed households* 

Caste/ethnicity of the family 
Number 
of tenant 
families 

Case filed at 
Land Reform 

Office 

Case 
filed at 
court 

Expelled 
from 
tilling 

Land 
owner 

tenants 

Tenants 
without 
receipt 

Proof of 
tenancy 

with others 

Pahad 
Brahmin/Chhetri 

Count 9 1 0 0 7 0 0 
% 0.8% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

Terai 
Brahmin/Chhetri 

Count 16 0 0 1 12 1 0 
% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 2.6% 0.7% 0.0% 

Pahad Janajati Count 51 0 0 35 5 0 2 
% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 29.7% 1.1% 0.0% 5.6% 

Terai Janajati Count 370 44 2 52 221 41 17 
% 34.9% 48.4% 28.6% 44.1% 47.7% 27.3% 47.2% 

Pahad Dalit Count 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 
% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Terai Dalit Count 264 24 4 21 63 53 12 
% 24.9% 26.4% 57.1% 17.8% 13.6% 35.3% 33.3% 

Muslim Count 37 5 0 0 9 11 1 
% 3.5% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 7.3% 2.8% 

Madhesi Count 307 17 1 9 140 44 4 
 % 29.0% 18.7% 14.3% 7.6% 30.2% 29.3% 11.1% 

Total Count 1060 91 7 118 463 150 36 
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0

% 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

*Tenants can have multiple status of land ownership claim 
Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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stakeholders including bureaucrats, politicians, state parties and the landlords themselves to 
build pro-poor cases and influence the formulation of gender sensitive and inclusive policies, 
acts and laws. 

2.1.2 Agricultural entrepreneurship of households 

As pointed out in the earlier section, not many marginalized farmers reported that they were 
engaged in some form of agro-based enterprise—399 (14.9%) of the 2677 households 
surveyed.  This scenario raises a serious question regarding the limitation of mere 
mobilization, organization and activism aimed toward raising voice and having mass on the 
streets in the name of land rights movement without investing a balanced amount of time and 
resources on how the farmers could simultaneously enter into innovative and productive 
farming enterprises.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

NLRF and CSRC are in the crossroads facing the challenge of how they want to listen to and 
understand the intrinsic voices of the marginalized farmers and together re-define what it 
means for them to constructively securing their socio-economic and cultural rights.  In view of 
this, the project in its life-time aims to bring economic benefits to at least 850 families of the 
marginalized farmers supporting them to engage in viable and lucrative agro-based 
enterprises.  

2.1.3 Resource mobilization for promoting agricultural entrepreneurship 

While there was a need in all the project districts for more VLRFs to be formed and the 

marginalized farmers organized to claim their rights in the communities where the baseline 

study was conducted, the DLRFs also less ideas and strategies as to how the existing VLRFs and 

VLRFs-to-be-formed could be engaged in resource mobilization so that technical and basic 

logistic support would be available for the marginalized farmers to diversify farming and 

engage in agricultural entrepreneurship (see Table 19).  It is also evident that CSRC and NLRF 

Table 18.  Caste/ethnicity wise household distribution by family engagement in agricultural enterprise 

Caste/ethnicity of the family  

Is the family engaged in agricultural 
enterprise? 

Total No Yes Data missing 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri Count 195 21 0 216 

%  90.3% 9.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Brahmin/Chhetri Count 18 3 0 21 

% 85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Pahad Janajati Count 220 17 0 237 

% 92.8% 7.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Janajati Count 853 192 1 1046 

% 81.5% 18.4% 0.1% 100.0% 

Pahad Dalit Count 264 13 0 277 

% 95.3% 4.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Terai Dalit Count 377 47 2 426 

% 88.5% 11.0% 0.5% 100.0% 

Muslim Count 50 31 0 81 

% 61.7% 38.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Madhesi Count 296 75 2 373 

% 79.4% 20.1% 0.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 2273 399 5 2677 

% 84.9% 14.9% 0.2% 100.0% 

Source: CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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need to reflect upon why the locally based land rights forums in all the project districts do not 

demonstrate capacity and initiative to promote agro-based enterprise.  There is a need to tap 

into the expertise elsewhere among relevant institutions as CLRC and NLRF expertise does not 

include that in farming and agro-based enterprise.   

Table 19. District wise advocacy initiatives aiming to mobilize resources for promoting agro-based enterprise 

District GOs/NGOs 
approached/persuaded  

Discussion and/or advocacy 
themes/strategies/approaches 

Achievements Issues/challenges 

Okhaldhunga CSRC and VDC Agriculture, 
Forest and Environment 
Committee 

VLRFs/DLRF have not 
approached potential partners 
outside CSRC, except to a little 
extent one VDC, to mobilize 
resources for promoting agro-
based enterprise. 

15 VLRFs of 3 VDCs have so far 
utilized Rs. 167,450 for 150 
families. The investment went 
to the agro-enterprise in some 
cash crops, e.g. a special brand 
of chilly know as Akabare, 
cucumber and tomatoes. 
There was also an in-kind 
support from one of the VDCs. 

The DLRF/VLRFs lacked capacity 
to expand the organizational 
relationship with GOs, NGOs, 
hence face challenge of resource 
and technical constraints to 
promote agro-based enterprise. 

Udayapur Relied only on CSRC through 
DLRF 

No effort made to contact 
other potential GOs, NGOs. 

3 VLRFs utilized about Rs. 
100,000 benefiting 109 
families farming selected cash 
crops 

The DLRF/VLRFs lacked capacity 
to expand the organizational 
relationship with GOs, NGOs. 

Saptari Relied only on CSRC through 
DLRF 

No effort made to contact 
other potential GOs, NGOs. 

3 VLRFs received the resource 
from VDC and District 
Agriculture Office 

Due to the financial deficit, 
CSRC’s fund to DLRF drained 
which made it difficult to 
continue the regular program.  

Siraha Relied only on CSRC through 
DLRF 

No effort made to contact 
other potential GOs, NGOs. 

5 VDCs received the financial 
support from the VDCs for 
construction of the DLRF’s 
Bhumi Ghar and initiate 
income generating activities. 

Bhumi Ghar constructed.  Local 
groups benefited from income 
generating activities.  

Sarlahi No concrete effort made.  The 
need to contacting potential 
local institutions is just being 
discussed. 

Discussion has only been 
internal among the DLRF team 
members. 

The achievement is confined 
only to the level of realization 
among the team members. 

The VLRFs are predominantly 
constituted by highly 
marginalized groups 
representing Dalits and 
Janajaties.  There is a serious 
lack of capacity to strategically 
articulate problems and issues 
and strongly advocate for the 
socio-economic justice.  

Mahottari Only one VLRF approached 
Agricultural Development 
Office and DLRF 

With DLRF support identified 
the potential areas of 
agricultural  enterprise and 
beneficiaries to demand the 
ADO funding.  

Funding of Rs. 157,000 
obtained to benefit 22 families 
initiating cash crops such as 
ginger, turmeric and 
vegetables plantation in 2 
Bighas of land. 

VLRFs lack capacity to link the 
agricultural enterprise with 
market and sustainable 
livelihoods. 

Banke Limited to DLRF and CSRC No initiative except relying on 
DLRF and CSRC. 

1 VLRF spent Rs. 60,00 on 
irrigating about 12 Bigha of 
land benefitting 25 families. 

DLRF/VLRFs Lack negotiating 
capacity, skills, knowledge and 
initiative. 

Dang Limited to DLRF and CSRC No evidence of reaching out to 
organizations outside CSRC 

4 VLRFs spent Rs. 240,000 on 
collective farming, vegetable 
and mushroom farming in 30.5 
Bigha of land benefitting 118 
families 

DLRF/VLRFs Lack negotiating 
capacity, skills, knowledge and 
initiative. 

Bardiya DLRF only No evidence of reaching out to 
organizations outside CSRC 

2 VLRF spent Rs. 105,000 
raising goat and vegetable 
farming in about 8 Kattha of 
land benefiting 67 families. 

Clear lack of capacity, skills, 
knowledge and motivation 
among the VLRFs and DLRF to 
promote agro-based enterprise. 

 

2.1.4 Initiatives and effectiveness of land rights movements 

The land rights movement that CSRC started over 20 years ago from Sindhupalchok district has 

taken a much bigger shape and coverage with the evolution and institutionalization of National 

Land Rights forums along with its affiliated district and ever increasing village chapters.  CSRC 

record shows that a more than 5000 non-violent movements have been organized over the 
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period since 1993.  Such movements range from organizing land deprived farmers’ protest 

rallies in districts and the capital city to sit-in protests in front of the district offices of e.g., 

administration, topography, agriculture, land reform and land revenue.  Although protest 

rallies, campaigns and movements alone cannot effectively help the marginalized farmers to 

secure their cultural, social and economic rights along with the land use and ownership rights, 

the importance of such events as a remarkable wakeup call for the state parties, political 

leaders and land lords, and the impact they made over the years, cannot be under estimated. 

It is because of the significance impact they made in the lives of so many landless farmers that 

the movements are deemed necessary to be continued in many more years to come. 

Most of the marginalized farmers from the project communities were yet to be organized and 

oriented of the significance of being organized through the village based land rights forum and 

be affiliated to the district and national forums.  The project expects to have at least 300 more 

VLRFs to be formed over next 3 years and engaged in campaigns and other agricultural 

enterprise.  These and other land rights forum will organize about 1000 more campaigns 

during the project life span. 

2.2 Capacity to influence the formulation of policies, laws and acts 

The benefits that the marginalized farmers enjoyed so far from their active engagement in 
land rights campaigns will be restricted to being only short-term if the achievement is not 
matched by concerted policy advocacy initiatives both at the central level by NLRF and by 
DLRFs and VLRFs at the district and village levels.  Although for the past several years NLRF 
with the collaboration of CSRC endured in its engagements with political parties, politicians, 
parliamentarians, ministers and bureaucrats primarily to ensure the formulation and/or 
amendments of pro-poor land acts, laws and policies, the land rights forums at the district and 
village levels have not had much to contribute to the process which made it difficult for the 
acts, laws and policies to be translated effectively into practice.   

That implementing the recently amended Land Reform Act 1964is a serious challenge is an 
example that the grassroots level actors were not on board to offer their views and voicesin 
the process of preparing the work procedure.  However, the aspiration for the inclusive 
practice should also be complemented by capacity to participate effectively.  This section, 
therefore, explores the baseline status of: i) whether/how the DLRFs/VLRFs engaged with 
relevant stakeholders in policy debates and dialogues; ii) if or to what extent the stakeholders 
initiated issue-based actions; and iii) whether/how the VLRFs/DLRFs engaged in reviewing and 
recommending acts, laws and policies.  

2.2.1 Policy debates, discussions and collaborations with political leaders or government staff 

The more that the DLRFs/VLRFs work hand-in-hand with politicians, parliamentarians and 

bureaucrats as some very important stakeholders the better would be their understanding and 

perception toward the land rights campaigns.  Stakeholders’ engagement is vital not only to 
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build their support to the campaigns but also to allow them a perspective on what it means to 

create conducive policy and legislative environment favoring the land and agrarian rights of 

marginalized farmers.  Without policy and legislative support the struggle of poor farmers 

could merely be a futile effort. 

Table 20. District wise advocacy initiatives seeking political and bureaucratic response 

District Number and type of stakeholder 
discussed or collaborated with 

Discussion and/or 
collaboration themes 

Achievements Issues/challenges 

Okhaldhunga The member of parliament 
representing the district was invited 
to attend the land joint ownership 
camp while the delegation of 90 
DLRF/VLRF members met separately 
with the Chief District Officer. 

Discussed on the issues of 
marginalized farmers’ rights to 
land ownership.  The CDO was 
given an 8-point petition for 
necessary consideration and 
state support. 

The CDO acknowledged the 
importance of the issues raised 
and assured of forwarding the 
petition to higher authority. 

DLRF/VLRFs acted rather against the 
state party as opponent of the 
campaigns than the stakeholder-
collaborators working together.  No 
understanding of engagement for 
joint drafting of policy/act/law 
briefs. 

Udayapur Meetings organized with 3 
bureaucrats 

DLRF/VLRF members 
approached the bureaucrats to 
lodge complaint against the 
uprooting of squatters. 

No concrete achievement. Strategic approach lacking.  The 
DLRF/VLRFs lacked capacity to 
involve stakeholders in policy 
dialogue and initiating joint drafting 
of briefs leading to formulation of 
policy, laws and acts. 

Saptari For the tilling and residential legal 
proofs, meetings were organized 
meeting with some VDCs. Related 
legal document obtained from the 
VDCs. 

Building case to obtain the 
legal document for landless 
people who spent generations 
living in the land. 

Some of the VLRFs succeeded 
to take the legal proof from the 
VDCs 

Ministry of Local Development 
opposed the VDCs’ provision of the 
legal document.  The departmental 
circular issued citing the reason for 
protecting public land.  

Siraha Collaborated with District level 
Scribe's organization.  Collaborated 
with Land Survey Office.  Meetings 
with some VDCs to obtain proofs of 
tilling and residence. 

Scribes’ Organization for the 
waiver of application writing 
fees for joint land ownership.  
Survey Office sought support to 
measure Goun Block land. 
VDCs for legal documents. 

The Goun Block land measured. 
Some VDCs issued legal proofs.  

Ministry of Local Development 
opposed the VDCs’ provision of the 
legal document.  The departmental 
circular issued citing the reason for 
protecting public land. 

Sarlahi Working and collaborating with the 
DDC, the MP, District Agriculture 
Office, VDC and Land Survey Office. 

With the DDC, the MP for the 
construction of Bhumi Ghar.  
Agriculture support from DAO.  
VDC for joint land ownership. 
Land Survey Office to measure 
the Goun Block land. 

DDC and parliament member 
provided Rs 500000 for Bhumi 
Ghar construction.  
Survey office initiated Gaon 
Block measurement and issued 
land certificates. 

Although the VDCs were supportive, 
the financial support to organize 
campaigns on the joint land 
ownership not obtained as yet.  

Mahottari Working and collaborating with 
District Agriculture Office,  District 
Cooperative Office, VDCs and Land 
Revenue Office.  

DAO for livelihoods support 
program; DCO for VLRCs’ 
capacity building and 
cooperative registration; VDCs 
and LRO for organizing joint 
land ownership campaigns. 

More than 10 VLRFs received 
the support from DAO, more 
than 500 couples received the 
joint land ownership certificates 
and 3 cooperatives registered.  

Financial support to organize 
campaigns on the joint land 
ownership not obtained as yet. 

Banke 6 stakeholders (1 Minister of State, 2 
parliamentarians, and 3 bureaucrats) 
were approached to discuss on 
various land ownership and tenancy 
issues. 

Interaction and advocacy for 
the development of work 
procedure for land division 
between tenants and 
landlords; against the eviction 
of squatters; ease the process 
for women’s joint ownership of 
land; interaction and advocacy 
for survey of land for landless 
squatters residing in village 
blocks. 

Stakeholders’ support secured.  
Land division work procedure 
available.  Joint ownership of 
land obtained without hassle by 
12 families. Distribution of the 
land registration certificates 
was in process for the 56 
residents of village block  

The interaction, advocacy and 
petition which the VLRFs/DLRF 
organized lacked working together 
with the stakeholders in actually 
drafting papers and briefs for the 
formulation of policies, laws or acts. 

Dang DDC, VDCs, Parliament members, 
political parties, District Land 
Revenue Office, District Land Reform 
Office and local CSOs.  

DDC and the MPs provided 
financial support for the 
construction of DLRF building. 
Political parties, DLROs and 
other CSO members to solve 
the Guthi land issue, and 
landless people's land rights  

DLRF Dang received the 
financial support from DDC 
Dang and member of 
parliament.  
Political parties helped not to 
evict the landless people from 
the living places.  

Still political parties have not taken 
sole responsibility to solve the Guthi 
and landless problem in of Dang.  

Bardiya One or two meetings were held 
separately with 3 bureaucrats to 
discuss joint ownership of land and 
farmers’ security issue  

Advocacy for promoting as well 
as easing the process of 
obtaining joint land ownership 
for women; lodging complaint 
to police depot against the 
physical hard rendered against 
farmers. 

Wall hanger conveying the 
positive message on joint land 
ownership placed at the land 
revenue office.  The process of 
obtaining joint ownership 
certificate made easy.  Police 
authority took the perpetrator 
of violence into custody to put 

No concrete effort to direct the 
initiative into drafting 
policy/act/law briefs. 
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him through a corrective 
measure.   

 

Formulation of relevant and effective policies largely depends upon the extent to which 

stakeholders collaborate at the local level to articulate issues and engage in policy dialogues.  

The capacity to engage with stakeholders was lacking among the DLRFs of all 9 districts.  Only 4 

of the 9 DLRFs had had some sort of contacts with selected stakeholders, but barely had they 

been a planned engagement aimed at assessing issues and coming up with policy briefs.  The 

VLRFs inability in this regards was obviously understandable.  Nowhere in the baseline 

information could one find the convergence of responsibilities and actions of the farmers and 

the state parties (parliamentarians, politicians, bureaucrats).   

CSRC, therefore, has an important challenge to address in the days to come taking more of a 

radically different approach to building the DLRF capacity.  The strategy should include moving 

away from hitherto a dominant practice of treating the state party as the opponent standing on 

the other side of the fence resisting the “social good” that the farmers’ campaigns try to 

promote.   The egotistic dichotomy of “we” vs “they” must be taken down to its minimum level.  

Much work needs to be done to help the farmers internalize what it means to collaborate with 

stakeholders—also understand deeply what the term “stakeholder” entails—in their quest to 

achieving their own goal. 

2.2.2 Participation of government officials or academia in initiating issues based actions 

The stakeholder engagement on policy dialogue was not a common practice in all the 9 project 

districts.  The DLRFs were at the stage of struggling hard to find ways to persuade the state 

parties in addressing number of critical issues related to the marginalized farmers’ right to land 

ownership and that of using the land for increasing production and sustaining livelihoods.  

They fell short of ideas and know-how of managing the issues and taking systematic approach 

to engaging multiple stakeholders, e.g. bureaucrats, intellectuals, local leaders, 

parliamentarians, landlord and the marginalized farmers themselves, to work on thematic 

taskforce leading to the production of effective policy briefs or recommendations.  With the 

critical facilitation of CSRC the experiences from the past need to be reflected upon in order to 

piece together the strengths and weaknesses leading to the identification of the steps as to 

how the issues raised so far could be consolidated collectively by the stakeholders to arrive at 

the policy recommendations.   At least 5 different policy themes are expected to be identified 

and systematically deliberated upon by multiple stakeholders in the next 3-year period. 

2.2.3 Practices of reviewing and recommending acts, laws and policies 
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The local initiatives taken to reviewing existing legal documents related to land and natural 

resources varied according to the districts.  Only 5 of the 9 DLRFs representing the project 

districts documented what they knew of any such existing document and how they were 

perceived at the local level in terms of their implementation and shortcomings.  Although 

reviewing existing policies, laws and acts presented as an emerging culture among the 5 DLRFs, 

such a practice was yet to be a wide spread phenomenon.  

Table 21. District wise achievements of LRFs on reviewing, recommending or passing land/natural resources related policies/acts* 
Land rights forums Number and type of land 

and/or natural resources –
related policies/acts reviewed 

Issues/challenges 

Okhaldhunga N/A  

Udayapur N/A  

Saptari N/A  

Siraha N/A  

Sarlahi and Mahottari 4 policies/Acts/laws reviewed:  
i) Agriculture and Land Reform 
Policy 2072; ii) Natural 
Resources Protection, 
Promotion and Use related 
policy 2072; iii) Citizen’s 
Fundamental Needs related 
policy; iv) Social Justice and 
Inclusion related policy 

i) The policy aims at ending dual ownership of land, but overlooks the rights of un-registered tenants.  
Also the pseudo  dual ownership will continue unless the landlords themselves would be made 
legally responsible to till their own land. The policy discourages absentee landlordism and allows 
the administration to capture such land for the purpose of farming, but systematic record of such 
land is not available, hence no such land has been captured.  Tillers are evicted to convert the land 
into residential plots and commercial use.  Lands in huge area are left unattended for years in the 
name of establishing industries. The policy speaks of protecting farmers and promoting their 
production.  However, there is no mechanism to define who the actual farmers are.  The gross 
mismanagement of land use persists, productivity has not increased and farmers benefit least from 
farming. 

ii) The policy on natural resources is far from being implemented as the local level management of 
users’ groups are often subjected to local politics controlled by elites.   

iii) The intent of commercializing agriculture is beyond the reach of the poor and marginalized farmers 
because of lack of land ownership and access to agriculture tools and techniques. 

iv) Excluded and marginalized people’s are still deprived of their rights.  The Commission formed to 
solve the problem of squatters has remained defunct.   

Policy implementation is general is a chronic problem. 

Banke 2 policies/Act reviewed: i) 
Squatters’ Activity Directive; ii) 
Land Reform Act 2021, 6th 
Amendment. 

i) The formation procedure of the Squatters’ Problem Solving Commission has been legally 
challenged  and the case is being looked after by the court.  The Commission is of no use for the 
squatters.  The directive allows ownership of a maximum of 2 or 5 Kattha of land for genuine 
squatters.   Many squatters would have to give up the land they have occupied if it is in excess of 
the given area even if it meant being deprived of the inevitable livelihoods support for them from 
the occupied land.  

ii) The 6th Amendment did not address the burning issue of unregistered tenants.  Justice is still not 
served.  Nonetheless, registered tenants are now entitled to their share of land but in the absence 
of the work procedure, justice delayed is in fact justice denied.  The implementation needs to be 
closely monitored.  Farmers’ organization must be watchful and ensure that the state reaches out 
to the marginalized tenants and land documents are distributed at their doorsteps.   

Dang 4 policies/Acts reviewed: i) Land 
Act 2021; ii) Guthi Act 2033; iii) 
Abolition of Bonded Labor  
Act 2058; and iv) National Land 
Use Policy 2072. 

i) The Act is not fully implemented.  There is no scientific mechanism to identify owners of excessive 
land crossing the legally allowed land ceiling.  The land division to tenants has not taken effect.  The 
state should put in place new limit of the land ceiling.  The Act should re-amended to address the 
land rights issue of unregistered tenants. 

ii) There is an inconsistency between the constitutional spirit and the Guthi Sansthan Act, which 
obstructs the ownership of land to the tenants tilling Guthi land.  The state should take the 
responsibility of the operation and management of Guthi.  The tenants should be entitled to own 
the Guthi land without hassle and hefty registration fees. 

iii) The Bonded Labor Act is not implemented fully.  In effect, freed Kamaiyas are compelled to remain 
marginalized and socio-economically deprived.  The freed Kamayas have not received the 5 Kattha 
of land and 35 cubic feet of timber that they are entitled by the law.  The state should take the 
responsibility of ensuring land ownership, educational opportunities, skills training and enterprise 
development for the freed Kamayas. 

iv) The Land Use policy has not been implemented fully.  Citizens should be made aware of the policy.  
Civil society and communities should be legally authorized to implement the policy. 

Bardiya 2 Acts reviewed: i) Land Act 
2021; and ii) National Land Use 
Policy 2072.  

i) The Act has not been enforced as owners of excessive land crossing the legally allowed land ceiling 
still enjoy ownership of hundreds of Bighas of land.  Tenants both registered and unregistered who 
have been tilling the land for generations should be acquiring at least 50% share of the land. 

ii) The Land Use policy is unknown to common farmers, hence it is not fully implemented.  Orientation 
programs should be organized to take the message of the policy to citizen level.  The policy needs 
to be implemented in its entirety.  

*Information compiled by the DLRFs as a way to documenting what they know and how they view relevant land and natural resources related Acts, laws and policies. 
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At the central level, CSRC and NLRF stand strong in keeping a critical eye on almost every single 

land and natural resources related legal provision assessing whether it signals any indicative 

justice for the marginalized farmers.  CSRC senior management along with the leaders of the 

NLRF have accumulated an empathic understanding of policy and legislative gaps experienced 

at the grassroots level.  This is an understanding they have gained over the last several years 

campaigning alongside the marginalized farmers, which is also well recognized by the state 

parties.  The government generally makes sure that CSRC and NLRF are on board not only to 

formally review and comment on land and natural resources related policy papers but also to 

be part of their drafting teams or working committees.  However, the professional position 

that CSRC/NLRF have established at the national level is reflected neither in the working 

relationships between relevant local governments and DLRFs/VLRFs nor in the latter’s 

expected responsibility of raising policy issues and initiating policy dialogues.  This capacity gap 

has been well recognized by CSRC management, addressing of which is the one of the priority 

agendas of the project.  The target of 6 policy recommendations and/or critical policy reviews 

set for the next 3 years will be met not only in its quantitative term but also in terms of the 

quality of contributions from the DLRFs and VLRFs.  

2.3 Promotion of women’s rights to land 

The importance of gender equality in land ownership as in other socio-economic and 

anthropological fronts for social transformation and equitable economic development is 

obviously no longer an argument of dispute.  Any development initiative or any effort to bring 

about social change cannot afford to ignore gender perspective.  Therefore, as has already 

been explained in length earlier on in this report, land rights advocacy must constitute 

assessment, initiatives and advocacy for women’s ownership of land.  This requires serious 

work at individual family, community and at larger social context to build case against gender 

stereo-type, use of gender insensitive traditional metaphors and beliefs and return the respect 

and equal agency role to women that they naturally and humanly deserve.  With this broader 

perspective in mind, the report in this section attempts to assess the baseline status of how 

seriously the agenda of women’s rights to land ownership is emphasized and what measures 

are taken to address the issues of domestic violence against women at the levels of family, 

institutions and organizations. 

2.3.1 Family awareness about issues of women’s rights to land 

The draft district baseline study reports indicated that the communities where VLRF or DLRF 

did not have their presence or influence, women generally felt that they were better off 

remaining passive, silent and obedient to the male authority.  The typical mindset was that 

women’s freedom could best be limited to acquiring basic education but other “privileges” 

such as owning property or land were accepted as beyond their reach.   
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There was, therefore, a huge scope for the VLRFs to engage with male and female members of 

the isolated communities exploring and questioning gender stereo-type and seeing through 

the prospect of women’s empowerment for the wellbeing of the family and by extension that 

of the entire community.   

Table 22. District wise # of families sensitized on, and # of households with, women’s ownership of land 

Districts Total number of 
households* 

Number of families 
sensitized** 

Households with women’s 
land ownership*** 

Okhaldhunga 32,502 N/A 506 

3.7%  37.6% 

Udayapur 65,557 724 44 

7.5% 1.1% 6.1% 

Saptari 121,098 N/A 851 

13.8%  49.3% 

Siraha 117,562 1198 433 

13.4% 1.0% 36.1% 

Sarlahi 132,844 1352 342 

15.2% 1.0% 11.2% 

Mahottari 111,316 619 199 

12.7% 0.6% 9.0% 

Banke 94,773 576 134 

10.8% 0.6% 4.7% 

Dang 116,415 356 138 

13.3% 0.3% 8.0% 

Bardiya 83,176 552 502 

9.5% 0.7% 15.0% 

Total 875,243 5377 3149 

100.0% 0.7% 22.6% 

*Source: CBS National Censes 2011 
**Source:  CSRC baseline study data of Strengthening Economic and Social Rights project (SESRP) 
***Women’s joint or single land ownership in the households from among those mapped during the baseline study 

 

As presented in Table 22, in the 7 of the 9 project districts a total of 5377 families were 

sensitized on the value and importance of women’s ownership of land.  It is planned by the 

project that additional 18,000 families will be reached out over the period of 3 years to seek 

their support to securing women’s right to land ownership. 

2.3.2 Cooperation of GOs or NGOs in the movement of women’s access to land 

The movement to ensure marginalized farmers securing women’s rights to land ownership and 

access is expected to be an agenda far beyond that of CSRC and NLRF but a common 

development and human rights agenda of relevant government bodies and NGOs.  To this 

effect CSRC and the NLRF/DLRFs/VLRFs have for the past 7 years collaborated with the 

Ministry of Land Reform and Management and its relevant sections along with 7 NGOs based 

at the district level and 6 based at the national level.  Such a collaboration will continue during 

the project period with at least 30 new GOs and NGOs partnered with CLRC and National, 

District and Village Land Rights Forums with an effort to widening and deepening the impact of 

women’s land rights movement initiatives. 

2.3.3 Care and treatment of women victims of domestic violence 
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Domestic violence against women (typically by husbands) is a deep rooted and widely 

pervasive problem in the surveyed communities. But because of its subtlety and victims’ 

apprehension to speak up, the perpetrators often get away without being legally or socially 

challenged.  Although not a substantial proportion, the number of reported cases of domestic 

violence against women in the 2677 surveyed households was 90 (3.4%).  Women in many 

households (18.8%) chose not to comment while women in over three fourth households said 

they did not suffer from violence. Much accurate picture of the degree of prevalence of GBV in 

the project communities will surface as more women will be associated with VLRFs, DLRFs and 

NLRF in due course of time. 

Table 23. Caste/ethnicity wise number of households by treatment for victims of domestic violence 

Caste/ethnicity of the family 
Do the victim women get medical attention? 

Total No Yes Missing 

Pahad Brahmin/Chhetri Count 8 0 0 8 

% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Pahad Janajati Count 5 3 0 8 

% 63% 38% 0% 100% 

Terai Janajati Count 32 4 3 39 

% 82% 10% 8% 100% 

Pahad Dalit Count 11 3 0 14 

% 79% 21% 0% 100% 

Terai Dalit Count 13 1 3 17 

% 76% 6% 18% 100% 

Muslim Count 0 1 0 1 

% 0% 100% 0% 100% 

Madhesi Count 1 2 0 3 

% 33% 67% 0% 100% 

Total 
Count 70 14 6 90 

% 78% 16% 7% 100% 

Source:  CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

 

The 3.4% prevalence of GBV in the 2677 surveyed households, nonetheless, has been relied 

upon to arrive at a figure of 29,758 (see Table 25) as a rather conservative estimate of the total 

number of households where women suffered from GBV in the 9 project districts.   The project 

will ensure that at least 1500 women would be rehabilitated with medical support and/or 

psycho-social counseling. 

Table 24.  Caste/ethnicity wise number of households by different effects of violence against women 

Caste/ethnicity of the 
family 

Effect of GBV on women 

Total Physical Mental 

Physical 
and 

mental 
No 

effect 
Affected 
children 

Refuge to 
parental 
home 

Harassment 
from 

neighbor Missing 

Pahad 
Brahmin/Chhetri 

Count 0 1 0 0 3 3 1 0 8 

%  0% 13% 0% 0% 38% 38% 13% 0% 100% 

Pahad Janajati Count 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 2 8 

%  0% 25% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 100% 

Terai Janajati Count 7 22 4 3 0 0 0 3 39 

%  18% 56% 10% 8% 0% 0% 0% 8% 100% 

Pahad Dalit Count 1 5 4 0 3 0 0 1 14 

%  7% 36% 29% 0% 21% 0% 0% 7% 100% 

Terai Dalit Count 3 10 1 1 0 0 0 2 17 

%  18% 59% 6% 6% 0% 0% 0% 12% 100% 

Muslim Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

%  100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Madhesi Count 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

%  33% 33% 33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Total Count 13 41 14 4 6 3 1 8 90 
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Violence against women unfortunately still prevails.  What is even more saddening is that it is 

being taken for granted as a “normal” social practice.  With persistent advocacy and 

awareness program hopefully it will be reduced to significantly negligible level.  However, 

victims must not go unnoticed and unsupported medically, emotionally and socially.  The 

baseline study inquired if the 90 victims received any medical attention, and if so, what kinds 

of treatments they received.  The study also inquired about the victims’ current conditions.   

Table 24 presents the responses in these aspects. 

Table 25. District wise # of households where women suffered from GBV 

Districts Number of households in districts Number of surveyed households** 

Total* With GBV (estimates) Total With  GBV victims 

Okhaldhunga Count 32,502 650 247 5 

% 3.7% 2.0% 100.0% 2.0% 

Udayapur Count 65,557 11800 100 18 

% 7.5% 18.0% 100.0% 18.0% 

Saptari Count 121,098 1332 554 6 

% 13.8% 1.1% 100.0% 1.1% 

Siraha Count 117,562 4938 263 11 

% 13.4% 4.2% 100.0% 4.2% 

Sarlahi Count 132,844 1196 234 2 

% 15.2% 0.9% 100.0% 0.9% 

Mahottari Count 111,316 2115 106 2 

% 12.7% 1.9% 100.0% 1.9% 

Banke Count 94,773 3886 468 19 

% 10.8% 4.1% 100.0% 4.1% 

Dang Count 116,415 4540 412 16 

% 13.3% 3.9% 100.0% 3.9% 

Bardiya Count 83,176 3161 293 11 

% 9.5% 3.8% 100.0% 3.8% 

Total Count 875,243 29758 2677 90 

% 100.0% 3.4% 100.0% 3.4% 

*Source: CBS National Censes 2011 
**Source:  CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 

2.4 Management, organizational structure and human resource context of CSRC 

CSRC evolved as a well established national human rights based organization over the period of 
less than 25 years since it came into being as a locally based NGO in Sidhupalchok district.  The 
period saw an effective and successful uprising of marginalized farmers’ assertive campaign 
against the exploitation caused by landlordism and for securing their rights to land ownership 
and use.  CSRC played a remarkably effective catalytic role to mobilize the farmers into forming 
their own organization at the community, district and national levels to intensify their 
campaign.  Over the years the farmers experienced number of positive results: almost 40 
thousand tenants, mostly landless, acquired land ownership document; there has been growing 
sense of economic security, self-esteem and citizenship and many farmers have been relieved 
from worrying too much to sustain their livelihoods. 

However, CSRC sees a need to broaden its organizational capacity encompassing added 
dimensions that are critical to securing farmers’ cultural and socio-economic rights as well as 
offering related experiential and theorized tools, techniques and relevant resources for public 
consumption.  The organization expects to offer a national hub of knowledge, skills and 

%  14% 46% 16% 4% 7% 3% 1% 9% 100% 

Source:  CSRC baseline study data of SESRP 
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experiences in the field of: human rights based approach to promoting the rights of 
marginalized farmers; land and natural resources policy research and legislative support; 
collaborative initiatives and expansion of national and international networks; establishing an 
open and transparent system of results based monitoring and evaluation to ensure 
organizational accountability. 

2.4.1 Organizational capacity on HRBA and issues of land rights 

CSRC has a total of 155 staff members which includes those for projects on post-earthquake 

reconstruction and recovery.  The organization has 13 staff members who are capable to 

facilitate the HRBA training at the community, districts and national levels.  Historically CSRC’s 

focus remained on facilitating the land and agrarian rights campaign in which the organization 

received the national and international recognition.  The need for strengthening staff capacity 

on HRBA has been increasingly felt in the recent years.  The 13 members trained in HRBA are 

still not enough.  The organization, therefore, placed high priority in enabling at least 50 more 

staff members including some of its general members in the coming 3 years.  

2.4.2 Development of policy briefs and publication of knowledge products 

CSRC developed the position papers on Birta land, Guthi land, tenancy rights, landless people's 

land rights, joint ownership of women and men.  The position papers contributed significantly 

to the country’s responses to shaping land policies, acts, laws and even the new constitution in 

favor of the marginalized farmers.  The organization, therefore, places high value to continue 

developing more position papers, policy briefs and other relevant publications based on the 

evidences generated from methodologically more rigorous and systematic inquiries of the 

farmers’ contexts. It is expected that in the next 3-year period CSRC will develop at least 5 such 

papers which will be, but not limited to, addressing the policy issues related to land use, 

reconstruction and land rights, land and Dalits, and land and Indigenous people.  

2.4.3 Joint initiatives with national and international networks 

CSRC has been working with International Land Coalition (ILC), Asian ANGO Coalition (ANGOC) 

as a network member at the international level and with the Food & Agriculture Alliance, Right 

to Food Network, NGO federation, Policy Pathasala, Centre for Nepal Studies (CNS), and  FACT 

Nepal at the national level as a member and collaborator.  International INGOs such as 

Actionaid Nepal, CARE Nepal, Governance Facility (GF), HelpAge International, World Jewish 

Relief (WJR), Micro Credit to Mothers, The Foundation to France, UNDP have been CSRC’s 

partner organization.  The network, collaboration, alliance and partnership has been one of the 

key factors for CSRC’s successful evolution from a district based NGO to nationally and 

internationally recognized land and agrarian rights based organization working in 54 districts of 
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Nepal.  The national and international links will be increased further with at least 5 more 

entities within next 3 years.  

 

2.4.4 Development of approaches to results based monitoring and evaluation 

For the past several years CSRC’s activities were informed by its 5-year strategic plans.  The 

plans laid out what the implementation strategies and monitoring frameworks were for all of 

the organization’s program interventions.  CSRC in following its core principle always ensured 

participation of all its staff members and relevant stakeholders while developing and finalizing 

its 5-year strategic plans.  The plans provided broad framework for the development of annual 

plans and budgets also through the participatory process. In essence, CSRC relied on the 

strategic framework, the annual plans and budgets as its core management tools. 

The organization at its senior management level, despite taking a highly participatory approach, 

confronted with the issue of lack of capacity among the district level staff and DLRFs office 

bearers when it came to comply with the reporting requirements as per the very AWAB and 

monitoring framework developed with their participation.  For some reason, reporting on 

results remained mostly the concern of the organization at the senior management level.  CSRC 

will critically reflect upon the process it employed over the years to determine where, why and 

how the district actors failed to take ownership of the strategic framework, delivering outputs 

accordingly and systematically reporting the results.  The preparation of the annual plan and 

budget for this project has taken this issue into consideration.  As a starting point the district 

staff and DLRFs underwent a rather rigorous process of examining the project logical 

framework, the results matrix and M&E framework as they prepared themselves to engage in 

the baseline study of their respective context.  Furthermore, they were constantly challenged 

to demonstrate that their district specific baseline study findings were owned and articulated 

with understanding by them.  They were also required to write the baseline study report of 

their district and keep revising it as they developed new insights. CSRC expects that an 

essentially bottom up results based M&E mechanism will be in place before the first AWAB 

comes to its conclusion.
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Part III: Conclusion and Recommendations 

The overarching purpose of the baseline study that it was carried out not only to fulfill the M&E 

framework requirements, but also to have an experiential understanding of its process and 

product among all involved has been largely achieved.  The study aimed at allowing each one of 

them to go through an internalization process as to how important it was for them to be 

informed by the overarching framework of the study, in the light of which they collected the 

data as meaningfully as possible.  The opportunity that they had of going through the data 

refinement process gave a big push for them to take ownership of what they collected and 

worked on.  The process turned out to be much rigorous than what they actually imagined—

there was no room for short-cut and mechanistic approach.  The district teams coded the data 

and converted them into the district specific Excel spreadsheets for the subsequent computer 

processing.  The teams refined the spreadsheets over and over again based on the comparison 

and verification of frequency counts of each variable.  Each of the nine project districts now is 

equipped with a reasonably reliable baseline database at its disposal and use.   

The draft of the consolidated baseline study report is written by making an extensive use of the 

database generating number of relevant tables specific to the outcome and output indicators.  

The tables were disaggregated, wherever possible, by caste/ethnicity, district or gender.  The 

district versions of similar tables were also generated.  The overall consolidated tables along 

with all the district tables were sent to all 9 project DLRF offices.  The DLRFs and CSRC district 

coordinators will be revisiting and revising the drafts of their respective district baseline studies 

in reference to these tables. Meanwhile, the DLRFs will generate qualitative information, 

narratives and stories by organizing informal conversations, interviews and focus group 

discussion, analyses of which will complement and supplement the findings of the study. 

With the finalization of the baseline study reports, the project management teams both at the 

district and central levels can now revise the district and overall project RBMs.  The list of key 

activities, the outcome and output indicators and the corresponding targets can be revised for 

possible improvement or clarity.  On the whole, the baseline study reports are expected to 

serve as a set of comprehensive background documents for a smooth rolling out of the project 

activities.  They are in essence an elaborate form of the project management tool that not only 

guides the development of the intervention strategies but also offers the precise point of 

reference for periodically monitoring and evaluating how the project has delivered. 

Findings and Recommendations 

The report has structured the study’s key findings in line with the indicators of the project’s 

outcomes and outputs.  In this section the findings are summarized and specific program 

actions are recommended against each of the findings.  The finding and recommendations so 
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organized will in essence facilitate the management and the field coordinators to be 

strategically informed in their designing and planning of interventions.  

Strengthening the livelihoods of the land dependent marginalized farmers 

Tenancy issues.  The people residing in the communities where the baseline study was 

conducted were predominantly farmers and laborers, whose livelihoods depend on agriculture 

farming.  It was also evident that an estimated81,390 families in the 9 project districts were 

tenants.  Tenancy was more prevalent in Eastern Terai districts with exceptionally high 

proportion in Mahottari followed by Saptari and Siraha.  Similarly, Terain Janajati, Terai Dalit 

and Madhesis were the predominant caste/ethnic group who were tenants. 

Recommendation.  The implementation of the constitutional provision of rights to land 

ownership for the tenants should be strategically advocated with priority in Mahottari, Saptari 

and Siraha district focusing specifically on Terai Janajati, Terai Dalit and Madeshi communities. 

Access to land and food security.  The land owned by 93.2% of the surveyed households was 

less than 0.5 hectare.  Most of them depend on tilling others’ land or work as laborer.  Access to 

land even for basic subsistence need was highly worrying issue, particularly for Terai Janajati 

and both Pahad and Terai Dalits. 

Recommendation.   The land-poor families will have to be identified mostly from Terai Janajati 

and Dalit communities to decide on who should be the priority groups to be benefitting from 

accessing natural resources and leasing public fellow land.  Since this will be a highly sensitive 

local issue, it will be appropriate to involve communities in the decision process.  Participatory 

tools such as wealth ranking and consensus building can be used so that the access to land for 

5000 families as targeted by the project will be achieved for the most needy families. 

Stake of marginalized farmers in shaping land policies 

The baseline study looked into: i) the current status of stakeholder engagement in formulating 

land and agrarian policies, laws and acts; ii) what such policies, laws and acts were available ; 

and iii) how interactive and satisfied the marginalized farmers were with the state institutions. 

Stakeholder engagement.  The general finding in this regard is that the advocacy efforts of the 

DLRFs and VLRFs lacked a systematic, strategic and substantive push for policy and/or law, act, 

or legislative response to securing marginalized farmers’ land and agrarian rights.   

Recommendation.  CSRC needs to work closely with LRFs at all levels strengthening their 

capacity to be fully equipped with evidence and other relevant advocacy tools in order to 

engage meaningfully with multiple stakeholders so that the state opens necessary legal 
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avenues through policy and legislative response for securing the land and agrarian rights of the 

farmers. 

Availability of policies, laws and acts.  The new constitution favors the rights of marginalized 

farmers, but unless legislative bills are drafted and passed by the parliament the farmers will 

have to wait to realize fully their rights to land ownership and use.  The land us policy provides 

the legal basis to addressing critical land related issues such as classification and zoning of land 

to prevent fertile agriculture lands from being destroyed for other non-farming commercial 

purposes such as plotting for housing projects.   It also protects public land.  However, the 

policy is yet to be considered by the parliament for the successive formulation of the relevant 

act.  Similarly, the 6th Amendment of the Land Rights Act 2064 is still found incomplete by 

millions of marginalized farmers.  The issue of land rights for non-registered tenants remained 

unaddressed.  Also the implementation of the 6th Amendment has not yet taken effect even 

after almost one year due to the lack of the work procedure. 

Recommendation.  CSRC needs to continue playing its catalytic role all more strategically to 

strengthen the argumentative power of the land rights forums at all levels for the speedy 

formulation of land use and Guthi Acts, endorsement of the work procedure of the 6th 

Amendment, and more importantly, among others, initiate necessary advocacy and 

consultative process for the 7th Amendment of Land Rights Act. 

Farmers’ perceptions of the supply side responses. The respondents of more than two third 

households of the marginalized farmers surveyed did not have any opinion on the services of 

the local public institutions that were supposed to be serving them on a day-to-day basis.  The 

rest found the services of average quality and effectiveness.  It was, therefore, evident that the 

marginalized farmers were not strongly demanding quality services from the local public 

institutions and simultaneously holding them accountable for any lapses. 

Recommendation.  The land rights forums at all levels will have to make conscious effort to 

empower the farmers in terms of their awareness of the duty and responsibilities of public 

institutions.  The need for them to engage critically with the institutions should be emphasized 

not only to build trust but also to make sure that the civil servants are as the duty bearers have 

the sense of accountability towards the rights holders. 

Land rights and Women farmers 

The baseline study explored the gender context of the project communities specific to: i) the 

extent to which women family members of marginalized farmers exercise their rights to be part 

of the family’s economic decision making process; ii) whether women were allowed ownership 

(jointly or individually) of the land that was in control of the family; iii) the extent to which 

women suffered from gender based domestic violence and the significance of the support the 



41 
 

victims received (or not received); and iv) how, if any, the structural and human resource 

management mechanism of public institutions accommodate women to be absorbed as their 

staff, executive or board members. 

Women’s participation in family’s economic decisions.  Women, particularly in the households 

of Terai Janajati and, Pahad and Terai Dalits, did not see themselves as important member of 

the family.  Hence, they just took it for granted to be excluded from the family’s economic 

decisions.  Except in the decisions related to borrowing money and purchasing cattle, those 

related to purchase of property, construction work and migrant work for youths did not invite 

women’s opinion. 

Recommendation.  CSRC, while working closely with all level land rights forums, needs to 

develop or adapt necessary tools, techniques and participatory methods for use in all project 

interventions that will encourage and promote questioning the legitimacy of gender stereo type 

and traditionally assigned gender role of women as a crosscutting theme.  Gender and 

development link needs to be a commonly practiced discourse in as many community events as 

possible.  Marginalized and excluded women with male members of the family as well as 

community should be able to experience and internalize how women’s participation in family’s 

economic decisions can bring intergenerational benefits to families and the society as a whole.  

Women should also be able to track how their views of themselves and the roles they have 

been playing changed over time.  The changed views and roles can invite wider appreciation 

only if families experience improved economic and social securities. 

Women’s ownership of land.  The baseline study found that in more than 3/4thhouseholds 

identified in the social map women either did not have any form of land ownership or the 

status of their ownership of land was unknown.  About one quarter of the households, 

however, were identified where women had the land ownership—joint or individual.  It was 

discouraging that farmer communities, particularly where marginalization was an acute 

problem, did not place so much of an importance in having land in the ownership of women.  

The contention that ownership of land strengthens women’s bargaining power to secure their 

rights and refute discrimination as well as bring an end to domestic violence against women 

was not so much of a common understanding and value in the surveyed communities. 

Recommendation.  Villagers will have to be thoroughly oriented about the value of women’s 

ownership of land and other property.  There should be systematic effort to making the issue 

part of regular discourse.  It will be the responsibility of CSRC and the land right forums to let 

the communities, particularly the one that are highly conservative, hear about and learn from 

best practices as there is no dearth of positive experiences in CSRC’s institutional memory.  
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Domestic violence.  Women overwhelmingly responded that there was no violence against 

women in their families.  This response, however, contradicted with their own general view 

that there was a pervasive prevalence domestic violence in the community.  Some women 

during informal conversations confirmed that they could not openly talk about their own 

experience as the victim of violence.  Therefore, they tend to hide the fact.  A lesson was 

learned that methodologically it was wrong to seek personal experience of violence from 

women. 

Recommendation.  The apparent disturbing prevalence of domestic violence against women 

needs to be further investigated making use of alternative methodology, e.g. informal 

conversations, focused group discussions, or use of suitable PRA tool.  This should lead to the 

establishment of empirical base to unfold that the problem of domestic violence persists, but is 

systematically hidden or denied their presence.  The problem then should be responded by 

strategically planned program interventions. 

Women in decision making bodies.  The baseline data has starkly revealed that women were 

grossly excluded from having their say in the decisions of public institutions despite the fact 

that the decisions also affect women’s lives.  Almost all the public posts were occupied by men. 

The gender blindness present in the public institutions can only be seen as part of the problem 

than solution to the marginalization, discrimination and violence against women.  

Recommendation.  The recruitment and/or deployment process of public institutions must be 

challenged from gender perspective.  Gender audit of such institutions must be a priority 

initiative of the local government for which CSRC and land rights forums should be exerting 

public pressure and political influence. 

CSRC’s organizational transformation 

CSRC aims at achieving its transformational goal of becoming a well equipped human rights 

based organization and knowledge centre prioritizing its inquiry into and contribution to land, 

agrarian and natural resources sector so that marginalized farmers benefit from the abundance 

of competent support organizations along with an easy access to technical, human and 

materials resources.  Four specific aspects were assessed from the point of view of CSRC’s 

organizational capacity development: i) issues based TA and advocacy; ii) development of 

reference materials; iii) policy research; and iv) land and agrarian rights based resource center.  

The assessment of these aspects led to the following general recommendations. 

Capacity on TA and advocacy.  Although CSRC remained inclusive in its structure and delivery of 

programs, the organization’s senior management and the nationally and internationally 

recognized land rights based resource persons has not expanded from the current 3 individuals 

representing Chhetri caste.  Moreover, the expertise of these professional has stagnated over 
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the past several years.  What remained lacking is theorizing the practice and research skills 

among these senior staff members let alone the others. 

Recommendation.  The organization needs to groom the 2nd layer of professionals and 

managers ensuring that within the next 5 years the executives and senior professionals are 

represented by diverse caste and ethnic groups particularly by the marginalized and excluded 

ones.  The governing board of the organization has much work to do in this regard. 

Scholarly documentation of the experiences.  The remarkable contributions CSRC made over the 

years in the field of land and agrarian rights of the excluded farmers fell short of being recorded 

in the form of academic papers or scholarly publications.  Capacity among the staff members 

had been limited to being effective activists, social mobilizers and strong advocates working 

effectively with media, bureaucrats, politicians and civil society organizations.  The 

management now aspires to evolve as an academically sound resource center in the field. 

Recommendation.  The organization should take a systemic approach to publication of its 

experiences, stories of impacts, and policy papers by carrying out rigorous inquiries, research 

studies and well crafted dialogue sessions.  All its publications need to be backed by 

systematically analyzed facts and evidences. 

Research and development.  Over the past 20 years CSRC remained focused on strengthening 

marginalized farmers’ organization and empowering them to make their voices heard by the 

state.  The NLRF has grown into a strong national advocacy organization evolving almost 

parallel to CSRC pursuing the same goal.  The work of advocacy and activism for land poor 

farmers’ rights is gradually being taken over by NLRF.  In view of this, CSRC is now looking at 

adding value by broadening and deepening the focus of its work bringing research and 

development in its fold.  The professional staff members should, therefore, be involved in 

systematically designed study initiatives and inquiry processes and contribute to the body of 

knowledge in the field of land, agriculture and natural resources sector. 

Land and agrarian rights based resource center.  In pursuit to becoming the resource center, 

SRC despite its remarkable achievements finds itself being constrained by its limited expertise 

in consolidating its experiences and achievements into a knowledge hub.  Establishment of the 

resource center is what CSRC is poised to pursue so that the issues of marginalization and 

deprivation of land poor agriculture workers are addressed not only by activists and farmers’ 

organization like NLFR but also by academic institutions and students of sociology, politics and 

human rights. 

Recommendation.  As a first step the organization is recommended to clearly map out the path 

to evolving as the desired resource center.  Audit of the organizational human resource, 
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knowledge base, physical infrastructure and potentials for resource mobilization need to be 

part of the exercise.  
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Annex 1.  List of VDC/Municipality Wards and Tols (hamlets) surveyed in 9 target districts 

Okhaldhunga 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Kunta Devi Radhakrishna 
Manch 1 

Sunaula Gaon 
Manch 2 

Bitlab Manch 4 Sungabha Manch 5 Gaiyadada Gaon 
Manch 9 

Harkapur Ghale Gaon 1 Bishal Tol 2 Mane Tol 4 Majhkharka 6 Gairabari 7 

Katunje Thula Gaon 1 Terse Gaon 2 Kripetar Kakani 4 Dandatol 5 Babiya 8 

Mulkharka Naulo Gaon 1 Thapa Gaon Manch 
7 

Ale Gaon Manch 6 Gatishil Gaon 
Manch 1 

Aiselukharka 3 

Chyanam Pipaldanda 8,9 Khatedanda 5, 8 Samabeshi Gaon 
Manch 4,7 

Okharbot Gaon 
Manch 3,6 

Ryale 1,2 

 

Udayapur 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Hadiya VDC Shivanagar Bakainiya Bhimsen Tol Bhima 

Jogidaha VDC Nayabasti Bairagi Dhangadi Mainaha Rai Tol 

T. Municipality-15 Panitanki Rai Tol Ratmate Matekhola Bagchauri Pakhatol 

T. Municipality-7 Nayabasti Mariktole Misaritole Bhagawoti tole 

Beltar –Basaha MPC     

Tapeswory VDC Ambasi tol    

Triyuga 
Municipality-9 

Gaighat 
LaxmipurAsari, and  
Portaha 

   

 

Siraha 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Lahan Municipality 
11, 12 

Pidarboni Lakchhyaminiya Bhotia Tol Padaria Jatiyahi 

Lahan Municipality 
22 

Barchhawa Sisauni Jhadi Gamhariya Partewa 

Dhanagadhimai 
Municipality 3 

Bhawanipur 1 Bhawanipur 2 Bhawanipur 3 Bhawanipur 4 Bakhair 

Pripraprad Pripra A Pripra B Pripra C Rampur A Rampur B 

Golbazar 
Municipality 12 

Mahawa Tol Haripur Totaidhawar Tol Mukhiya Tol School Tol 

 

Saptari 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Sakhada VDC  
Muslim Tol 

Mahuwa Tol Govindapur Tol(ka) Govindapur Tol(kha) Oorhan 

Madhukatti Chaudhary tole 
 

Paswan Tole 
 

RamTole (ka) Ramtole 
(Kha) 

Sadaie Tole 

Siswabelhi VDC Siswa(1) 
 

Siswa 
(ka,1) 
 

Majhaura 
(8) 

Duhabi Belahi 

Sambhunath 
Municipality 

Bhagwatpur 
 

Bhangaha 
 

 
Harkatti 

 
Sabaieya 

Durgapur 

Saptakoshi 
Municipality 

Jawahar Mandir Bocahi sankar Bainagama 
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Sarlahi 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Shambhunath 
Municipality 

Bhagawatpur Bhangha Durgapur Harkati Sabaiya 

Brhmapur Brhmapur Tarutol 1 Lalitpur 6 Lalitpur Ka 7 Majhaura 8 Sigiya Tol 9 

Siswabelhi Siswa 1 Siswa Ka 1 Dubahi 6 Dubahi Ka 7 Belhi 8 

Sakhada Mahuwa Tol 4, 5 Muslim Tol 2 Govindapur Ka 6 Gobindapur Kha 3, 
4 

Orhan 1 

 

Mahottari 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Kayermara VDC Sora(16) number tole    

Laxminiya VDC Thapa tole Salesh Tole   

Meghnath Gorhanna 
VDC 

Mohan Tole Karuna Tole Bichala tole  

Bhangaha Sitapur VDC Musalman Tole Tikuliya Tole Tharu tole Ramnagar Birta tole 

 

Dang 

VDC/Municipality Tol 

Sisahaniya VDC Kalapani Badka Sisahaniya Chhotki Sisahaniya Bhagwanpur Bhanpur 

Lamahi Municipality Tikuligadhi Phalkapur Sundabari Narti Sonpur 

Gangaparaspur VDC Banki Parsa Lalpur Dharmapur Parsiya 

Rampur VDC Kakhutti Buka Surkedangi Balimkhola Palase 

Tripura Municipality Kumradada Perani Lamdaruwa Arghu Budhoura 

 

Banke 

VDC/ 
Municipality 

Tol 

Naubasta Jabdhahawa Dighiya 1 Dighiya 2 Rampur Sanigaon Kushedanda   

Bankatawa Pedari Pedari 2 Pedari 3 Pedari 4 Pedari 5  Bhajyagauri Chhamaniya Atthayisghar 

Belhari Ramgaon 1 Ramgaon 2 Garuwagaon Imiliya Rihar Bakaspur    

Basudevpur 
Kanthipur Sano 

Bhaiyapur 
Alanagar 1 Alanagar 2 Bandhusra    

Kamdi 
Chhagrahawa 
1 

Chhagrahawa 
2 

Ldhiyaghat Jabdahawa 
1 

Jabdahawa 
2 

   

 

Bardia 

VDC/ 
Municipality 

Tol 

Kalika 
Tesanpur 
Bhairahawa 

Bansapti Kanthapur Rihar Nayabasti Tesanpur 
Srilanka 

  

Gulariya 
Municipality 

Surajpur Surjanari Tapara Durgatol, 
Bhariya 

Sangam Basti 4 Sangam Basti 
5 

Rangipuruwa Prasannatol 

Janajoti Suryamukhi Barbigha Mukta Kamaiya Rampur Tapu Basanta 
Nagar 

 

Padnaha 
Padnaha 
Gaon 

Jagatiya Banghursi, 
Babuwa 

Bardiya Gaon Khairani  Bairayi Ranipur 
Barbatta 

Mahammadpur 

Sano Bikri Taduwa Kali Nagar Sadaklalpur Dallapur Indrapur Surjigodhi 

Schoolpur 
Jigariya 

      

Dhodhari Gamkka, 
Banraj 

Mahuwa Belawa Bhagtpur Khata   
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Annex 2.  Baseline study guidelines and tools (in Nepali, the original form)  

आधायबूत सरे्वऺण 

साभाजजक नक्सा 

साभाजजक नक्साननभााण वडास्तयभा असम्बव बएभा टोरस्तयभा ऩनन गना सककने छ। ५०—६० घयका 
सदस्महरुको बेरा गये याम्रो। साथै नक्साभा सभावेश सफ ैघयहरुको घय नम्फय ककटान गने। साभाजजक 
नक्सा तमाय ऩादाा गाउॉराई चचनाउने घयधुयी, चौतायो, भजददय, धाया, ईनाय, फाटो आदद याख्ने। सोदह 
नक्साभा वनऺते्र ऐरानी ऩनत ा जमभन, फाॉझो खेय गई यहेको जमभन, ऩोखयी य नदी ऩनन सभावेश गने। 

१. घय ऩहहचान गने य नम्फय हदने 

२. भोहीको घय छुट्माउने 

३. बमूभहीन ककसान ऩरयर्वायछुट्माउने  

४. बमूभको भहहरा स्र्वामभत्र्व बएका ऩरयर्वाय छुट्माउने 

५. फाॉझो जग्गा छुट्माउने 

६. ऐरानी सार्ववजननक जमभनछुट्माउने 

७. करकायखाना, उद्मोग, व्माऩारयक सॊस्था आहदरे ओगटेका जग्गा य त्मसको ऺते्रपर छुट्माउने 

८. गाउॉराई चचनाउने अन्म थरो तथा स्रोतहरु जस्त ैचौतायो, भजन्दय, वर्वद्मारम, धाया, ईनाय, फाटो आहद 

९. अनऩुजस्थत जग्गा छुट्माउने (बए सम्भ ऺेत्रपर सभेत खुराउने) 

नक्सा फनाइ छरपर गयाउने त्मसऩनछ सहबाचगभरुक गयाएय दमजूऩदृटभा उताने। अनन भात्र 
सहबाचगभरुक गयेयै पम्मााटभा सचूना सङ्करन गने।  

साभाजजक नक्सा २ प्रनत दमजऩदृटभा उताने य एक प्रनत सभदुामराई ददने। 

ऩदहचान गयेका सीभादतकृत ककसानको घय सवेऺण गने फाये ववस्ततृ छरपर गने य मोजना तमाय ऩने।  
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साभाजजक नक्साभा ऩहहचान बएका घयधयुी अनसुायको सचूना (ऩषृ्ट १) 

मभनत ..............................    जजल्रा: ....................................................  गाउॉ \नगय ऩामरका: 
................................ वडा: .......... टोर: .................... 

घय
 स

ॊ  

घयभरूीको 
नाभ थय 

जातीम 
ऩदहचान 

ऩरयवायसदस्म 
सॊख्मा 

ककसान
को 

प्रकाय* 
(तरददए 
अनुसाय 
नॊ. ददने) 

अरुको 
जोतेको** 
(तरददए 
अनुसाय 
नॊ. ददने)  

अरुको जोतेको बए 
कस्को जोतेको? 

बूमभदहनको 
प्रकाय 
भद

हर
ा 

ऩ ुरु
ष 

तेस्र
ो म

रङ्
गी
 उऩजस्थत अनुऩजस्थत 

जग्गा 
धनीको 
नाभ ब ूम

भद
हन

  

अव्
मव

जस्
थत

 
स ुकु

म्फ
ास
ी 

१             

२             

३             

४             

५             

६             

७             

८             

९             

१०             

*१=भोही २=अचधमा\फटैमा\ठेक्का ३=आफ्नै नम्फयी जोत्ने ४=आफ्नै ऐरानी जोत्ने ५=आफ्ने य अरुको जोत्ने ६=कृवष 
भजदयु ७=भुक्त कभैमा ८=अनुऩजस्थत 
**१=नम्फयी, २=गुठी ३=स्कूर ४=अचधमा ५=ठेक्का\कयाय ६=ऐरानी ७=अदम खरुाउने 
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साभाजजक नक्साभा ऩहहचान बएका घयधयुी अनसुायको सचूना (ऩषृ्ठ २) 
मभनत ..............................    जजल्रा: ....................................................  गाउॉ \नगय ऩामरका: 
................................ वडा: .......... टोर: .................... 

घय
 स

ॊ. 

घयभरूीको 
नाभ थय 

साना 
ककसान 

भोही भदहरा स्वामभत्व ऋणी ऩेशा १० बफघा 
वढीजग्गा 
बएको 

कृवष 
छोडे
को 
(वषा 
खोल्ने
) 

दताा फेदताा एकर सॊमकु्त फङै्क\ववजत्त
म सॊस्था 

साहु 

१            

२            

३            

४            

५            

६            

७            

८            

९            

१०            

११            

१२            

१३            

१४            

१५            
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सीभादतकृत ककसान ऩरयवाय सयव्ेऺ ण 

(साभाजजक नक्साङ्न गयेको प्रत्मेक टोर वा सभुदामभा ऩदहचान बएका मसभादतकृत ककसान 
भध्मे कजम्तभा २० घयहरुभा सयव्ेऺ ण गने) 

ऩारयर्वारयक वर्वर्वयण 

१. घय नम्फय (साभाजजक नक्साफाट): ..................... 
२. घयभरूीको नाभ ......................................................................... 
३. जात: ......................................... 
४. आफ्न ैजग्गा कनत छ? ........................ 
५. व्मवसानमक चचनायी (चचनो रगाउने): 

५.१.  भोही हो........ होइन ......... 

५.२. मदद भोही हो बने 

५.२.१.  कस्को जग्गा कभाएको? ..................................................... 

५.२.२.  कनत जग्गा कभाएको? ............................................ 

५.३.दताावार भोही हो ....... होइन ......... 

५.३.१. दताावार भोदह बए 

क. बमूभसधुाय कामाारमभदु्धा दताा गयेका हो ....... होइन ...... 

ख. अदारतभा भदु्धा दताा गयेका हो ....... होइन ........ 

ग. भोही दताा बएको तय जोत्नफाट ननश्कावषत हो ....... होइन ........ 

घ. आफ्नो जमभन ऩनन हुने य भोही ऩनन बएको हो ....... होइन ........ 

ङ. भोही बएको तय बऩााइ नबएको हो ....... होइन ........ 

च. प्रभाण एउटासॊग जोतकेो अकै हो ....... होइन ........ 

छ. जग्गा धननरे भदु्दाहारेको छ ....... छैन ........ 

मदद छ बने कस्तो भदु्दा? भोही ननस्कासन      फारी बयाईभोही बगौडा  भोही 
फेऩत्ता जग्गा खखचोरा भदु्दा 

५.४.फेदताावार भोही हो ....... होइन ......... 
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५.५.  बमूभदहन हो ....... होइन ......... 

५.५.१. बमूभदहन बए 

क. गाउॉ ब्रकभा फस्ने हो ....... होइन ...... 

ख. सावाजननक जमभनभा घय बएको वा सावाजननक जमभन जोत्ने हो ....... होइन ...... 

ग. फसाई सयाई गयेय आएको हो ....... होइन ...... हो बने कहाॉफाट? ______________  

५.६. अचधमाभा खेनत गने हो ....... होइन ...... 

५.७. मरज\ठेक्काभा जोत्ने हो ....... होइन ...... 

५.८. ऐरानी\सावाजननक जग्गा जोत्ने हो ....... होइन ...... 

५.९. कृवष भजदयु हो ....... होइन ...... 

५.१०. भोही जोत्नफाट ननश्कावषत हो ....... होइन ...... 

६. ऩारयवारयक सदस्म वववयण 

ऩरयवाय सदस्मको नाभ मरङ्ग उभये भमूरसॊगको नाता  मशऺा ऩेशा कैकपमत 
१.        
२.        
३.        
४.        
५.        
६.        
७.        
८.        
९.        
१०.        
११.        
१२.        
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सीभान्तकृत ककसानको सयकायी सेर्वा प्रनतको सन्तुजष्ट 

७. तऩाइको ऩरयवायरे ववगत २ वषा मबत्र बमूभ वा प्राकृनतक स्रोत सम्वदधी सयकायी सेवा (जस्त ैनतयो, 
मसपारयस, जग्गा ककनवेच, सॊमकु्त ऩजुाा, नाभसायी, अॊश वण्डा, फङै्क ऋण, आदद) मरन ुबएको छ? 
छ ........ छैन ......... 

७.१. मदद छ बने ननम्न सचूना बने: 

सेवा ऺेत्र असाददमबाक कस्तो सेवा सदतषु्ट दठकै असदतषु्ट 
१. गाववस वा नगयऩामरका      
२. बमूभसधुाय      
३. भारऩोत      
४. नाऩी      
५. जजल्रा प्रशासन      
६. मस ॊचाई कामाारम      
७. अदारत      
८. वन कामाारम      
९. फङै्क      
१०. अदम (उल्रेख गने 

_______________) 
     

 

ऩारयर्वारयक उद्मभशीरता 

८.  तऩाईको ऩरयवाय कुन ैप्रकायको कृवष व्मवसामभा सॊग्रन छ? छ .......  छैन ........ 

८.१. मदद छ बने कदहरे देखख, कस्तो य त्मसफाट के उऩरव्धी बएका छन?् 
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

८.२. मदद छैन बने के कायण? 
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________ 

९. के तऩाईको ऩरयवाय कुन ैसहकायीभा सॊरग्न छ?छ ........ छैन ........ 
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९.१.  मदद छ बने कुन, कदहरे देखख य के को राचग? 
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________ 

घयकी भदहराराई गने प्रश्न: 

भहहराको आचथवक ननणवमभा सहबाचगता 

१०. ववगत १ वषाभा तऩाईको ऩरयवायभा ननम्न कुन ैऺेत्र सम्फदधी ननणाम प्रकिमाभा तऩाई वा अरु भदहरा 
सदस्मरे ऩनन सहबागी हुने वा सल्राह सझुाव ददने गयेकोछ? 

सहबाचगताका ऺेत्र असाददमबाक छ छ तय सनुवाई बएन छैन 
१. ऋण     
२. गाईगोरु, बसैी, फाख्रा ककनफेच     
३. घयघडयेी, जग्गा ककनफेच     
४. घय वनाउने, ज्मारा रगाउने     
५. ववदेशभा काभ गना ऩठाउन े     

 

१०.१ ऩरयवायको मस्तो कायोवायभा घयका भदहराको सल्राह सझुावरे ऩनन भादमता ऩाएको जस्तो 
राग्छ?  राग्छ .........  राग्दैन ......... 

१०.१.१.  भादमता ऩाएका वा नऩाएका कायणहरु के के हुन?् 
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________ 

११. तऩाई वा ऩरयवायका अदम कोदह भदहरारे कुन ैसावाजननक ऩद (जस्त,ै ववयामारम व्मवस्थाऩन 
समभनत, जन उऩबोक्ता समभनत, आमोग, ववकास केजदित उऩबोक्ता सभहु आदद) भा काभगने 
जजम्भेवायी ऩाएको छ?छ ......... छैन ......... 
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११.१. मदद छ बने कदहरे देखख, के भा, कुन ऩद य कस्तो काभ? 
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________ 

भहहरा भाथीको घयेर ुहहॊसा 

१२. के तऩाईको ऩरयवायभा कुन ैभदहरा सदस्मरे कुटवऩट वा कुन ैप्रकायको भानमसक मातना बोग्न ुऩयेको 
छ?छ .........  छैन ......... 

१२.१.  मदद छ बने ककन, कदहरे य कसफाट? 
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________ 

१२.२.  मस्तो मातना ऩाएका भदहराराई कस्तो शयीरयक वा भानमसक असय ऩयेको छ? 
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________ 

१२.३. ऩीडडत भदहरारे कुन ैडाक्टय, ववषशेऻ, स्वास्थकभॉ वा स्वमॊसेवकको सहमोग ऩाएको छ?    
छ ........ छैन ......... 

१२.३.१.  मदद ऩाएको छ बने कस्तो सहमोग य के पाइदा बमो? 
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________ 

१२.३.२.  मदद ऩाएको छैन बने के कायणरे नऩाएको? 
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
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रक्षऺत सभहू छरपरननदेमशका 

साभाजजक नक्सा फनाएका प्रत्मेक टोर सभमदामका गरयफ मसभादतकृत ककसान (भदहरा, ऩरुुष, दमरत, 
जनजाती) प्रनतननचधत्व गने करयव १५ जनाको सभहूभा १ वा फढीभा २ घण्टा राभो छरपर गने। 

छरपरका वर्वषमहरु: 

१. बभुी तथा प्राककनतक स्रोत सम्वदधी सयकायी सेवा मर ॊदाको अनबुव सॊकरन 

२. सेवाप्रनतको सदतषु्टी\असदतषु्टी ऩत्ता रगाउने 

३. सेवा प्रबाकायी य शदतोष प्रद तलु्माउनकोराचग अऩनाउन ुऩने उऩामहरु ऩत्ता रगाउने 

४. टोर\सभदुामका घयऩरयवायहरुभा भदहराको आचथाक ननणाम प्रककमाभा कस्तो सहबचगता छ ऩत्ता 
रगाउन े

५. मस्ता प्रककमाभा भदहराको सहबाचगता फढाउने उऩाम ऩत्ता रगाउने  

६. टोर\सभदुामका घयऩरयवायहरुभा भदहराप्रनत हुने ववबेद, अदमाम, करह वा कुटवऩटको अवस्था 
ऩत्ता रगाउने  

७. भदहरा प्रनत हुने कुटवऩटरे गदाा शारययीक य भानमसकरुऩभा असय ऩयेका भदहराहरुको सॊख्मा ऩत्ता 
रगाउने य कनतरे भनोवऻैाननक वा स्वास््म सेवा ऩाए ऩत्ता रगाउन े

८. जग्गाभा भदहराको स्वामभत्व बएभा मस्ता दहॊसा दमनू ऩना सहमोग ऩगु्रा नऩगु्रा छरपर गने। 

छरपरको दौयान याख् न\सोध्न सककने प्रश्नहरु 

सयकायी सेवा सम्फदधी 

१. के के सेवाहरु मरइयहेको? (बभुी वा प्राकृनतक स्रोतफाट पाइदा मरन) 
२. कहाॉ कहाॉफाट सेवा मरएको? (जग्गा वा सकुुम्वासी दताा गदाा नागरयकता प्रभाणऩत्र आवश्मक ऩयेय 

गाववस य जजल्रा प्रशासनफाट सेवा मरन ुऩराा) 
३. सेवा मर ॊदा केकस्ता सभस्मा झेल्न ुऩये? ककन? 

४. कस्ता सेवाहरु सदतोषप्रद बए कस्ता सेवाहरु सदतोषप्रद बएनन?् 

५. कनत जना सहबागीहरुरे सदतोष भहससु गये? 

६. मस्ता सयकायी सेवाभा सधुाय ल्माउन ककसान वा सॊस्थाहरुफाट के ऩहर गनुा ऩराा? 
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भदहराको सावाजननक ऩद फहारी सम्फदधी 

१. मस टोरका भदहराहरुरे स्थाननम सहकायी, सॊगठन, सभदुानमक वन, ववयामारम व्मवस्थाऩन 
समभनत, जजल्रा\गाॉउ भञ्च आददको ननणाम गने ऩदभा ननमजुक्त ऩाएका छन?् कनतरे कुन ऩदभा? 

२. भदहराहरुको सभानऩुानतक ऩद फाहारीकोरागी कस्रे कस्तो बमुभका खले्न ुऩराा? 

ऩरयवायीक आचथाक भामभराभा ननणामभा भदहराको सहबचगता 

१. मस टोरसभदुामका ऩरयवायहरुभा भदहरारे ऩनन घयको आचथाक कायोवाय सम्फदधी ननणाम गदाा 
गरयने छरपरभा बाग मरन ऩाउॉछन?् 

२. कनत जनत प्रनतशत घयधुयीभा मस्तो छरपरभा भदहराको ऩनन सहबचगता हुदछ? 

३. भदहरा सहबाचगता आवश्मक छ कक छैन? 

४. मसभा सधुाय गना के के ऩहर गनुा ऩराा? 

ऩारयवायभा हुने भदहरा हीॊसा सम्फदधी 

१. मस टोरसभदुामका कनत प्रनतशन जनत ऩरयवायहरुभा भदहरा भाचथ कुटवऩट वा चथचोभीचो हुने 
गयेको छ? 

२. के मो सभस्माराई ढाकछोऩ गने प्रमासहरु हुदछ? 

३. महाॉका भाननसहरुरे ऩरयवायभा भदहराराई गरयने कुटऩीटराई त्मनत गम्बीय रुऩभा मरदैनन ्की? 

४. भदहरारे आफ्नो नाभभा वा सॊमकु्त जग्गाधनी ऩजुाा वनाउन सके मस्तो ऩारयवारयक दहॊसाभा कभी 
आउरा की? 

५. भदहरा दहॊसा योक्न कस्तो ऩहरको आवश्मकता हुदछ? 

ऩारयवारयक खाध्म सुयऺा सम्फदधी 

१. मस टोरभा कनत प्रनतशत जनत ककसानका ऩरयवायराई आफ्नो उत्ऩादनफाट वषा बयी खान ऩगु्दैन? 

२. ती ऩरयवायभा खाद्ध असयुऺा के कायणरे बएको होरा? 

३. के गयेभा ऩरयवारयक खाध्म सयुऺाको सभस्मा सभाधान होरा? 
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Annex 3.  Feedback from the monitoring visit of the baseline study process at the 

project sites 

आधायबुत अध्ममन ऺेत्रको कपल्ड भ्रभणफाट उठेकासवार, मसकाई य प्रस्ताववत तत्कामरन 
ददशाननदेश 

 जजल्राहरुभा सवाप्रथभ काभहरु अनतनै दढरो गरय शुरु बएको बेटीमो। आधायबूत 
अध्ममनको कामाऺ ेत्र य राबाजम्वत सभुहको सही ऩदहचान, सूचना सङ्करनका 
औजायहरुको सही प्रमोग य गुणस्तयीम सूचना सङ्करन सफै ऩऺहरुको प्रगनत प्राम: सफ ै
जजल्राहरुभा आऩजत्तजनक ऩाईमो। रारगढ तामरभ सञ्चारनकोराचग गरयएको अनत 
भहत्वऩूणा आचथाक य भानव स्रोत य सभमको रगानी वास्तववक कपल्ड कामाभा रुऩादतयण 
बएन। मसथा केदहददनको तामरभको बयभा भात्र स्थानीम तहभा ऩरयचामरत हुने अगुवा 
कामाकताा देखख ऺेबत्रम प्रवदधकरे आधायबुत अध्ममनरे अऩेऺागये फभोजजभ राबाजम्वत 
सभूहको सही ऩदहचान य सम्वजदधत ऩरयवेशको गुणस्तयीम सूचना सङ्करन नहुने कटु 
ऩाठ मसककएको छ। 

o उत्ऩदन ऩरयजस्थनतराई सम्हाल्न आजैदेखख केदि य कपल्ड कामाकताा बफच ननयदतय 
सम्वाद गयेय अदमोर प्रष््माउने य प्रगनत सभीऺा गने काभको थारनी गरयहाल्नु 
ऩमो। कपल्ड कभाचायीरे भ्रभण टोरी सॉग मभरेय गयेको सॊकटकामरन कामामोजना 
कामाादवमनको प्रगनत ददनददनै वा कजम्तभा प्रत्मेक दोस्रो ददनभा सभीऺा शुरु 
गरयहाल्न ऩमो। पोन परोअऩ, स्काईऩ फैठक य ईभेर शमेयीङका उऩामहरु 
प्रबावकायी ढॊगफाट प्रमोग हुनु ऩमो। 

 कामािभको भूर उदे्दश्म य जजल्रातहभा हामसर गनुा ऩने वावषाक ननतजा य ऩयीणाभफाये 
कपल्ड अचधकृत तथा  जजल्रा सॊमोजक सभेत अनमबऻ यहेको ऩाईमो। स्थाननम तहको 
नतीजाभुखी अनुगभन तथा भूल्माॉकनको ढाॉचा कुनै ऩनन जजल्राभा तमाय गयेको ऩाईएन। 
जसरे गदाा अमबमानकताा य अगूवा कामाकतााहरुरे सॊकरन गयेका सूचनाहरु सतही य अऩुयो 
बेट्टीएको छ। के का राचग सूचना सङ्करन गने बदने फाये स्ऩष्ट देखखएन। 

o ननतजाभा आधारयत अनुगभन तथा भुल्माॉकन फे्रभवका फाये स्ऩष्ट बएय सचते 
तयीकारे अमबमानकताा य अगूवाहरुराई त्मसफायेभा अमबभुखीकयण गनुाऩने भौका 
चकेुको अवस्थाराई तत्कार सम्हामरहाल्न ऩमो। केदिरे मस ववषमको प्रगनत वाये 
कपल्डफाट ननयदतय जानकायी मरनु ऩमो। 
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 भोहीको सूची य ठेगाना सॊकरन नगयीकन ऩकेटऺेत्र छनौट गनुा त्रदृटऩूणा देखखमो । जसरे 
गदाा छाननएका ऩकेटऺेत्रभा भोही ऩरयवाय सॊख्मा ज्मदौ दमून देखखमो । 

o छाननसकेका ऩकेट ऺेत्रहरुको ऩुनयावरोकन गयेय तत्कारै भोहीहरुको फाहुल्म बएको 
स्थानहरु सभावेस गयेय ऩकेट ऺेत्र ै वा त्मसको दामया ऩरयवतान गना कपल्ड 
कभाचायीराई आग्रह गरयएको छ।भोदहहरुको नाभ य ठेगानाको मरष्टतमाय गना 
बुमभसुधाय वा नाऩी कामारमभा सम्ऩका  गने य त्मसको आधायभा अध्ममनको 
कामाऺ ेत्र ऩुन् छनौट गनुाऩनेभा जोड ददईमो।  

 भोहीको नाभावरी य ठेगाना सदहत याजनीनतक दरका नेता य वडा नागयीक भञ्चका 
अगूवाहरुसॊग छरपर गदाा ऩनन भोही फाहुल्मता बएको ऩकेट ऺेत्र छनौट हुन सकेन। 
जस्तो उदमऩुयरे हार गयेको ६९७ घयधयुीभध्मे २ ऩरयवाय भात्र भोही ककसान सभेदटएको 
ऩाईमो। 

o ऩकेट ऺेत्र ऩुनयावरोकन गना याजनीनतक नेताहरुसॉग ऩुन: वैठक गना आवश्मक 
देखखमो। भोदह फाहुल्म बएको सभुदामराई ऩकेट ऺेत्रभा ऩाना कपल्डका साथीहरु 
भोदहको आचधकायीक सुचना सदहत फैठकभा फमरमो सॉग प्रस्तुत हुन सल्राह 
ददईमो। नेताहरुफाट गैय जजम्भेवायीऩूणा तवयरे ननदेमशत नहुन आग्रह गरयमो। 

o नीनतगत तहको प्रगती सभुदामतहभा जनत ऩ¥ुमाउन सककमो त्मनत मसभादतकृत 
ककसानराई उजाा ददन य अदम वगाफाट आउने चनुौती कभ गना भद्दत ऩुगेको 
ऩाईएकोरे मसराई ननयदतयता ददन ऩहर हुनु ऩमो।  

 आधायबुत अध्ममनका राचग सबे पायभभा थपु्रै त्रदृटहरु देखखएका छन।् पायाभ बयेका 
सहजकतााहरुरे कसयी बरययहेका छन ्य के त्रदृट छ बनेय हुनुऩने अनुगभन य ऩषृ्ठऩोषण 
ऩनन कभी छ मसभादतकृत ककसानको सयकायी सेवा प्रनतको सदतुजष्ट य घयको भदहराराई 
सोध्ने प्रश्नफाट नमाॉ सवारहरु आउन सकेको छैन।  

o सङ्कमरत सूचनाको ननयदतय रुजु हुन जरुयी बएको कपल्डका साथीहरुराई अवगत 
गयाईएको छ। सूचना सङ्करन य त्मसको ्माफरेुशन सॉगसॉगै बएको सुनजस्चत 
गना आग्रह गरयएको छ। ्माफुरेशन गदाा ऩनन डाटा बयऩदो य त्मऩयक 
बएनबएको जाॉच्न अनुयोध बएको छ। साथ ैकजम्तभा प्रत्मेक हप्ता टेफुरेटेड डाटा 
केदिभा उऩरव्ध गयाउन ऩहर हुनु ऩछा। 



59 
 

o टेफुरेशन पम्मााट कपल्ड मसकाई य सुझावको आधायभा ऩाॉचौ ऩटक सम्भ 
ऩरयभाजान बएको छ य सफै बजानहरु सफैराई उऩरब्ध गयाईएको छ। डाटा ईण्री 
गने सफै साथीहरु स्ऩष्ट बएय भात्र ईण्रीको काभ अनघ फढाउन उचचत हुने छ। 
ऩुयानो बजानराई सफै बददा ऩनछल्रो बजानरे बफस्तावऩत गयको सुननजस्चत होस।् 

 


