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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
In this report, PHASE Nepal is presenting the findings from the evidence collection phase of the 
Purnima Challenge Fund to Leave No One Behind in Earthquake recovery. 
 

The findings relate to the area of four Rural Municipalities (RMs) in Gorkha: Ajirkot, Dharche, 
Gandaki and TsumNubri in Gorkha district. The total population of these RMs was 59,017 
individuals in 13,948 households in the National census survey 2011, but our investigation 
suggests that the population is now 73,347 in 16,309 households. 

The main objectives of the evidence phase were 1. To ascertain the prevalence of households and 
individuals falling into the following categories of vulnerability: Internally Displaced Persons, 
Persons Living With Disability, Single Women, Elderly and Ultra Poor (Food Insecure); in order to 
select from among these target beneficiaries for the intervention phase; 2. To understand in detail 
the situation of the identified groups and individuals, their and the communities’ knowledge and 
attitudes about vulnerability and inclusion, access to services, and resilience and coping strategies; 
and 3. To consult with the vulnerable groups themselves and the communities they live in and 
identify a number of strategies and ideas in order to support their resilience and recovery and 
Leave No One Behind. 

In order to collect accurate and reliable evidence, PHASE recruited eight Gaunpalika Coordinators 
(2 for each RM) and 83 local enumerators who collected information from 10,958 households and 
15,101 individual interviews. In addition, 24 Focus group discussions in which 186 individuals took 
part and 54 key informants (two KII per ward) from the four Palika were interviewed. 

Results:  
In total, 12,045 individuals with at least one form of vulnerability were identified in 7,902 
households, comprising 16.5 % of the total population in the four Gaunpalikas. Of these, 2,670 
were found to be affected by 2 types of vulnerability, 495 by three, 56 by four and two by all five. 
 
1,537 individuals (2.1% of the population) were identified as living with disability, and 90 of them 
said that their disability was a consequence of the earthquake. However, when the Washington 
Group Questions were applied, 5,749 (7.9 % of the total population in the area) were living with 
some form of disability, although only 408 had a government issued disability card. 
 

320 IDP households with 1,155 individual members were identified, 2,914 single women and 7,404 
persons over 60 years and 1,659 households (including 7,100 members) had food security for less 
than 3 months per year from their income and farm production. 

Respondents identified many barriers and problems faced by vulnerable people, including 
economic hardship, insecurity, social discrimination, difficulty in accessing services and taking part 
in public life; and stress / depression.  

Significant numbers of interviewed households have not yet completed rebuilding their houses 
after the earthquakes. The figures for those interviewed whose house was damaged or destroyed 
and who have not completed rebuilding are about 27.8% in Gandaki, 10.4% in Dharche, 9.2% in 
Ajirkot, and 24.7% in Tsumnubri.  Of these, 4.5% in Gandaki, 0.9% in Dharche, 7.4% in Ajirkot, and 
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15.4% in Tsumnubri have not been able to start the construction process yet, mainly because they 
were not listed in the NRA list.  

The main coping strategies identified were: Reliance on support from others (family and 
neighbours), engaging in small scale agriculture and business activities and daily wage labour; 
government support, where received, was considered an important relief. 

In discussing possible strategies to mitigate vulnerability and increase social and economic 
empowerment and social inclusion, a variety of possible interventions were identified, including 
facilitating access to services, improving social awareness and inclusion, individual support with 
assistive technology, targeting vulnerable groups in income generating or skills development 
activities. Suggestions made included bee keeping, poultry farming, cash crops, vocational training 
such as electronic equipment repairing, tailoring, tourism etc. 

Action: 
PHASE’s Gaunpalika coordinators have already shared some of the initial findings with 
stakeholders at Ward and Gaunpalika level. Recruitment of Social Mobilisers for each ward is 
ongoing, and where they have been recruited, they have already verified data and assisted more 
than 400 individuals  for “wave 1” immediate support, mainly PWDs and individuals with multiple 
vulnerabilities who have not yet received housing support and are in need of immediate support 
for their mobility and awareness.  
 
For wave 2 beneficiaries, ward and Gaunpalika level staff will conduct an inclusive consultation 
exercise to finalise the list of specific target beneficiary individuals and households in the target 
area (there will be an option to include additional beneficiaries later). 
 
A number of interventions (such as assisting with access to NRA grievance procedure, citizenship 
cards, and reconstruction support; and support to individuals living with disability) can be initiated 
very quickly, while for others (vocational training, agricultural support, market linkage etc.) the 
ward level staff will conduct individual assessments for each identified beneficiary household and 
individual. 

The target beneficiaries for initial support for April 2019 (Wave 1) were identified from the data 
and local level staff validated, and supported them.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
Purnima is a five-year programme funded by the UK Department for International Development (DFID) and 
managed by Mott MacDonald, which will run until September 2022. Objective of the programme is long-
term positive change in the lives of people in earthquake-affected regions of Nepal. 
 
The present evidence was gathered to support planning for one element of the Purnima programme: A 
Challenge Fund to ‘leave no-one behind’ in the reconstruction effort, and to restore and improve 
livelihoods, food security and access to services (including housing grants and related support services) for 
the most vulnerable in the project area. 
 
As these vulnerable people have limited coping capacity for external shock and disaster, the Gorkha 
earthquake may have made them more vulnerable. These groups are characterised by lack of education 
and technical skills, and they are surviving in poverty thus their health status is also very poor. In addition, 
they are less likely to have strong social networks. They lack support from family, friends, neighbours and 
community. The quality of their social relationships is very weak. Therefore, deeper understanding of their 
social relationships, socio-economic and health status, and respective livelihood improvement 
opportunities is needed. Lack of formal social protection, and if any, access to it is problematic – because 
people may be unaware of such protection, or it could be misused by family members, thus advocacy for 
knowledge and awareness raising is urgently needed.  
 
PHASE Nepal has been awarded a part of the LNOB challenge fund to implement activities in four 
Gaunpalikas (Rural Municipalities) in Gorkha district; Ajirkot, Dharche, Gandaki and Tsum Nubri. 
 

1. Background for Evidence Collection 
PHASE Nepal has been working for the Purnima LNOB programme in four Gaunpalikas of Gorkha district: 
Gandaki, Ajirkot, Dharche and Tsum Nubri. 
 
Of these, only Gandaki is reasonably accessible by road, even here several settlements can only be reached 
on foot; the three others are extremely remote, with some communities in each of the three Gaunpalikas 
only reachable on foot after several hours – in some cases several days – of walking. 
See map of the project area below: 
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Figure	1:	project	area	in	Gorkha	
 
The context in the four Gaunpalikas varies quite widely, and the population density and ethnic composition 
are quite diverse:  
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Below is a table with basic demographic information according to the national Census 2011 and recent 
secondary data for TsumNubri, Dharche and Ajirkot, and the PHASE census for Gandaki: 

Gaun 
palika 

Ward 
no 

previous 
VDC 

HH 
2011 

HH 
2019 

total 
populat

ion 
2011 

total 
populat

ion 
2019 

dominant ethnic groups Targe
t 10% 

Tsum 
Nubri 
  
  
  
  
  

1 Samagaun  197  225  604  737  Tamang (94%) 70 
2 Lho  256  334  711   711  Tamang (97%) 70 
3 Sirdibas  572  722  2,510   2,553  Gurung (87%) 250 
4 Prok  187  210  575  687  Tamang (91%) 65 

5 Bihi  208  248  612  835  
Gurung (87%), Tamang 
(12%) 

80 

6 Chumchet 266  265 928 1,196  Tamang (99%) 120 
7 Chhekampar 263 270   983   1,007 Tamang (99%) 100 

Dharch
e 
  
  
  
  
  

1, 2 Kerauja  773  1,034  3,248  3,019  Gurung (78%), Ghale (16%) 300 
3 Uhiya  427  614  1,857  2,597 Gurung (74%), Ghale (13%) 250 
4 Laprak  529  615  2,161  2,503 Gurung (97%) 250 
5 Gumda  535  724  2,303  3,425 Gurung (96%) 340 
6 Kashigaun  414  521  1,837   1,683  Gurung (56%), Ghale (30%) 160 

7 Lapu  450  
610 

 1,823  2,611  Gurung (93%), Dalit (6%) 250 

Ajirkot 
  
  
  
  

1 Ghyachok  416  
411 

 1,997  1,418  
Gurung (70%), Tamang 
(10%) 

140 

2 Kharibot  538  

602 

 2,453   2,510  

Tamang (30%), Gurung 
(27%), B/C (25%), Dalit 
(15%) 

250 

3 Hansapur  924  1,154  3,658   5,055  B/C (41%), Gurung (30%) 500 

4 Simjung  841  
850 

 3,715   4,046  
Gurung (36%), Dalit (27%), 
Tamang (13%), B/C (16%) 

400 

5 Mucchok  899  

1137 

 3,779   4,480  

Dalit (28%), B/C (28%), 
Gurung (24%), Tamang 
(10%) 

440 

Gandaki 
  
  
  
  
  

1 Makaising  552  

637 

 2,307  3,581  

Chepang/Praja (33%), 
Gurung (22%), Newar 
(12%), Magar (11%), B/C 
(11%) 

350 

2 Tanglichok  802  

862 

 3,369  4,779  

Magar (30%), 
Chepang/Praja (24%), 
Gurung (23%)  

470 

3,4 Fujel  1,153  1,216  4,694   6,748  B/C (55%), Newar (22%) 660 

5 Darbhung  763  
819 

 3,386  4,730  
Magar (42%), Dalit (24%), 
Newar (16%), B/C 912%) 

470 

6 
Bhumlicho
k  685  

794 

 3,545  4,738  

Magar (40%), 
Chepang/Praja (31%), 
gurung (12%), Newar(10%), 
Dalit (5%) 

470 

7,8 Ghyalchok  1,298  

1,435 

 5,962   7,569  

B/C (32%), Dalit (22%) 
Newar (13%), Gurung 
(13%) 

745 

Total 27    13,948  16,309  59,017  73,347    7,200 
Table	1:	population	in	project	areas	census	2011	vs	2019	and	rounded	number	of	target	beneficiaries	
 
The baseline study was planned in order to gather reliable and accurate data on the number and 
characteristics of vulnerable individuals and households in the target area, as well as information on their 
current situation regarding inclusion, access to services, earthquake recovery and livelihood security as well 
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as current resilience and coping strategies. 
 
Types of vulnerability to be included in the study were:  

1. Persons Living with Disability 
2. Vulnerable single women 
3. Vulnerable elderly 
4. IDPs after resettlement 
5. Extremely poor and food insecure;  

 
Disability was screened for by using the Washington Group Questions, to include those who have not been 
included in the government disability card scheme.  
 
Indicators to be assessed for each of these groups included:  access to government services (government 
identity card, social security allowances), land holdings and income, household food security, perception 
of inclusion / exclusion, dependence on external support. 
 
In addition, individuals and groups were asked to make suggestions for livelihood improvement 
interventions (agriculture, off-farm, non-farm, vocational training, forest-based enterprises, others).  
 

2. Rationale 
In order to fulfill the overall objective of the programme, “To Leave No One Behind”, the PHASE Nepal team 
attempted to design a protocol for evidence collection that would be least likely to miss information on the 
most vulnerable members of the target communities. 
 
From previous work in similar communities (and three wards of the Purnima target area in Dharche RM), 
we were very aware that in collecting data only through secondary information from local government and 
other stakeholders, we would run the risk of not identifying those with the least voice and who are most 
excluded from society:  
 
For example, the National Census 2011 estimated about 1.94% of the total population of Nepal as living 
with some kind of disability (2.3% for the whole district of Gorkha, ranging between around 1.6% to 5.5% 
in different communities), whereas Nepal Living Standard Survey 2011 reported it about 3.6% and there 
are other reports of about 15% prevalence rate of disabilities in Nepal. In general, a minimum of 5% would 
be expected in most populations, and overall, given the risks in the project area, a higher rate would be 
expected. Similar discrepancies probably exist for other vulnerable groups, and no information is available 
on complex and multiple vulnerabilities. 
 
With such a significantly difference (1.94% to 15%) in academic studies, the reconstruction process in Nepal 
after the earthquake could have left out many of the affected vulnerable people. Existing development 
programs may also be less likely to target these vulnerable groups if no accurate data are available. A recent 
study (Lam & Kuipers, 2018) which was conducted after the Gorkha earthquake concluded that “the entire 
Nepal reconstruction process was characterized as one of the low levels of community participation and 
vulnerable groups were excluded”.  
 
PHASE Nepal therefore planned for the study to include as large a sample as possible, in order to minimalise 
gaps in the data, and to collect data as accurately as possible from first hand informants. 
Originally it was envisaged to conduct a full census in all wards of the project area, but due to time and 
resource restrictions, a census could only be completed in Gandaki Rural Municipality and more targeted 
sampling was employed in the other three municipalities. 
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3. Study objectives 

3.1. General Objective 
• To identify the vulnerable population, and the most vulnerable groups and individuals among 

them, and assess their vulnerability to plan interventions for reducing vulnerability and improving 
livelihoods. 

3.2. Specific Objectives 
1. To identify and locate the most vulnerable people (people living with disabilities, elderly, single 

women) and households (internally displaced households after earthquake, and extremely poor 
food insecure households) in Gorkha for the year 2075 (2019), disaggregated by gender, ethnicity 
and rural municipality; this will provide information to support beneficiary selection for the 
intervention phase 

2. To assess knowledge and attitude of identified vulnerable population on social welfare services and 
comprehend how they are accessing these and understand their livelihood strategies and coping 
mechanisms 

3. To describe the existing technical skills of identified vulnerable population and perform need 
assessment to identify vulnerability specific feasible tailor-made activities in Gorkha to improve 
inclusion, access to services and livelihoods.  

4. To disseminate the study findings with the relevant stakeholders to plan for interventions for the 
vulnerable population of Gorkha.  

 

3.3. Research Question: 
1. What is the prevalence of vulnerable populations in Gorkha? 
2. What is the status of Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice on social welfare services of vulnerable 

populations in Gorkha? 
3. What are the technical skills of identified vulnerable populations?  
4. What are the feasible livelihood improvement activities in Gorkha for vulnerable populations? 

3.4. Study Variables:  
 
Primary research indicators: 
Types of vulnerability (PWDs, single women, elderly, IDPs, poor) 
 
Variables investigated: 
Access to government services (government identity card, allowances),  
Land holdings and income  
Household food security  
Current livelihood strategies 
Perception of barriers (vulnerable groups and wider community) 
Demand of livelihood improvement interventions (agriculture, off-farm, non-farm, vocational training, 
forest-based enterprises) 
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3.5. Operational definition for vulnerabilities: 
1. PWDS:  PWDs are categorized into following for the purpose of data collection and identifying project 
beneficiaries for Peoples with Disabilities: 

1. Physical disability 
2. Visual disability: a) blindness b) low vision c) complete blind  
3. Hearing disability: a) deaf b) hard of hearing 
4. Deaf blind  
5. Vocal and Speech  
6. Autism  
7. Intellectual disability 
8. Mental or psychosocial disability  
9. Haemophilia  
10. Multiple disability 

Source: Disability Right Act 2017, GoN 
 
2. Elderly: PHASE Nepal used following definition and criteria provisioned in Civil Code 2074 for the purpose 
of data collection and project target identification for elderly people. 

• Any person above 60 years old or who is eligible to receive Government allowance.  
• Dalit: any person over 60 years.  
• In case of unmarried women, she should be age of 60 to get social security allowance.  

Source: Civil Code, 2074 Nepal 
 
3. Single Women: PHASE Nepal has used the definition and criteria of Shelter cluster for the purpose of 
data collection and project target identification for single women. 
 
Single women were defined as (https://www.sheltercluster.org/):  

• A woman who gives birth as a result of rape and other crimes against chastity even without a final 
conviction of the offender. 

• A woman left with the sole responsibility of parenthood with the death of spouse 
• A woman left with the sole responsibility of parenthood while the spouse is detained or is service 

sentencing for a crime for at least a year 
• A woman left with the sole responsibility of parenthood due to the physical and/or mental 

incapacity of the spouse 
• A woman left with the sole responsibility of parenthood due to legal separation from spouse for at 

least a year 
• A woman left with the sole responsibility of parenthood due to abandonment of spouse for at least 

a year 
• A woman taking the head of the household as result of the abandonment or death of parents.  

 
 
4.Internally displaced persons due to the Gorkha Earthquake 2015, but now has resettled at the working 
Gaupalikas 
 

• Those households who have moved from the other locations before the earthquake and are living 
unofficially in the project location will not be considered IDPs for this evidence phase.  

• PHASE Nepal will use the definition and criteria provisioned in NRA official document for the 
purpose of data collection and project target identification for IDPs. 
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5. Food Insecure: Poverty Alleviation Fund defined poor households as the households whose food grain 
production from self-operated land, and wage earnings are sufficient to meet the food requirement of the 
family for less than a year.  

• 'Ka' or 'Hard-core - Poor' for food sufficiency of less than 3 months, 
• 'Kha' or 'Medium-Poor' for food sufficiency of 3 to 6 months,  
• 'Ga' or 'Poor' for food sufficiency of 6 to 12 months,  
• 'Gha' or 'Non-Poor' for food sufficiency of more than a year. 

 
Priority Categories:  
Vulnerable PWD: Those PWD who are extremely poor, need others’ support for their daily activities or 
people with multiple disability. 
Vulnerable Single women: Those single women who are extremely poor or internally displaced or with 
disability. 
Vulnerable Elderly: Those elderly who extremely poor or those who do not have caretakers or are internally 
displaced or with disability. 
Extremely poor: Those whose food sufficiency is less than 3 months form their on and off farm income. 
 

4. Study limitations 

4.1. Methodological limitations: 
Design: 
As explained above, PHASE Nepal had to modify its original plans for a full census in each municipality and 
we can therefore be most confident in Gandaki RM, where a census was completed, that the numeric 
results are accurate. 
However, in the other three municipalities, enumerators were encouraged to include additional 
households in the survey if they received any indication that these should be included, and the selection of 
the target sample to be surveyed was set as comprehensively as possible. 
Nevertheless, there is a possibility that some households with vulnerable members were excluded during 
the survey. 
 
Tools: 
Although we made every attempt to use previously validated tools such as the Washington Group 
Questions, and to pilot the assessment before finalizing the tools, there were some questions which yielded 
unclear or inaccurate results or where a similar question was assessed in different ways, occasionally 
leading to contradictions in the results. 
 
We have attempted to reduce any bias from this as much as possible during data cleaning. 

4.2. Practical limitations: 
Enumerator training: 
Due to extraordinary time pressures, enumerator selection and training had to be done in a very tight time 
window, so that there may be some variation in the way enumerators conducted the interviews, or there 
may have been some confusion regarding some of the questions with individual enumerators. As there 
were a large number of enumerators (in total 83), there may be some enumerator bias in the data 
collection. 
 
Coordination with local government: 
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Gaunpalika governments are still relatively new in their role and their information management and 
strategic planning is still in development.   
 
In addition, there have been many different programmes for support of earthquake affected communities, 
and expectations from local government have been shaped by these.  
 
Furthermore, there was some delay initially in finalizing project agreements, so that the time scale for staff 
selection and project start was very tight, making it much harder to conduct adequate numbers of meetings 
with local government stakeholders. 
 
For these reasons, the initial coordination and collaboration with local governments underwent some 
strain, but most issues could be clarified and agreed in the process of conducting the study. 
 

 
Figure	2:	Gaunpalika	meeting	at	Ajirkot	
 
Geographical challenges: 
Apart from Gandaki, all the project municipalities are in the Northern part of Gorkha, where many 
settlements still do not have road access. This meant that in the 3 Northern Gaunpalikas, enumerators had 
to walk long distances in order to reach all eligible households. 
Particularly Tsum Nubri is cut off from road access in its entirety and most settlements were not accessible 
due to winter snowfalls during the time frame for the data collection, so that the final data have only been 
received in the week preceding the reporting deadline, posing a challenge for data analysis. 

4.3. Validation: 
Due to extreme time constraints, the data validation by the communities and local stake-holders has just 
been started. This is an essential part of the beneficiary selection process.  
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5. Structure of the report 
In this report we will present the study results in the following sequence: 
1. Prevalence of individuals identified in each of the five groups of vulnerability (Preliminary quantitative 

results): 
1.1.  Findings from the household survey 
1.2.  Triangulation of survey results with secondary data from Gaunpalikas 
1.3. Triangulation of survey results with KII and FGD results 
1.4. Operational definition of “most vulnerable” for purpose of beneficiary selection 

2. Number of individuals with multiple and complex vulnerabilities 
3. Current situation, resilience and coping strategies  
4. Opportunities for interventions  

4.1. Themes by Type of Vulnerability 
4.2. Cross Cutting Themes 
4.3. Specific Issues for individuals / households, not applicable to whole group of vulnerable 

categories 
5. Beneficiary Selection for Intervention  
6. Suggested actions to take Forward 

 

 
Figure	3:	enumerator	team	in	Ajirkot	
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II. METHODOLOGY 

1. Context of evidence collection 
Identification of vulnerable people and understanding the causes and consequences of their vulnerability 
is needed for policy formulation and intervention designs, in the context of Gorkha earthquake 
reconstruction process. Not every person or group suffers equally in a disaster. Vulnerability, in general, is 
understood as the ‘potential for harm’ in disaster studies, however, more recent studies stressed the social 
dimensions, relating to the inequalities, disempowerment, and access to social protection (Schröder-
Butterfill & Marianti, 2006). In the long term, advocacy for the mitigation intervention of such social 
dimensions for vulnerable groups is needed. This approach usually advocates for poverty alleviation, social-
security schemes, empowerment, and inclusion.  In Nepal (i) persons living with disabilities, (ii) elderly, (iii) 
single women, (iv) internally displaced people after disaster, and (v) extremely poor and food insecure 
people have limited access to resources, health care services, and experience a high degree of poverty and 
exclusion, thus are at high risk in any kind of environmental shock and natural disaster due mainly to 
minimal coping capacity, poverty and exclusion. They are often left out in the development process (Lam 
& Kuipers, 2018). The vulnerability in these populations may be characterized by uncertainty, insecurity, 
powerlessness, or the absence of forward planning. These groups of people continue to under-utilize 
government and community services even when available for free. 
Harsh geography, remoteness, and social stigma on some types of disabilities, coupled with limited 
government facilities make such groups of people more sensitive to environmental shocks and natural 
disasters. Such disasters may even increase the numbers of vulnerable individuals in communities. 
Identification and quantification of vulnerable population is important for the process of reconstruction, to 
make sure that no one is left behind, and that their livelihood improvement opportunities are identified. 
However, exact figures of the vulnerable population in the study area are yet to be confirmed, which is 
important as those populations are often excluded in the reconstruction process (Lam & Kuipers, 2018).  
 
Accessibility of data in addressing the issues of such vulnerable groups is essential; however, existing 
prevalence data varies drastically.  
 
In this evidence phase for the Purnima LNOB Challenge Fund, PHASE Nepal aimed to collect accurate, 
comprehensive and reliable data on vulnerability in the target area in Gorkha district. 

2. Design of evidence collection  
A mixed-method research design was employed with both quantitative and qualitative data being 
collected. Coordination meetings with the Gaupalikas were organized, in which project information was 
disseminated and any available secondary data on the vulnerable populations were collected. 
Thereafter a detailed household survey was conducted for collection of mostly quantitative data. 
For identification of the households and individuals to be interviewed this study adopted two different 
approaches:  

(i) A census survey for one Gaupalika (Gandaki), after initial meetings with the Chair of Gandaki Rural 
Municipality, PHASE Nepal had been requested to include additional questions in the household 
survey, so that the municipality can develop its profile later. Responding to this, PHASE Nepal 
agreed to conduct detailed interviews with each and every households: For each household a 
“roster” was prepared, detailing the name, gender and age of each household member and asking 
in each household if any members fell into any of the vulnerable groups. If there were no vulnerable 
members, the household was not further interviewed. If any vulnerabilities were identified, 
detailed interviews were conducted with the vulnerable household member when available, or a 
career / representative. 
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(ii) For the other three Gaupalikas, group discussions were held at settlement level (56 in Ajirkot, 45 
in Dharche, and 58 in Tsumnubri) to prepare a list of households having at least one vulnerable 
member: Gaunpalika Coordinators called meetings in the settlement. Upon discussion with them 
the vulnerable individuals living in that settlement (PWDs, IDPs, single women, elderly and ultra-
poor) and their houses were identified in a settlement level mapping exercise. The main objective 
of this settlement level mapping was to identify the households internally displaced, or ultra-poor; 
or the households having at least one-type of vulnerable person in that settlement. Once the 
potential households were mapped out at the settlement level, a name list was prepared and 
enumerators were instructed to visit those houses and conduct detailed interviews with all 
identified household heads. The specific vulnerable member(s) of the identified households was 
also separately interviewed (if available). In case other vulnerable households or individuals not 
mentioned in the list were identified during the survey, enumerators were instructed to include 
those as well.  
 
One settlement (Samdeu) at Tsumnubri (Samagaun) where 40 households residing was not 
screened for potential vulnerabilities because of unfavorable weather, screening will be completed 
within a week.  
 

Qualitative information was collected in Key Informant Interviews (KII), which included at least one 
ward representative and one other key stakeholder from each ward. In total 54 KIIs were conducted in 
the four RM. As detailed interviews had already been conducted in the household survey, no additional 
KIIs were conducted with members of the vulnerable groups. 
 
In addition, focus group discussions (FGDs) were held in each Gaunpalika with local government 
representatives and other stakeholders, and with groups formed of individuals from each type of 
vulnerable group. In total 24 FGDs were conducted in the four Gaunpalikas. FGDs included between 5 
and 15 individuals. In each Gaunpalika, one FGD was held with general community members (local 
government, opinion leaders, FCHVs, lead farmers, and school teacher) at the Gaupalika office, and 
one group each comprised of individuals falling into each of the vulnerability categories, i.e. 6 FGDs on 
average in each Gaunpalika; in Dharche, two groups with IDPs were held in two locations, but in 
Gandaki, where no significant numbers of IDPs were identified, so only 5 FGDs were conducted.  
Groups were asked to explain their perception of vulnerability and talk about coping strategies, 
challenges and access to services for the 5 vulnerable groups of people. People invited to the focus 
group discussion included both males and females, elderly, Dalits and non-Dalits if any representing 
diverse ethnicity, and local level chair of specific vulnerable group (if any). 

 
See annex for survey questionnaire, KII question guide and FGD question guide, and list of KIIs and FGDs. 

3. Sources of evidence 
Sources of evidence included: 

1. Primary data from the research tools described above: 
(i) Household survey data, including some observational data from the vulnerable individual’s 

household circumstances, and  
(ii) Recordings of Key Informant Interviews / Focus group discussions  

2. Secondary data from Gaunpalika and ward governments, including data of individuals in receipt of 
pensions and other benefits, census data etc. 

3. Triangulation and validation of above data with responses from KIIs and FGDs – Due to the lack of 
time, for the purpose of this report, the triangulation exercise was done within the PHASE team, 
involving some of the Gaunpalika Coordinators who had conducted the interviews and discussions. 
The purpose of this exercise was to ensure that there are no major unexplained contradictions 
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between the quantitative and qualitative data collected and the views expressed by local 
stakeholders. Some validation meetings have also been conducted with local stakeholders in 
Gandaki and Ajirkot.  
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4. Methods of evidence collection  
 

4.1. Household Survey 
A structured and semi structured questionnaire was developed for the household survey, based on 
tools which PHASE had previously used, and including all information required for the project planning, 
particularly following the operational definitions of each vulnerable group. Wherever possible, 
validated tools were also incorporated (such as Washington Group questions to screen for disability 
and mental health screening questions). Questions revealing the criteria of vulnerability were included 
according to the sources described above (study variables). The survey questionnaire is attached in the 
Appendix. This included a detailed questionnaire for each household to establish whether the 
household is ultra-poor; and for each household member meeting any of the vulnerability criteria.  
Based on the need for Gandaki Gaunpalika, it also included a household census tool and a screening 
tool to establish whether any household members fell into one of the categories of vulnerability. Thus 
additional information is useful for other Palika as well to prepare their profile. 
 
Some observational questions were added to the household survey to add objective data on the 
general living conditions of PWD, elderly and single women.  
 
The Nepali language questionnaire was transcribed into the Android-based KoboToolBox software for 
data collection.  Teams of enumerators were recruited for each Gaunpalika. Field level enumerators 
were trained (2.5 days group training organized in each of the study sites, Ajirkot, Gandaki, Dharche 
and Tsum Nubri) on the survey questionnaire and the methods to collect data in the Kobo software. 
Answers from individual interviews were entered directly on mobile phone devices and sent in batches 
to the PHASE office online for cleaning and analysis. 
 
Surveys were completed within 17 days (except TsumNubri, where snowfall delayed the survey), with 
between 3-15 questionnaires completed per enumerator per day (average around 10).  
 
Pre-testing of the tool was conducted in Ichhakamana Gaupalika in Chitwan district (nearby Gandaki 
rural municipality). Pre-testing helped to fine tune the survey tool.  

4.2. Identification of household targets in Ajirkot, Dharche and TsumNubri 
In these Gaunpalikas the survey did not reach all households, but relied on identifying potential target 
households beforehand. A list of potential households having at least one type of vulnerable individual 
was developed at settlement level. The main objective of this settlement level group discussion was to 
identify the number of households internally displaced, or ultra-poor; or number of households 
including at least one type of vulnerable person, following the operational definition provided above.  
 
For this, with the help from local level government officials, and other key informants, the list of 159 
settlements was prepared and then settlement level group discussions were conducted.   
 
The participants in the settlement level group discussions were both males and females, Dalits and 
non-Dalits; and Ward government members, FCHVs, school teachers, local club members if any, user 
group members if any, and representatives of networks/groups of the five vulnerable populations if 
possible. At the end of the discussion, households in the settlement were listed in the format provided 
in the Appendix. The project’s Gaupalika Coordinators, along with 2 assistants, led the settlement level 
group discussions.  
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All households on the settlement list were visited during the detailed survey (i.e. no sampling 

technique was applied). 

 

 
Figure	4:	methodology	for	household	survey	

4.3. Qualitative Data Collection – KII and FGD 
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A guideline and checklist for FGD and KII was developed to capture knowledge, attitudes and 
practice of local stakeholders regarding vulnerabilities in their communities and regarding the status 
of vulnerable groups.  
 
Key Informants and focus groups from vulnerable groups gave additional information on the 
situation in the community, coping strategies and potential areas for support. 
 
KIIs and FGDs were conducted by Gaunpalika coordinators; for FGDs they worker in pairs or with 
help from locally recruited enumerators.  
 
For the purpose of this report, notes documented by the facilitators on the day of the interviews / 
discussions were used to elicit themes and to triangulate the quantitative data. 

 
All participants in household surveys, KIIs or FGDs were informed verbally regarding the study, its 
objectives and their voluntary contribution. They were clearly informed about their right to refuse to 
participate; if they agreed to participate, they provided their signature (or thumb print, if not literate) 
in the consent form. In case of literate participants, they were also provided with a consent from to 
read. 

5. Selection of sample  
Ideally, to ensure that genuinely no one is left behind, we were originally considering a complete census in 
all four Gaunpalikas for data collection. However, time and other resource constraints meant that we were 
only able to do this in Gandaki RM. Here, the local government requested support in developing the 
Gaunpalika Profile. As the Gaupalika agreed to contribute cost of 13 enumerators out of 37 in Gandaki we 
were able to use a census approach.  
 
In the other 3 Gaunpalikas due to resource constraints a full census could not be done, thus a list of target 
households was developed from settlement level meetings and household interviews were conducted in 
all listed households (100% of target sample). In addition, if during the process enumerators were made 
aware of any households which were left off the list although they should have been included, these were 
also assessed. 
 
Survey teams also used local “katwal”s to notify people of the survey taking place; enumerators asked at 
neighbouring households about anyone left out and notified the communities when the survey was 
completed and before they were leaving, giving individuals an opportunity to seek them out. 
 

6. Data entry, processing and analysis 
Quantitative data from household survey: 
The use of Android-based Kobotool helped us to quickly access the data. The data collected each day were 
sent to the PHASE Nepal office in Kathmandu where they were downloaded and checked for consistency 
and errors. 
 
Due to the large amount of data, data cleaning was a challenge and is still ongoing. The statistical software 
SPSS was used for data analysis and data sets transferred into Excel sheets for representation. 
 
Results were triangulated with secondary data from Gaunpalikas and wards and with the information 
collected in FGDs and KIIs. 
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Qualitative data: 
KIIs and FGDs were recorded in real time during the discussion. A summary of each discussion was also 
documented every day by the facilitator who led the interviews / group discussions. 
These summary records and interviewers’ recall were used to collate the information in this report.  
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III. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
 

1. Objective 1: Identify and locate individuals and families belonging to target 
vulnerable groups 

1.1. Findings from survey 
 

Total Population in Target Area: 
 
The target area included 16,309 households with a total population of 73,347. 
 
The census data from 2011 suggested a total population of only 59,017, which would mean that the total 
population in the area has increased by 24% (or 3% per year), while the number of households has 
increased by 17%. The largest increase in population (38%), but interestingly the smallest increase in the 
number of households (10%) has been seen in Gandaki, where we are most confident of the data, as this 
study included a complete household survey while secondary data has been collected for other three 
Palika’s. 
 
See table below for details: 
 

Gaupalika 

Number of 
HH census 
2011 

Number of 
HH 2019 

% 
increase 
in HH 

Population 
census 
2011 

Population 
2019 

% increase 
in 
population 

Gandaki  5,253   5,763  10%  23,263   32,145  38% 
Ajirkot  3,618   4,154  15%  15,602   17,509  12% 
Dharche  3,128   4,118  32%  13,229   15,838  20% 
Tsumnubri  1,949   2,274  17%  6,923   7,856  13% 
TOTAL  13,948   16,309  17%  59,017   73,347  24% 

Table	2:	population	growth	2011-	2019 
 
Total number of vulnerable individuals:  

The following numbers account for double counting of people with multiple vulnerabilities, i.e. they 
refer to actual individuals who may fall into more than one category. 
For this reason, the totals from adding up all the individuals falling into one specific category will be 
higher than these figures: 
In total, out of the overall estimated population in the project area of 73,000, 12,045 individuals from 
11,635 households have been identified as belonging to at least one of the categories of vulnerability. 
When accounting for cross-vulnerabilities, the total prevalence of any vulnerability is 16.5 %. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Below is a table showing vulnerable individuals in each category.  
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Gaupalika 
total 
population 

Ultra-
poor IDP 

Single 
women Elderly 

PwDs 
(self-
identified) 

PwDs     
(WQ 2,3,4) 

Gandaki  32,145   3,407   -     883   2,728   293   1,770  
Ajirkot  17,509   1,534   248   740   1,974   391   1,390  
Darche  15,838   808   825   804   1,890   546   1,510  
Tsum  7,856   1,351   82   487   812   307   1,079  
TOTAL  73,347   7,100   1,155   2,914   7,404   1,537   5,749  

% of population 9.7% 1.6% 4.0% 10.1% 2.1% 7.9% 
Table	3:	total	number	of	vulnerable	individuals	
 

1. Number and location of IDP (individuals and households): 
Overall in PHASE Nepal’s project area in Gorkha, 320 households were identified as Internally Displaced 
due to the 2015 Earthquakes. This represents around 2% of the households and 1.66% of the total 
population in the area.  
 
Numbers and percentage of IDP households and household members 

Gaupalika IDP HH 
% IDP 
HH IDP individual % IDP individual Total HH 

total 
population 

Gandaki 0 0.0% 0 0.00% 5,763 32,145 
Ajirkot 56 1.3% 248 1.80% 4,154 17,509 
Dharche* 242 5.9% 825 5.17% 4,118 15,838 
Tsumnubri 22 1.0% 82 1.03% 2,274 7,875 
TOTAL 320 2.0.% 1,155 1.66% 16,309 73,347 
Table	4:	Number	of	IDPs	
* This figure does not account 573 IDP households located at the Dharche 4, Laprak.   
 
IDP households are largely concentrated in 3 wards in Ajirkot (ward 1,3 and 5, formerly Gyachok, Hansapur 
and Muchhok VDCs), in one ward in Dharche (Ward 2, formerly Keraunja VDC) and one ward in TsumNubri 
(ward 3, formerly Sirdibas VDC). There are also a few displaced households in ward 2 of Ajirkot (formerly 
Kharibot) and wards 3,4 and 7 of Dharche (formerly Uhiya, Laprak and Lapu).  
 

Ward  Number of IDPs in Gaunpalika 
Ajirkot Dharche TsumNubri 

1 17 0 1 

2 0 206 0 

3 0 4 20 

4 1 13 1 

5 38 0 0 

6   1 0 

7   18 0 

Total 56 242 22 
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Table	5:	location	of	IDPs	
Most of the resettled households stated that they had identified the land themselves, and that they were 
resettled permanently. 

Palika  What is the type of your settlement? What is the status of land ownership? 

Temporary Permanent Own Government/Public Others 
Ajirkot 18 38 34 21 1 

Dharche 29 213 160 63 19 

Tsumnubri 14 8 14 3 5 

Total 61 259 208 87 25 
Table	6:	IDP	type	of	settlement	and	land	ownership 
 
Of the IDP households identified, 71% had received all three Tranches of the NRA reconstruction support, 
while almost 90% had received the first tranche:  
 

Gaupalika Ward IDP 
HHs 

Total 
population 

No. of 
house 

damaged 
by EQ 

No. of 
house yet to 

complete 
construction 

 1st 
tranche 

not 
received 

(HH) 

2nd 
tranche 

not 
received 

(HH) 

3rd 
tranche 

not 
received 

(HH) 

Ajirkot 1 17 70 17 0 0 0 1 

4 1 7 1 0 0 0 0 

5 38 171 38 6 2 3 8 
Sub TOTAL   56 248 56 6 2 3 9 

Dharche 2 206 688 202 5 4 28 13 

3 4 14 4 2 2 1 0 

4 13 36 13 8 13 0 0 

6 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 

7 18 84 18 1 3 0 0 
 Sub TOTAL   242 825 238 16 22 29 13 
Tsumnubri 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 

3 20 77 17 15 9 6 0 

4 1 3 0 0       
Sub TOTAL   22 82 18 15 9 6 0 
Total   320  1,155  312 37 33 38 22 

	
Table	7:	IDP	receipt	of	NRA	grant	
 
The above information does not include those who have been identified as internally displaced but have 
not yet been resettled: this affects the whole village of Laprak (Dharche Ward 4) of 619 households, which 
are yet to be resettled to an area less threatened by landslides;  
 
Similarly, 90 households in Khanigaun (Lapu, Dharche ward 7) have been recently identified as unsafe due 
to their location and are waiting for resettlement;  
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Figure	5:	view	onto	Khanigaun	settlement	

 
If possible, the project will also provide some support to these communities. 
 

2. Number of persons living with disability  
 
1,537 individuals identified themselves, or were identified by the household head, as living with disability. 
56% were male, 44% female. 90 of them (6%) said that their disability was a consequence of the 
earthquake. 
 
The commonest type of disability identified was physical disability (48%), followed by visual, multiple, 
hearing and speech and hearing (20%, 19%, 18% and 17%, respectively) 
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Gaupali
ka 

PwD
s  

physic
al 

disabili
ty  

visual 
disabili

ty  

 
hearing 
disabili

ty  

dea
f 

blin
d 

vocal 
& 

speec
h 

autis
m 

intellect
ual 

disability 

ment
al 

illnes
s 

haemophi
lia 

multipl
e 

disabili
ty 

Gandaki  290 134 46 38 20 87 3 28 40 0 83 
Ajirkot  381 194 63 46 24 76 7 44 48 0 95 
Dharche 542 257 149 89 38 48 3 32 42 1 88 
Tsum 306 138 51 79 35 70 9 23 26 0 23 

Total 1519 723 309 252 117 281 22 127 156 1 289 
% of 
total 

100
% 48% 20% 17% 8% 18% 1% 8% 10% 0% 19% 

Table	8:	PwDs	and	type	of	disability 
 
 
Of interest, out of the 1,519 individuals who were interviewed in detail due to an identified disability, only 
408 (27%) said that they had a government disability card, and only 303 (20%) were receiving a social 
security allowance.  
 

Gaupalika Ward PwDs   male  female  acquired disability 
due to earthquake  

disabili
ty card  

receiving social security 
allowance  

Gandaki 1 26 13 13 0 10 9 
2 42 21 20 2 15 14 
3 43 25 18 1 20 19 
4 20 10 10 0 6 6 
5 42 22 20 2 9 9 
6 45 25 20 1 18 16 
7 21 15 6 1 12 11 
8 51 32 19 0 32 29 

TOTAL   290 163 126 7 122 113 
Ajirkot 1 35 23 12 4 10 8 

2 59 34 25 2 19 12 
3 96 60 36 6 48 20 
4 73 39 34 3 35 25 
5 118 63 55 13 49 35 

TOTAL   381 219 162 28 161 100 
Dharche 1 45 23 22 2 15 9 

2 70 27 43 4 14 10 
3 82 43 38 4 12 6 
4 85 47 38 10 9 8 
5 106 61 45 12 21 18 
6 65 41 23 6 22 14 

7 89 50 39 3 15 14 
TOTAL   542 292 248 41 108 79 
Tsumnubri 1 33 12 21 0 0 0 

2 33 15 18 3 0 0 
3 92 59 33 7 9 7 
4 37 21 15 0 0 0 
5 20 12 8 0 1 1 
6 35 19 16 4 2 1 
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7 56 32 24 0 5 2 
TOTAL   306 170 135 14 17 11 

Total   1519 844 671 90 408 303 
% of total   100% 56% 44% 6% 27% 20% 

Table	9:	PwDs	and	access	to	card	/	allowance 
 
People were least likely to have a card if they stated difficulty with seeing, hearing or mental illness, while 
around 40-50% of those identified as physically or mentally disabled, or having multiple disabilities had a 
card. 
 
Significantly, by far the most cited reason for not having a government card was that the individual / family 
were not aware of this facility, which will be an important area of intervention for this project. 
 
Reasons for not having government disability card 

Palika Reasons for not having government disability card  

Service 
centre is 
too far 

Do not know 
about it 

Unable to 
bear 

financial 
burden to go 

No one to 
go along 

with 
Not 

required Others 
Gandaki 23 13.7% 120 71.4% 29 17.3% 17 10.1% 7 4.2% 36 21.4% 
Ajirkot 32 14.5% 190 86.4% 44 20.0% 19 8.6% 4 1.8% 9 4.1% 
Dharche 41 9.4% 421 97.0% 72 16.6% 5 1.2% 0 0.0% 16 3.7% 
Tsum 
Nubri 81 28.0% 263 91.0% 70 24.2% 48 16.6% 2 0.7% 10 3.5% 

Table	10:	reasons	for	not	having	card 
 
Most of the self-identified PwDs (762 individual) can carry out their daily activities, yet, 188 PwDs need a 
round the clock caregiver, and 207 PwDs need assistance a round the clock to carry out the daily 
activities.  
 

Palika Ward A round the 
clock caregiver 
needed for any 

activity 

A round the clock 
caregiver is needed to 

assist in the activity 

Carry out their day 
to day activity with 
physical assistance 

One can 
carry out 

their 
activity. 

Gandaki 1 3 8 1 6 

2 3 14 3 22 

3 6 5 7 24 

4 2 3 6 9 

5 7 5 10 21 

6 7 7 7 23 

7 3 5 2 11 

8 11 10 4 28 

Ajirkot 1 12 5 7 11 

2 12 8 9 38 

3 11 10 20 56 

4 15 12 19 26 

5 10 14 21 74 

Dharche 1 5 2 9 15 
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2 2 15 23 29 

3 5 4 17 57 

4 4 8 31 44 

5 24 21 22 40 

6 5 15 20 25 

7 24 11 20 34 

Tsumnubri 1 1 2 12 18 

2 2 2 5 25 

3 7 9 30 46 

4 1 2 5 29 

5 1 2 6 11 

6 2 3 16 14 

7 3 5 22 26 

Total 188 207 354 762 

Table	11:	PwDs	and	severity	
 
Identification of Disability by Washington Group Questions: 
The census type survey in Gandaki Gaunpalika, in which enumerators asked the Washington Group 
Questions in respect of every household member, identified 1,770 out of the total population of 32,145 as 
having some form of disability, i.e. 5.5 % of the population. 
(The definition for having some disability was an answer of “some difficulty”, “a lot of difficulty” or “cannot 
manage at all” to any of the 6 key questions – 1. Difficulty seeing, 2. Difficulty hearing, 3. Difficulty walking 
or climbing steps, 4. Difficulty with concentration or memory, 5. Difficulty with self-care, 6. Difficulty 
communicating.) 
In the other Gaunpalikas, the proportion (out of the total population) of individuals identified as having at 
least “some difficulty” with daily activities was higher: 7.9% in Ajirkot, 9.5% in Dharche and 13.7% in 
TsumNubri, giving an overall prevalence of 7.9% of any disability as identified by the Washington Group 
questions. 
 
Below is a table showing details. 
 

Gaupalika PwDs PWD % PwDS (WQ 2,3,4) PwDs % (WQ 2,3,4) 
Gandaki 290 0.9% 1,770 5.5% 
Ajirkot 381 2.2% 1,390 7.9% 
Darche 542 3.4% 1,510 9.5% 
Tsum 306 3.9% 1,079 13.7% 

 TOTAL  1,519 2.1% 5,749 7.9% 
Table	12:	PwDs	by	Washington	Group	Questions	
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Disaggregated by ward and type of difficulty: 
PALIKAS Ward 

No 
Difficulti

es in 
Seeing 

Difficulti
es in 

hearing 

Difficulti
es in 

Climbin
g and 

walking 

Difficulties 
in 

concentrat
ion and 

rememberi
ng 

Difficulti
es in 

self care 

Difficulties 
in 

communicat
ion and 

understandi
ng 

Any of 
the SIX 

difficulti
es 

Gandaki 1 16 35 67 31 86 73 133 
2 67 68 110 70 68 60 268 
3 130 97 160 76 73 62 252 
4 79 64 86 45 43 48 213 
5 268 148 109 45 36 31 410 
6 74 54 79 22 20 15 161 
7 109 64 37 13 15 12 184 
8 68 43 47 29 26 27 149 

Total 811 573 695 331 367 328 1770 
        

Ajirkot 1 101 109 158 123 94 88 210 
2 211 197 171 151 82 82 346 
3 197 141 179 106 114 59 403 
4 116 89 102 82 72 53 172 
5 103 111 122 43 46 51 259 

Total 728 647 732 505 408 333 1390 
Dharche 1 22 13 26 10 12 8 44 

2 52 62 92 48 43 29 135 
3 59 76 85 45 51 40 169 
4 105 110 150 25 73 27 287 
5 246 255 280 231 274 229 401 
6 63 61 76 31 46 27 136 
7 185 210 229 156 198 153 338 

Total 732 787 938 546 697 513 1510 
Tsumnu

bri 
1 38 40 51 42 32 24 74 
2 57 62 86 113 64 50 146 
3 154 182 167 159 136 111 347 
4 19 39 29 47 21 15 76 
5 31 51 49 61 39 21 89 
6 99 110 106 73 74 54 158 
7 97 123 94 56 54 59 189 

Total 495 607 582 551 420 334 1079 
GRAND TOTAL 2766 2614 2947 1933 1892 1508 5749 

proportion 48% 45% 51% 34% 33% 26%  
Table	13:	PwDs	by	WGQ	disaggregated	
 
It is reassuring that the number of individuals identified as having some type of disability is if anything 
higher in the areas where no complete census survey was conducted, suggesting that the method of 
settlement level vulnerability mapping did not miss a significant number of vulnerable individuals. 
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3. Number of people over age 60 and people over age 70  
7,289 individuals (48% male and 52% female) were identified as elderly above 60 years of age in the four 
Palikas of which about 8% are Dalit. About 54% of the identified elderly people are of age greater than or 
equal to 70 years. The distribution of elderly population in different wards of the four Palikas is listed in the 
table below. 
. 

Gaupalika Ward 
No 

Elderly 
Popula

tion  

Male Male 
% 

Female Female 
% 

Age 
=>70 

% Age 
=>70 

Dalit % Dalit 

Gandaki 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

1 325 153 47% 172 53% 184 57% 26 8% 

2 423 207 49% 216 51% 277 65% 23 5% 

3 313 166 53% 147 47% 152 49% 11 4% 

4 304 162 53% 142 47% 183 60% 31 10% 

5 356 174 49% 182 51% 199 56% 79 22% 

6 313 153 49% 160 51% 178 57% 11 4% 

7 308 146 47% 162 53% 157 51% 58 19% 

8 377 182 48% 195 52% 198 53% 64 17% 
TOTAL 8 2719 1343 49% 1376 51% 1528 56% 303 11% 
Ajirkot 
  
  
  
  

1 230 123 53% 107 47% 140 61% 15 7% 

2 243 134 55% 109 45% 162 67% 14 6% 

3 528 251 48% 277 52% 276 52% 57 11% 

4 494 228 46% 266 54% 273 55% 67 14% 

5 381 192 50% 189 50% 226 59% 77 20% 
TOTAL 5 1876 928 51% 948 49% 1077 59% 46 11% 
Dharche 

  
  
  
  
  
  

1 71 32 45% 39 55% 36 51% 0 0% 

2 364 147 40% 217 60% 181 50% 7 2% 

3 252 101 40% 151 60% 118 47% 17 7% 

4 307 149 49% 158 51% 172 56% 7 2% 

5 368 160 43% 208 57% 185 50% 9 2% 

6 217 97 45% 120 55% 118 54% 6 3% 

7 304 140 46% 164 54% 153 50% 12 4% 
TOTAL 7 1883 826 44% 1057 56% 963 51% 58 3% 
Tsum 
Nubri 

  
  
  
  
  
  

1 74 27 36% 47 64% 41 55% 0 0% 

2 119 60 50% 59 50% 66 55% 2 2% 

3 218 108 50% 110 50% 102 47% 1 0% 

4 76 42 55% 34 45% 32 42% 2 3% 

5 72 29 40% 43 60% 35 49% 0 0% 

6 108 50 46% 58 54% 52 48% 0 0% 

7 144 63 44% 81 56% 65 45% 0 0% 
TOTAL 7 811 379 46% 432 54% 393 49% 5 1% 
G. Total 27 7289 3476 48% 3813 52% 3961 54% 412 8% 

Table	14:	Elderly	individuals	
 
Out of 7,289 elderly people, 3,751 (51%) have a card and nearly similar number are receiving social security 
allowance from the Government of Nepal.  293 people (4%) said that they face discrimination and only 110 
(2%) elderly stated that they are aware of their rights in the four Palikas.  
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4. Number of single women as per definition of shelter cluster 
 
2,885 women were interviewed as single women out of which 269 (9%) were Dalit single women from the 
project area. Out of the 2,885 single women, 6% never married, 1,979 (69%) are widowed, 1% legally 
separated, 10% women’s spouse has left them or there location is unknown. 
 

.Gaupalika Ward No 
No of 
Single 

Women 

No of Dalit 
single 

women 
% Dalit Average 

Age Years 
Years of 

living alone 

Gandaki 

1 111 13 12% 61.72 10.7 
2 101 7 7% 64.55 16.83 
3 84 4 5% 59.65 16.6 
4 120 16 13% 64.03 15.21 
5 120 24 20% 59.8 15.96 
6 116 6 5% 58.53 11.49 
7 78 17 22% 54.01 15.36 
8 151 29 19% 59.83 12.98 

TOTAL 8 881 116 13% 60.27 14.39 

Ajirkot 

1 69 3 27% 63.36 14.62 
2 72 4 17% 61.47 14.99 
3 188 32 48% 63.84 15.83 
4 199 35 23% 65.78 13.45 
5 188 43 35% 62.06 16.41 

TOTAL 5 716 117 16% 63.3 15.06 

Dharche 

1 44 2 5% 62.3 12.44 
2 174 5 3% 63.74 19.97 
3 140 11 8% 63.37 14.18 
4 115 5 4% 63.65 14.47 
5 157 1 1% 61.64 12.09 
6 57 3 5% 66.64 16.32 
7 115 5 4% 62.77 12.58 

TOTAL 7 802 32 4% 63.44 14.58 

Tsumnubri 

1 59 1 2% 61.95 26.1 
2 61 1 2% 60.72 15.18 
3 130 2 2% 56.16 16.51 
4 45 0 0% 57.67 16.81 
5 59 0 0% 56.44 20.47 
6 57 0 0% 59.7 14.75 
7 75 0 0% 60.99 18.6 

TOTAL 7 486 4 1% 59.09 18.35 
Grand Total 27 2885 269 9% 61.53 15.59 
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Table	15:	Single	Women	
 
Below is the detailed information on the reasons why women are single: 
 

Gaupalika Ward 
No 

No of 
never 
marrie

d 
single 
women 

Numbe
r of 

widows 

spouse 
left - 

unknow
n 

spous
e in 

prison 

spouse 
mentally / 
physically 

incapacitate
d 

legally 
separate

d / 
divorced 

parent
s left / 
died 

Gandaki 

1 0 108 3 0 0 0 0 
2 6 86 7 0 0 0 2 
3 1 69 13 0 0 0 1 
4 1 75 13 0 1 1 29 
5 1 107 10 0 0 1 1 
6 2 105 6 1 0 0 2 
7 1 62 14 0 0 0 1 
8 2 113 18 0 0 2 16 

TOTAL 8 14 617 81 1 1 4 52 

Ajirkot 

1 1 23 7 0 0 1 37 
2 4 47 8 0 0 3 10 
3 11 102 22 0 1 4 48 
4 1 189 8 0 0 0 1 
5 14 157 17 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 5 30 495 55 0 1 7 59 

Dharche 

1 1 40 2 0 0 1 0 
2 23 123 28 0 0 0 0 
3 4 121 10 0 1 4 0 
4 6 81 21 0 1 0 6 
5 2 129 24 1 0 1 0 
6 2 47 7 0 0 0 1 
7 4 88 21 0 0 2 0 

TOTAL 7 41 589 111 1 2 7 7 

Tsumnubri 

1 29 23 5 0 0 0 2 
2 17 39 4 0 0 1 0 
3 23 91 8 0 0 2 6 
4 11 29 5 0 0 0 0 
5 14 40 4 0 0 0 1 
6 14 29 12 1 1 0 0 
7 16 50 7 2 0 0 0 

TOTAL 7 95 278 40 3 1 3 7 
Grand 
Total 27 180 1979 287 5 5 21 125 

Table	16:	Types	of	single	women	
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5. Number of ultra-poor / food insecure  
 

As explained above, for operational purposes, food insecurity / extreme poverty was defined in this study 
as a HH that has not got sufficient food for more than 3 months a year by regular farm and off farm income 
including regular employment. This indicator was self-reported, and may therefore not be entirely 
accurate, but will be validated through focus group discussions at ward level. 
Overall, 11.6% of all individuals living in the project area were identified as living in an ultra-poor household; 
However, this percentage varied from 0.7% in Ward 2 of Dharche (Keraunja) to a maximum of 27 % in Ward 
6 of TsumNubri (Chumchet).  
Below is a table showing numbers or households that were identified as food insecure and number of 
individuals living in these households, by Gaunpalika and Ward. 
 

Gaupalika Ward Ward HH Ward 
Population 

Ultra-poor HH ultra poor 
individuals 

% ultra poor 
(individual) 

Gandaki 1 637 3581 144 873 24.4% 
2 862 4779 93 553 11.6% 
3 591 3351 113 654 19.5% 
4 625 3397 62 351 10.3% 
5 819 4730 56 346 7.3% 
6 794 4738 28 177 3.7% 
7 637 3305 52 287 8.7% 
8 798 4264 29 165 3.9% 

TOTAL   5,763 32,145 577 3,407 10.6% 
 

      
Ajirkot 1 411 1,418 34 117 8.2% 

2 602 2,510 55 227 9.0% 
3 1,154 5,055 114 497 9.8% 
4 850 4,046 47 223 5.5% 
5 1,137 4,480 120 470 10.5% 

TOTAL   4,154 17,509 370 1,534 8.8%  
      

Dharche 1 210 605 2 6 1.0% 
2 824 2,414 6 18 0.7% 
3 614 2,597 53 223 8.6% 
4 615 2,503 60 243 9.7% 
5 724 3,425 21 99 2.9% 
6 521 1,683 13 42 2.5% 
7 610 2,611 42 178 6.8% 

TOTAL   4,118 15,838 197 808 5.1%  
      

Tsum Nubri 1 225 737 60 131 17.7% 
2 334 841 38 65 7.7% 
3 722 2,553 165 528 20.7% 
4 210 687 48 77 11.2% 
5 248 835 46 89 10.6% 
6 270 1,007 96 272 27.0% 
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7 265 1,196 62 190 15.9% 
TOTAL   2,274 7,856 515 1,351 17.2% 
overall   16,309 73,347 1,659 7,100 10.4% 

Table	17:	ultra-poor	and	food	insecure	
 
The table above highlights that the poorest households tend to be concentrated in specific areas. Tsum 
Nubri has the highest percentage of ultra-poor households, with the highest concentration in the remotest 
areas. In Gandaki RM there is a high number of very poor families in wards 1 and 3 (formerly Makaising and 
Fujel), mostly belonging to the very disadvantaged Chhepang, Dalit and Bhagwa groups.  
 
There is a possibility that we identified a higher number of ultra-poor in Gandaki because of the census 
type survey: We cannot be entirely confident that the method of targeting potential beneficiary households 
in Ajirkot and Dharche, (where initial ward level discussions were held to identify possible vulnerable 
households) would not have left out some households that were too removed from public life in the 
community or whom people simply forgot to mention. 
However, the fact that in TsumNubri the highest proportion of ultra-poor households was identified, 
suggests that the method is not the main factor in the difference, but that there is genuine variation.  
 
Further, per capita income less than Rs. 20,000 is considered for ultra-poor. Controlling it into the 3 months 
food insecure households, the number of ultra-poor households reduced to 759 (1.03% of total 
households). The highest percentage of ultra poor household (3.16%) was observed in Tsumnubri.  
 

Gaupalika Ward Ward 
HH 

Ward 
Populatio
n 

Food 
sufficiency 
< 3m & per 
capita 
income 
<20,000 
HH 

ultra-poor 
individuals 

% ultra-
poor 
(individual
) 

% ultra-poor 
(households) 

Gandaki 1 637 3581 30 170 5% 0.84% 

2 862 4779 50 281 6% 1.05% 

3 591 3351 30 134 4% 0.90% 

4 625 3397 28 144 4% 0.82% 

5 819 4730 14 63 1% 0.30% 

6 794 4738 10 37 1% 0.21% 

7 637 3305 21 99 3% 0.64% 

8 798 4264 14 68 2% 0.33% 

TOTAL 5,763 32,145 197 996 3% 0.61% 
Ajirkot 1 411 1,418 22 93 7% 1.55% 

2 602 2,510 33 133 5% 1.31% 

3 1,154 5,055 70 262 5% 1.38% 

4 850 4,046 32 118 3% 0.79% 

5 1,137 4,480 61 240 5% 1.36% 

TOTAL 4,154 17,509 218 846 5% 1.25% 
Dharche 1 210 605 0 0 0% 0.00% 

2 824 2,414 0 0 0% 0.00% 
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3 614 2,597 30 90 3% 1.16% 

4 615 2,503 28 99 4% 1.12% 

5 724 3,425 13 58 2% 0.38% 

6 521 1,683 5 18 1% 0.30% 

7 610 2,611 20 96 4% 0.77% 

TOTAL 4,118 15,838 96 361 2% 0.61% 
Tsum 
Nubri 

1 225 737 27 64 9% 3.66% 

2 334 841 9 19 2% 1.07% 

3 722 2,553 86 311 12% 3.37% 

4 210 687 17 26 4% 2.47% 

5 248 835 20 48 6% 2.40% 

6 270 1,007 58 194 19% 5.76% 

7 265 1,196 31 121 10% 2.59% 

TOTAL 2,274 7,856 248 783 10% 3.16% 
Overall TOTAL 16,309 73,347 759 2,986 4% 1.03% 
Table	18:	Per	capita	income	<20	thousands	in	the	3	months	food	insecure	households 
 

Reconstruction 
A significant number of households has not yet completed reconstructing their houses. The overall figures 
are about 27.8% in Gandaki, 10.4% in Dharche, 9.2% in Ajirkot, and 24.7% in Tsumnubri. Of these, 4.5% in 
Gandaki, 0.9% in Dharche, 7.4% in Ajirkot, and 15.4% in Tsumnubri have not been able to start the 
construction process yet. 

 
Palika 

Was your house destroyed / damaged during earthquake? 
No Yes-Partially and 

could repair 
Yes-Partially and 

head to pull down 
and re-build 

Yes-Completely 
destroyed 

 N N % N N % N N % N N % 
Gandaki 581 10.1% 1925 33.4% 1650 28.6% 1607 27.9% 
Ajirkot 5 0.2% 15 0.7% 199 9.6% 1851 89.4% 
Dharche 57 2.9% 167 8.4% 46 2.3% 1714 86.4% 
Tsumnubri 163 14.3% 517 45.3% 63 5.5% 398 34.9% 
Table	19:	Household	damaged	due	to	earthquake	
 

  
Palika 

If yes did you complete reconstruction? Incomplete reconstruction 
Yes No Ongoing Completed Incomplete 

N  N % N N % N N % N N % N N % 
Gandaki 3743 72.2% 837 16.2% 602 11.6% 3743 72.2% 1439 27.8% 
Ajirkot 1851 89.6% 116 5.6% 98 4.7% 1851 89.6% 214 10.4% 
Dharche 1749 90.8% 160 8.3% 18 0.9% 1749 90.8% 178 9.2% 
Tsumnubri 736 75.3% 196 20.0% 46 4.7% 736 75.3% 242 24.7% 
Table	20:	Status	of	reconstruction	
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1.2. Survey findings triangulated with Gaunpalika / Ward level information 
 
The table below compares the prevalence (in %) of the five types of vulnerability found in our survey 
compared to the figures provided by local Ward chairs and other informants from local government:  
 

  
Number of HH 

Gandaki Ajirkot Dharche Tsumnubri Total 
5,763 4,154 4,118 2,274 16,309 

Population 32,145 17,509 15,838 7,856 73,347 

IDPs survey % 0.53 1.93 5.18 1.0 2.70 

IDPs Secondary data % 0 N/A 4.99 - 2.50 

PWDs survey% 0.99 2.23 3.46 3.9 3.20 

PWDs Secondary data % 0.58 0.12 0.93 6.0 2.35 

SW survey % 2.76 4.18 5.14 6.2 5.17 

SW Secondary data % 1.53 0.51 2.13 8.5 3.71 

elderly survey % 8.53 11.34 12.12 10.3 11.25 

elderly Secondary data % 4.94 1.77 7.15 12.1 7.01 

U/Poor survey % 10.66 8.68 5.13 23.0 12.27 

U/Poor Secondary data % 0.67 N/A N/A 8.1 8.10 

total vulnerable survey % 15.0 16.6 17.6 19.7 18.4 
total vulnerable Secondary 
data % 7.72 2.4 15.2 NK 8.8 

Table	21:	secondary	data	on	vulnerability	
 
 
As can be seen from the table, there is significant discrepancy between the figures, even for those 
Gaunpalikas where the survey population was based on information from local governments and focus 
groups.  
Some of this, but by no means all, can be explained by the fact that government figures would usually not 
double count – i.e. individuals with multiple vulnerabilities would only be counted once; 
However, when we account for this and compare only the total number of vulnerable individuals, the effect 
remains. 
 
Assuming that the survey data are more accurate than the information provided by local authorities, we 
have to conclude that actual prevalence of vulnerabilities was significantly underestimated by local 
governments. 
This has important effects on local planning and budgeting of activities. 
To achieve the programme aim of Leaving No One Behind, these more accurate data are essential. 

1.3. Survey findings triangulated with information from FGDs and KIIs 
 
The finding of the survey, that the number of individuals affected by any type of vulnerability is significantly 
underestimated by the official government figures was also confirmed by the focus groups discussions of 
individual groups: 
For example, single women and people living with disabilities remarked that the cards and social allowances 
provided by the government do not include all eligible individuals who would benefit from them. – Many 
also mentioned that the criteria are set too narrowly. 
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Persons living with disability, elderly people and women all remarked that because of their particular 
vulnerability and challenges they found it difficult to access government services, even when entitled. 

2. Multiple vulnerabilities 
 
A significant number of individuals (approx. 27 % of the total number identified - over 3,200) fall into more 
than one vulnerable group.  
2 individuals (one each in Dharche and TsumNubri) were identified who were affected by every one of the 
five types of vulnerability (i.e. ultra-poor elderly single women living with disability and internally 
displaced.) 
56 were affected by 4 types of vulnerability and 495 by 3 types.  
 

Gaunpalika 
Cross Vulnerability 

0 VG HH 1 VG Ind Any 2 VG Any 3 VG Any 4 VG All 5 VG 
Gandaki 2,918 4,028 705 67 - - 
Ajirkot 83 2,072 725 109 8 - 
Dharche 28 1,828 755 185 14 1 
Tsumnubri 27 894 486 134 34 1 

 Total  3,056 8,822 2,670 495 56 2 
Table	22:	Cross	vulnerabilities	
 
The detailed numbers of cross-vulnerability have been collated in the table below, disaggregated by 
Gaunpalika: 
	

Vulnerability cross sectionality by Palikas 
Vulnerable Group   Gandaki Ajirkot Dharche Tsumnubri Total 
No VG Household 0 2918 83 28 27 3056 
U/P         1 1,511 377 111 274 2,273 
IDP         1 0 54 260 3 317 
S/W         1 346 221 199 136 902 
Eld         1 2036 1286 1068 379 4769 
PwD         1 135 134 190 102 561 
U/P IDP       2 0 16 8 36 59 
U/P S/W       2 43 66 33 95 237 
U/P Eld       2 113 91 40 129 373 
U/P PwD       2 18 42 19 61 140 
IDP S/W       2 0 4 27 0 31 
IDP Eld       2 0 17 55 2 74 
IDP PwD       2 0 2 15 2 19 
S/W Eld       2 418 345 349 101 1213 
S/W PwD       2 16 18 23 11 68 
Eld PwD       2 97 124 186 49 456 
U/P IDP S/W     3 0 1 1 1 3 
U/P IDP Eld     3 0 3 1 2 6 
U/P IDP PwD     3 0 2 0 1 3 
U/P S/W Eld     3 40 40 42 81 203 
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U/P S/W PwD     3 3 3 4 15 25 
U/P Eld PwD     3 7 22 18 22 69 
IDP S/W Eld     3 0 2 41 1 44 
IDP S/W PwD     3 0 0 3 0 3 
IDP Eld PwD     3 0 3 8 0 11 
S/W Eld PwD     3 17 33 67 11 128 
U/P IDP S/W Eld   4 0 0 2 2 4 
U/P IDP Eld PwD   4 0 1 0 0 1 
U/P S/W Eld PwD   4 0 7 8 32 47 
IDP S/W Eld PwD   4 0 0 4 0 4 
U/P IDP S/W Eld PwD 5 0 0 1 1 2 
Total interviews   6,560 2,659 2,542 1,337 13,098 
Total vulnerable individuals   4,800 2,913 2,783 1,549 12,045 
Table	23:	details	of	cross	vulnerability	
 
When analyzing the co-vulnerabilities, it becomes apparent that some types of vulnerability pre-dispose to 
falling into an additional type: 53 % of single women are affected by an additional vulnerability. – 42% are 
also elderly and 8% are also ultra-poor; 14% of single women are affected by 2 additional vulnerabilities – 
mainly being both elderly and ultra-poor; 
PwDs are similarly at risk: 44% are also affected by an additional vulnerability, mostly being also elderly 
(30%) or being ultra-poor (9%). 
29% of elderly are also affected by another vulnerability, mainly through also being single women (16%), 
or ultra-poor / living with disability (5% and 6% respectively). 
16% of People living with Disability and 14% of single women are affected by two other types of 
vulnerability – mainly because they are often also elderly and extreme poor. 
 

Total U/P  7,100   UP + 1   809  11% UP+2 309 4% 
Total IDP  1,155   IDP +1   183  16% IDP +2 70 6% 

Total S/W  2,914   SW + 1  
 

1,549  53% SW + 2 406 14% 

Total Eld  7,404   Eld +1  
 

2,116  29% Eld +2 461 6% 
Total PwD  1,537   PwD +1   683  44% PwD +2 239 16% 

Table	24:	risk	of	additional	vulnerability	
 
These numbers clearly demonstrate that any individual affected by one type of vulnerability is also at 
increased risk of falling into another category. – The largest overlap is seen between single women / elderly 
/ PwD and being poor. 
There are a number of possible causes for this, which are partially discussed in the qualitative data section. 
Some possible causes include: 
 

a.) Poverty increases the risk of disabilities through lack of access to knowledge and services, and 
possibly also the risk for women to remain single or become abandoned or widowed 

b.) IDPs, Elderly, single women and persons living with disability are all at higher risk of poverty 
c.) Women living with disability are more likely to remain single or be later abandoned by their spouse 
d.) Elderly persons are also often living with disability related to accidents or chronic diseases, and are 

more at risk of extreme poverty.  
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3. Objective 2: Understand knowledge and attitudes of vulnerable people and 
their livelihood strategies and coping mechanisms 

3.1. Survey Findings – by Vulnerable Group 
 

3.1.1. IDPs 
Few internally displaced respondents were aware of human rights. Social discrimination was not an issue 
in the sample interviewed, as they were all part of collectively displaced communities. 
Many had taken out loans, but generally not to cope with food insecurity. 
 

Gaupalika Ward IDPs Taken loan (% HH) Loan to cope with food insecurity 
(% HH) 

Ajirkot 1 17 41% 6% 
4 1 100% 100% 
5 38 53% 3% 

TOTAL   56 65%   
Dharche 2 206 27% 0% 

3 4 25% 0% 
4 13 0% 0% 
6 1 100% 0% 
7 18 33% 0% 

TOTAL   242 37%   
Tsumnubri 1 1 0% 0% 

3 20 50% 20% 
4 1 100% 0% 

TOTAL   22 75%   
Table	25:	IDPs	and	loans	
 

3.1.2. Ultra-Poor 
By definition, the ultra-poor in this survey were households who do not have food security for more than 
3 months from both on and off farm income. 
When asked how they manage to fill the gap of food security, most people declared that they bought food 
in, often in exchange for labour or by borrowing and begging; a significant number also went hungry. 

 
 

Palika 

How do you ensure food availability for the whole year (Ultrapoor HH) 
Buy 
from 
local 
market 

Exchange 
labour 
with food 

Borrow 
from 
others 

Begging Depend 
upon  
Wild 
food 

Reduce 
quantity 
of food 

Sale 
productive 
assets 
(land/ 
livestock) 

Skip 
meal 

Gandaki 97% 23% 29% 4% 1% 2% 2% 2% 
Ajirkot 83% 61% 61% 27% 2% 8% 5% 4% 
Dharche 65% 27% 28% 18% 3% 6% 1% 2% 
Tsumnubri 53% 56% 47% 12% 24% 47% 3% 19% 

Total 76% 42% 42% 13% 8% 18% 3% 8% 
Table	26:	ultra-poor	and	coping	strategies	
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During the survey, enumerators were also asked to rate the condition of the living area / kitchen / toilet 
and the condition of the respondent or index person.  
As can be seen in the table below, around 67% of houses were rated as good to satisfactory, while 26% 
were in poor condition and 5.6% extremely poor; The individual interviewed was rated as in bad general 
condition in 29%, and extremely bad in 2.6%. 
 

Palika 
Condition of house / kitchen / toilet 

Condition of vulnerable person 
(nutrition/clothes) 

Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor Extremely 
poor 

Good Satisfactory Bad Extremely 
bad 

Gandaki 38 85 414 37 3 74 466 37 0 
Ajirkot 12 62 205 78 13 30 225 111 4 
Dharche 21 11 74 69 22 5 90 96 6 
Tsumnubri 7 30 168 255 55 28 208 245 34 

Total 78 188 861 439 93 137 989 489 44 
Table	27:	conditions	of	ultra-poor	
 
Overall, 24% of ultra-poor households do not have a toilet – ranging from 6% in Gandaki to 57% in 
TsumNubri. A very small number (2%) are aware of their societal rights and human rights. 
 
Access to housing grant and reconstruction 
Of the households identified as ultra-poor, 1,488 (90%) of houses were destroyed in the earthquake, and 
of those 71% had been able to re-build (compared to 80% overall of surveyed households), 29% were yet 
to complete construction. 25% of ultra-poor households have not received the first tranche of the 
government housing grant. 
 
Most people who had not constructed a house yet had not done so because they were not on the NRA list; 
lack of access to additional cash and to construction materials were also important reasons, and in Ajirkot 
and TsumNubri a lack of building land. 
 

Palikas 

Not listed 
in list in 

NRA 

No top up 
amount 

No access to 
construction 

material 

No 
technical 
expertise 

No land to 
rebuild 

Shortage of 
Construction 

workers 

Gandaki 74 14 8 1 0 1 
Ajirkot 31 12 7 3 17 5 
Dharche 16 10 2 0 0 1 
Tsumnubri 87 39 16 7 24 7 
Total 208 75 33 11 41 14 

Table	28:	ultra-poor	and	access	to	NRA	grant	
 
 
The main reasons for not receiving government grants were being excluded from the list of beneficiaries 
and not having appropriate land to rebuild. – see table below: 
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Gandaki 

No of 
HH not 

receiving 
the 1st 

Tranche 

The reason for not getting the 1st Tranches  
No 

citizenship 
No 

land 
Not in 

list 
Noncompliance 

with building 
standard 

no 
engineer 
available 
to check 

Other (no money, NRA 
constructing house for 
us, not interested, etc.) 

98 1 2 91 7 1 4 
Ajirkot 45 6 13 33 2 2 5 
Dharche 89 0 2 28 2 0 60 
Tsumnubri 134 13 40 105 0 0 17 
Total 366 20 57 257 11 3 86 
Table	29:	ultra-poor	and	reasons	for	not	receiving	grant	
 
Due to difficulties with the identification of beneficiaries in the government poverty identity card, only a 
very small number (2%) of household heads said that they had received a poverty card. – This figure is yet 
to be verified. 
 
Only 17% of ultra-poor household representatives felt that they had to face discrimination in their 
community; of those, the majority (around 75%) felt that they were excluded from community events and 
from any decision-making processes and around 50% felt discriminated due to not having access to 
education. 
 
 

3.1.3. Single Women 
 
Out of 2,885 single women, 1,515 women (about 53%) receive social security allowance. Distribution of 
single women and number of women receiving social security allowance is given in the table below. 
 

Gaupalika Ward Nos of Single 
Women 

receiving social security 
allowance 

% receiving social 
security allowance 

Gandaki 1 111 80 72% 
2 101 59 58% 
3 84 62 74% 
4 120 64 53% 
5 120 89 74% 
6 116 85 73% 
7 78 53 68% 
8 151 91 60% 

TOTAL 8 881 503 57% 
Ajirkot 1 69 11 16% 

2 72 24 33% 
3 188 67 36% 
4 199 149 75% 
5 188 124 66% 

TOTAL 5 716 364 51% 
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Dharche 1 44 28 64% 
2 174 89 51% 
3 140 97 69% 
4 115 67 58% 
5 157 104 66% 
6 57 32 56% 
7 115 74 64% 

TOTAL 7 802 463 58% 
Tsumnubri 1 59 13 22% 

2 61 22 36% 
3 130 64 49% 
4 45 21 47% 
5 59 28 47% 
6 57 21 37% 
7 75 29 39% 

TOTAL 7 486 185 38% 
Grand 
Total 27 2885 1515 53% 

Table	30:	single	women	and	receiving	allowance 
 
16% of single women interviewed stated that they had not yet received the first tranche of the government 
grant.  The main reasons cited were not being included in the NRA list, and others.  
 
Only 7% of single women said that they faced discrimination in the community – of these, the commonest 
types of discrimination cited were being excluded from social events (75%) and from decision making 
processes (70%); not having ownership of any property was also cited frequently (39%). 
 
138 single women respondents (4.8%) stated that they had faced violence – with mental violence being the 
most frequent (66%), followed by sexual (44%) and physical violence (37%). By far the commonest 
perpetrators were relatives (76%) and neighbours (70%). 
 

3.1.4. Elderly 
 
Almost 50% of the elderly respondents interviewed did not have an elderly citizen card. This may be to an 
extent because some were between 60 and 70 years and not eligible. 
However, the commonest reason cited for not having a card was lack of knowledge about it (66%). 
Of those who do have a card and receive the social security allowance, most spent this on household 
expenses (83%), food (71%) and medicines (65%). Only a minority (22%) hand the allowance over to their 
children. 
 
Only 4% of elderly persons felt that they faced social discrimination – mostly regarding being excluded from 
public events and from decision making processes. 
 
14% of elderly respondents had not received the first tranche of the NRA housing grant; the majority (61%) 
stated this was because they were not included in the list. 
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Gaupalik
a 

W
d 

Elderly 
Populati

on  

Elderl
y 

havin
g 

card 

% 
Elderl

y 
havin

g 
card 

Elderly 
populati

on 
receiving 

social 
security 
allowanc

e 

% 
receivin
g social 
security 
allowan

ce 

Number of 
elderly 
facing 

discriminati
on 

% 
discriminati

on 

awar
e of 
right

s 

% 
awar
e of 
right

s 

Gandaki 1 325 178 55% 178 55% 0 0% 2 1% 
  2 423 260 61% 258 61% 5 1% 0 0% 
  3 313 169 54% 167 53% 1 0% 0 0% 
  4 304 133 44% 132 43% 2 1% 0 0% 
  5 356 249 70% 243 68% 4 1% 2 1% 
  6 313 171 55% 163 52% 4 1% 8 3% 
  7 308 206 67% 203 66% 1 0% 0 0% 
  8 377 226 60% 224 59% 6 2% 4 1% 

TOTAL 8 2719 1592 58% 1568 57% 23 1% 16 0.6% 
Ajirkot 1 230 96 42% 96 42% 5 2% 0 0% 
  2 243 145 60% 144 59% 7 3% 13 5% 
  3 528 278 53% 267 51% 29 5% 49 9% 
  4 494 274 55% 271 55% 38 8% 2 0% 
  5 381 223 59% 219 57% 21 6% 6 2% 
TOTAL 5 1876 1016 54% 997 53% 100 5% 70 3% 
Dharche 1 71 20 28% 20 28% 0 0% 0 0% 

  2 364 164 45% 164 45% 0 0% 0 0% 
  3 252 98 39% 97 38% 23 9% 0 0% 
  4 307 136 44% 133 43% 5 2% 2 1% 
  5 368 157 43% 157 43% 25 7% 0 0% 
  6 217 112 52% 111 51% 2 1% 0 0% 
  7 304 132 43% 132 43% 1 0% 0 0% 

TOTAL 7 1883 819 42% 814 42% 56 3% 2 0% 
Tsumnub

ri 1 
74 30 41% 29 39% 19 26% 0 0% 

  2 119 45 38% 44 37% 14 12% 0 0% 
  3 218 74 34% 71 33% 34 16% 20 9% 
  4 76 31 41% 29 38% 9 12% 0 0% 
  5 72 36 50% 35 49% 7 10% 1 1% 
  6 108 50 46% 50 46% 14 13% 1 1% 
  7 144 58 40% 56 39% 17 12% 0 0% 

TOTAL 7 811 324 41% 314 40% 114 14% 22 2% 
Grand 
Total 27 7289 3751 51% 3693 51% 293 4% 110 2% 

Table	31:	Elderly	and	access	to	services	
 

3.1.5. People Living with Disabilities 
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Only 2.7% of respondents living with a disability said they were aware of the rights of persons with 
disability; only 14.9% had access to a disabled friendly toilet, and 35% said they were facing difficulties in 
life due to their disability. 
 

Gaupalika Ward PwDs  disabled friendly 
toilet 

 facing difficulties due to 
disability 

aware of rights 

Gandaki 1 26 7 2 0 
2 42 2 18 0 
3 43 7 12 0 
4 20 2 4 0 
5 42 1 11 2 
6 45 4 10 0 
7 21 1 4 1 
8 51 1 17 0 

TOTAL   290 25 78 3       
Ajirkot 1 35 1 14 0 

2 59 22 28 8 
3 96 11 41 23 
4 73 27 32 0 
5 118 30 33 1 

TOTAL   381 91 148 32       
Dharche 1 45 0 0 0 

2 70 0 4 0 
3 82 68 30 1 
4 85 3 17 2 
5 106 33 35 0 
6 65 1 9 0 
7 89 2 28 0 

TOTAL   542 107 123 3  
     

Tsumnubri 1 33 0 23 0 
2 33 0 23 0 
3 92 1 59 2 
4 37 0 23 0 
5 20 0 13 0 
6 35 1 21 0 
7 56 1 29 1 

TOTAL   306 3 191 3 
overall   1,519 226 540 41 
overall %    14.9% 35.5% 2.7% 

Table	32:	PwDs	barriers	
 
The main reasons for not having a disabled friendly toilet (apart from those who didn’t need it for their 
particular type of disability) were financial barriers and lack of knowledge and skills to build one. 
 
540 (35%) of the respondents living with disability said that they faced additional difficulties in life due to 
their disability; the commonest issues identified were financial hardship, social discrimination, poor health 
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and difficulty in accessing services; missing out on the chance to get married and not being included in 
social events were also cited frequently. 
 
The majority of people living with disability found access to services either difficult or very difficult – or 
never used the services anyway: 
 
Palika Access school / education 

Very difficult Little difficult 
I never go to 

school No difficult 
not 

applicable 
Gandaki 
Ajirkot 
Dharche 

24 8.3% 29 10.0% 116 40.0% 11 3.8% 110 37.9% 
36 9.4% 42 11.0% 191 50.1% 15 3.9% 97 25.5% 
39 7.2% 40 7.4% 79 14.6% 6 1.1% 378 69.7% 

Tsum Nubri 
  

28 9.2% 29 9.5% 156 51.0% 8 2.6% 85 27.8% 
 
 

Receive health care     

  
Gandaki 
Ajirkot 

Very difficult Little difficult 
I never go to 

health services Not difficult     
116 40.0% 87 30.0% 40 13.8% 47 16.2%     
150 39.4% 114 29.9% 47 12.3% 70 18.4%     

Dharche 181 33.4% 202 37.3% 115 21.2% 44 8.1%     
Tsum Nubri 108 35.3% 90 29.4% 81 26.5% 27 8.8%     

  

 
 

Receive allowances     

  
Gandaki 
Ajirkot 

Very difficult Little difficult 
I never go for 

those services Not difficult     
72 24.8% 50 17.2% 132 45.5% 36 12.4%    
97 25.5% 72 18.9% 152 39.9% 60 15.7%    

Dharche 91 16.8% 67 12.4% 336 62.0% 48 8.9%    
Tsum Nubri 54 17.6% 45 14.7% 192 62.7% 15 4.9%    
Table	33:	PwDs	access	to	services	
 
 



	 49	

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	
	
	
Figure	6	disabled	boy	

supported	to	attend	school 
 

Access to housing grants and rebuilding: 
16% of households including at least one Person Living with Disability had not yet received the first 
tranche of the housing grant. 
The commonest single reason cited was not being included in the NRA list – meaning that facilitation of 
this process may be an effective strategy to include the most vulnerable. 
 
 
 
Palika 

Reasons for not getting first tranche  

No 
citizenship No land Not in list 

Noncompliance 
with building 

standard 

no engineer 
available to 

check Others 
Gandaki 0 0.0% 3 3.0% 36 35.6% 21 20.8% 5 5.0% 39 38.6% 
Ajirkot 3 4.1% 6 8.2% 12 16.4% 10 13.7% 12 16.4% 40 54.8% 
Dharche 0 0.0% 2 1.2% 42 25.9% 8 4.9% 2 1.2% 113 69.8% 
Tsum 
Nubri 7 5.8% 14 11.6% 71 58.7% 16 13.2% 10 8.3% 21 17.4% 

Total 10 2% 25 6% 161 34% 55 13% 29 8% 213 45% 
Table	34:	PwDs	reasons	for	not	receiving	grant	
 

3.2. Qualitative Information  
In Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions, community members and vulnerable groups 
were asked about the current situation of vulnerable people and their current coping strategies and 
support received. This information was collected both from community members who are not themselves 
part of the target groups, as well as vulnerable people themselves. 
 
Information from Key Informants and Focus Groups comprised of community representatives: 
The information below has been collected from 54 KIIs and 3 focus group discussions (one in each 
Gaunpalika, except for TsumNubri, where the requisite number of local government representatives could 
not be assembled). Informants were Ward Chairs and vice chairs, Ward members, teachers, Health 
assistants, women’s group chairs and NGO staff / Social Workers. 
 

Yam Bahadur Before Yam Bahadur Now 
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Initially, focus groups and KIs were asked “who are the most vulnerable people in this community?” 
Responses included: 
Chepangs, Dalits (Gandaki RM) 
Ultra Poor, Elderly People, Single Women 
Interestingly, PWDs were not always mentioned spontaneously by the KIs / Focus groups 
 
For each group of vulnerability, informants were asked the following questions regarding resilience and 
coping strategies: 

1. What are the problems and barriers faced by the vulnerable people? 
2. How are they managing their livelihood? 
3. What is the local authority / community doing for them? 

 
Problems and Barriers faced by vulnerable groups - general: 

Vulnerability Problems / barriers faced 
IDPs They had to leave their own houses behind and have difficulty rebuilding as the 

government grant is not sufficient; their fertile land is now far from their new homes; 
some have difficulty accessing basic needs such as electricity, drinking water, education 
and healthcare; 

PWDs Cannot visit Ward Office themselves and have to send family members to collect 
allowance. – these sometimes misuse the allowance. 
These problems get worse if they are economically poor. Most PWDs have no 
economically viable skills;  
They often cannot participate in community meetings and have no voice; they have no 
access in appropriate skill development training; 
There is a lack of disabled friendly physical structures and education system, many 
persons with disability are illiterate; some persons with mental disabilities have been 
living in one room without ever getting out for years;  
People Living with Multiple Disabilities face complex problems; 
Some PWDs are regarded as a burden by their family, they are neglected by family and 
society and are teased / harassed by young people; they are therefore at risk of 
depression and mental illness; 

Single 
women 

Single women are often not free to walk the long distances to ward office, health 
facility etc therefore cannot access services 
Due to child caring responsibilities, they often cannot take part in skills generating 
trainings or in any additional income generating activities (such as cash crops), or are 
not even informed / invited. Therefore, they have no independent income and face 
financial problems; they are still using traditional methods on their farms, working very 
hard for little yield; 
Their situation is worse when they live on their own; they are excluded from society 
and do not take part in public events or social meetings; 
Only widowed single women get any kind of support from the government; previous 
programs have not targeted them effectively; 
Single women are prone to anxiety and depression partly due to worry about their 
children’s future and due to loneliness; 
They face discrimination: there are still negative myths regarding single women; less 
wage for same work, exclusion from public life, sexual harassment, mental harassment;  
Many single women have not been able to rebuild their houses yet as they have no 
other family members who can support them;  



	 51	

In regards to earthquake recovery and construction of resilient homes, Focus Groups discussions felt that 
a significant number of vulnerable individuals / households had not been able to reconstruct their homes 
yet;  
 
Reasons cited were: 
Poor economic condition (unable to raise additional funds needed beyond the government grant to 
construct a small house; the general estimate suggests that at least 8 lakhs / 8,000 USD are needed, while 
the government grant is only 3 lakhs / 3,000 USD.) 
Lack of manpower – the poorest households usually have no able-bodied members who could actively lead 
on the reconstruction work 
Many vulnerable households have not got sufficient or suitable land to rebuild 

Among vulnerable groups, lack of confidence is 
another cause for not proceeding with 

reconstruction 
 
 
Strategies to manage their lives: 

Elderly Many elderly struggle to access the ward offices (to collect allowance) or health facility, 
due to distances involved; in many families, the younger family members have left the 
village and elderly people are left behind on their own; as they are physically weak, 
they struggle with daily activities (such as collecting firewood, cooking etc); if they are 
economically poor, they struggle to manage food, care, health and medicines etc; even 
clean, warm clothes 
They have no capacity to generate income so are economically weak; families often 
don’t care for them adequately;  

Ultra-poor Ultra-poor families have no secure regular income and therefore face difficulties 
securing sufficient food, clothing and schooling for children etc. Often, they are also 
from Dalit caste and the community discriminates against them; They are usually 
landless or have very little land, so cannot supplement their income through 
agricultural activities.  Their main income is from daily wages, so any loss of working 
capacity even short illness causes loss of income; as they have no voice, their wages are 
often too low or even not paid; Many have no education; There is no legal 
identification for them, so they have no specific support from the government. 
Government programs do not target them effectively; most have not been able to take 
part in any skills training; 
Child marriage, lack of nutritious food for children and lack of hygiene and sanitation 
were also mentioned; they cannot get loans and are often unaware and therefore 
excluded from government services; they struggle for their children to get a good 
education and are at risk of the poverty cycle repeating in the next generation;  
Society still discriminates against them, though less than in the past;  
Some Key Informants also mentioned that the ultra-poor often have no habits for 
savings when they earn, and therefore live in constant uncertainty. 

Table	35:	qualitative	information	on	barriers	/	problems	

Vulnerability Strategies 
IDPs They are cultivating the previously barren land; engage in traditional agricultural 

systems and generate income through daily wages; 
PWDs Severely disabled people depend fully on their families; partially disabled people 

engage in agriculture and daily wage labour; They are involved in household activities; 
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Support from government and community 
 

 
FGDs for each group of vulnerable persons 
 
In addition to the problems and barriers mentioned by other focus group discussions above, the groups 

comprised of members belonging to each group of 
vulnerable people mentioned some notable 

points: 
 
IDPs:  
IDPs in Keraunja (Dharche) are still under constant fear of landslides and rock falls; all major infrastructures 
were damaged during the earthquakes and not all are rebuilt yet; as their home was declared as unsuitable 

Single 
women 

Some single women whose husband died get Single Women Allowance, which helps 
them to survive. Some single women are getting pension after death of their husband 
as Indian and British Army.  
They are involved in agricultural activities and care for children and household; some 
are able to sell cereal produce and buy other foods from the proceeds; 
Some are earning money through daily wage labour 
In Ajirkot, most single women were said to be involved in agriculture for daily food and 
many are dependent on illegal local alcohol production and sale. 

Elderly Social Security Allowance helps the elderly to manage their daily necessities but that is 
not sufficient.  
Many of them depend on their family members; Some of them get food sometimes by 
neighbours and relatives.  
Some of them produce agricultural goods; look after animals in the animal shelters; 
help care for grandchildren; 
In Dharche, some elderly people produce bamboo products like Doko (Basket), Bhakari, 
Mandro (Mat), Namlo etc. 

Ultra-poor They are involved in agriculture, labour in daily wages, whatever they earn is spent on 
household and children’s education 

Table	36:	qualitative	information	on	coping	strategies	

Vulnerability support 
IDPs No specific support was mentioned 
PWDs Government is providing social security allowance to those eligible (only categories 

“ka” and “Kha”; and creating an environment for them to access health and education 
Single 
women 

The government is providing social security allowance to some and giving priority to 
single women in skills training and income generation activities; in Ajirkot, the 
government is supporting some cooperatives and skills training and prioritizing single 
women in these;  

Elderly Government is providing social security allowance to those eligible; there are some 
programmes for senior citizens; in Ajirkot, appreciation programme for senior citizens is 
planned; they are also in the process of planning an old people’s home for those who 
do not have family; 

Ultra-poor In Gandaki, the government hasn’t been able to provide the “ultra poor cards”; there is 
no provision in place for ultra-poor 

Table	37:	Qualitative	information	on	support	
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for settlement, they had to leave their homes for a new site provided by the government; now they are far 
from their fertile land as well as from ward office, schools and health facility and there is no electricity; they 
are also disadvantaged for all economic activities due to high transport costs to the area; also, they have 
not got access to market management, so are never sure what price to expect for their produce;  
 
PWDs: 
In Dharche and TsumNubri, PWDs face problems accessing the disabled card that entitles them to 
allowance and support; 
They feel that they have little support from community and society, and are not sure if they can get help in 
any emergency; they have difficulty accessing basic healthcare and education for children with disabilities 
or even children of PWDs; they often cannot find a partner for marriage and struggle with single life;  
In TsumNubri a significant proportion of disabilities was thought to have arisen from accidents during work; 
PwDs cannot earn money and struggle with their livelihood, even procuring clothes and shoes. 
Deaf people struggle to communicate and face discrimination;  
PWDs in general feel that although community and government may be positive towards them in 
conversation, when it comes to decision making (such as involvement in office or selection for jobs) they 
are excluded and have to fight bias; 
In TsumNubri, very few PwDs have access to government cards and allowances; there is no accessible public 
infrastructure; they also felt discriminated against, as they find it difficult to contribute to public work 
programmes, but the community is not allowing them a reduced commitment; 
 
Single Women: 
Single women felt that they were struggling all day with managing just the food for their family; they have 
difficulty sending their children to school and feel excluded from society; 
Problems of single women were worse if they were also getting older and less able to work physically; or if 
their grown-up children leave the home, meaning they are on their own; many are living in food insecurity; 
They feel excluded from society and discriminated against (such as when they get paid less for their labour, 
or face sexual harassment) 
In Chekampar and Chumchet (TsumNubri), polygamy is still practiced in some traditional families; in these 
situations, the death of a husband can mean that the widow then lives with the other husband, but this 
sometimes means having to compromise on the care of her children. In TsumNubri single women also felt 
discriminated against, as they find it difficult to contribute to public work programmes, but the community 
is not allowing them a reduced commitment; they don’t feel that there is open discrimination, but feel that 
they cannot access their rights to property; 
 
 
Elderly: 
Elderly people reported that some do not even have any home to live in, as the reconstruction process 
hasn’t included them yet and they have no family with them; they reported problems accessing warm 
clothes and sufficient food; 
In TsumNubri many elderly stayed in the local Gumbas (monasteries), which provide a peaceful and safe 
environment; however, they are usually far removed from the village, meaning that it is difficult for them 
to stay in touch with family members; generally those who are receiving the government allowance subsist 
on this. Thy did not feel that there was open discrimination; they were generally respected and not forced 
to take part in public work contribution. 
 
Ultra-Poor: 
In Dharche, the poorest families reported that their situation was worse due to climate conditions in the 
last three years, as crops were destroyed by hail storms; in addition, wild animals (monkeys) destroy their 
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crops; they have difficulty accessing clean drinking water; and difficulty sending their children to school; on 
the other hand, they did not feel any discrimination; 
In TsumNubri, ultra-poor said they faced barriers due to lack of resources and skills; they often depend on 
farming leased land at very high rates of providing shares of crops to the owners, leading to losses; poor 
people who are also single often depend on the charity of the gumba / monastery or live in animal sheds 
nearby their family. Generally their housing is insufficient in space and quality; their children often have to 
work as domestic helpers in others’ homes; they also felt discriminated against, as they find it difficult to 
contribute to public work programmes, but the community is not allowing them any discount on days 
worked or cash contributed; they do not have access to loans; The programme of issuing ultra-poor identity 
cards was stopped because of falsification of the lists and inclusion of inappropriate names; 
 

4. Objective 3: Needs assessment to identify feasible tailor-made activities 
 
The following information has been gathered from the household survey, KII and FGDs: 
 
During the household survey, a number of suggestions for possible support were made to the 
interviewee, which included: 

1 vegetable production 

2 poultry production 

3 dairy production 

4 bee keeping 
5 off-farm activities (agriculture based small business) 
6 small scale business (shop, hotel etc) 

7 vocational training 
8 Other (free suggestions) 

 
Suggestions were then discussed in the focus group discussions and KIIs with local community or 
government representatives and representatives of the vulnerable groups. 
Below we have analysed the survey responses from the Internally Displaced Persons who were interviewed. 
(analysis of the responses from the other vulnerability groups is still pending) 
 
 
Internally Displaced Households: 
 

Gaupalika 

Household demand (% of total Palikas IDPs household) 
vegetabl
e 
producti
on 

poultry 
productio
n 

dairy 
productio
n 

bee 
keepin
g 

off-farm 
activities 
(agricultur
e based 
small 
business) 

small 
scale 
busines
s (shop, 
hotel 
etc) 

vocation
al 
training 

Othe
r 

Ajirkot 55% 46% 9% 41% 4% 45% 48% 4% 
Dharche 7% 72% 28% 29% 19% 41% 8% 7% 
Tsumnubr
i 32% 64% 0% 14% 9% 36% 32% 14% 
TOTAL 18% 67% 23% 30% 16% 42% 17% 7% 
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Table	38:	IDPs	demand	for	support	
 
In Ajirkot, IDPs are interested in vegetable production, poultry farming and bee keeping and vocational 
(skills based) training; 
In Dharche, and Tsumnubri, the demand was for poultry farming, support for small scale businesses and 
beekeeping. 
 
Ultra-poor households: 
There was wide variation between Gaunpalikas and wards about preferred ideas for livelihood support to 
ultra-poor households; this very likely reflects local circumstances and the communities’ experiences with 
different livelihood strategies. 
Overall, the largest number of ultra-poor informants expressed an interest in poultry production – this was 
followed by vegetable production and small-scale business support. 
 
Gaupalik
a 

Ward Ultra-
poor 
HH 

veget
able 
produ
ction 

poultry 
producti
on 

dairy 
producti
on 

bee 
keepi
ng 

off-farm 
activities 
(agricultu
re based 
small 
business) 

small 
scale 
busine
ss 
(shop, 
hotel 
etc) 

vocatio
nal 
training 

Gandaki 1 144 19% 27% 7% 10% 2% 19% 13% 
2 93 59% 53% 8% 8% 4% 8% 5% 
3 113 69% 36% 5% 13% 0% 12% 85% 
4 62 7% 16% 3% 3% 8% 55% 2% 
5 56 39% 46% 30% 30% 4% 11% 16% 
6 28 25% 75% 7% 32% 14% 18% 11% 
7 52 44% 48% 2% 4% 6% 12% 40% 
8 29 21% 52% 7% 0% 14% 45% 24% 

TOTAL   577 35% 44% 9% 13% 7% 22% 24% 
Ajirkot 1 34 21% 38%  

     
2 55 44% 71% 9% 20% 9% 42% 29% 
3 114 35% 61% 11% 48% 9% 18% 27% 
4 47 34% 72% 2% 53% 9% 21% 28% 
5 120 74% 56% 22% 48% 5% 32% 41% 

TOTAL   370 42% 60% 9% 41% 7% 27% 29% 
Dharche 1 2 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0% 

2 6 0% 67% 0% 17% 0% 17% 0% 
3 53 64% 79% 0% 15% 11% 49% 6% 
4 60 28% 65% 27% 28% 18% 23% 8% 
5 21 38% 76% 10% 10% 14% 52% 14% 
6 13 23% 77% 0% 0% 8% 15% 0% 
7 42 26% 64% 5% 5% 10% 21% 7% 

TOTAL   197 26% 68% 6% 11% 9% 33% 5% 
Tsumnu

bri 
1 60 25% 2% 5% 5% 18% 48% 20% 
2 38 16% 16% 3% 0% 13% 32% 0% 
3 165 40% 67% 7% 18% 10% 39% 24% 
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4 48 25% 23% 10% 10% 21% 31% 10% 
5 46 37% 33% 13% 9% 17% 28% 7% 
6 96 18% 40% 13% 7% 15% 54% 18% 
7 62 8% 19% 21% 8% 29% 44% 42% 

TOTAL   515 24% 28% 10% 8% 18% 40% 17% 
overall    1,659  32% 50% 8% 18% 10% 30% 19% 

Table	39:	ultra-poor	demand	for	support	
 
 
Single Women 
 
The biggest interest in single women overall was in support for poultry production, and to some extent 
vegetable production; in Dharche and TsumNubri there was also significant interest in small business 
development, reflecting the potential for tourism in these areas. 

Gaupalika Single 
Wome

n  

vegetable 
productio
n  

poultry 
productio
n 

dairy 
productio
n 

bee 
keepin
g 

off-farm 
activities 
(agricultu
re based 
small 
business) 

small 
scale 
busines
s 
(shop, 
hotel 
etc) 

vocation
al 
training 

Further 
educatio
n 

TOTAL Gandaki 881 15.1% 30.9% 10.7% 13.2% 3.9% 17.1% 10.2% 0.6% 
TOTAL Ajirkot 716 29.6% 45.0% 7.8% 34.9% 4.7% 20.4% 18.0% 0.4% 
TOTAL Dharche 802 32.7% 64.6% 21.6% 21.8% 12.3% 30.2% 4.7% 0.0% 
TOTAL 
TsumNubri 486 31.5% 36.0% 9.5% 10.1% 8.6% 39.5% 13.4% 0.6% 

Overall 2885 26.3% 44.6% 12.8% 20.5% 7.2% 25.3% 11.2% 0.4% 
Table	40:	single	women	demand	for	support	
 
 
Elderly 
 
Most elderly people did not have any strong demand for livelihood support, as they often felt that they 
didn’t have capacity to do much productive work. However, there was some interest in poultry farming and 
bee keeping, as well as vegetable production and small businesses in some areas. 
 

Gaupalika Elderl
y   

vegetabl
e 
producti
on  

poultry 
producti
on 

dairy 
producti
on 

bee 
keep 
ing 

off-farm 
activities 
(agricultu
re based 
small 
business) 

small 
scale 
busine
ss 
(shop, 
hotel 
etc) 

vocation
al 
training 

TOTAL Gandaki 
 

2,719  14.0% 21.5% 8.9% 
13.5

% 5.9% 8.4% 7.8% 
TOTAL Ajirkot  

1,876  27.6% 42.6% 6.8% 
37.7

% 4.5% 15.6% 14.7% 
TOTAL Dharche  

1,883  26.5% 62.0% 20.4% 
23.7

% 9.3% 18.9% 0.3% 
TOTAL 
TsumNubri  811  14.8% 23.2% 6.2% 4.4% 9.7% 33.4% 9.9% 



	 57	

Overall 
 

7,289  20.8% 37.6% 11.0% 
21.4

% 6.9% 15.7% 7.9% 
Table	41:	elderly	demand	for	support	
 
Persons Living With Disability 
 
Overall, persons living with disability expressed the least interest in livelihood activities, often citing their 
disability as a reason that they were unable to engage in any such activities;  
Of those who did express an interest, the majority (37.5%) said they would be interested in poultry 
farming, followed by vegetable production, bee keeping and small business support (th elater mostly in 
Dharche and TsumNubri) 
 

Gaupalika PwDs  vegetable 
production 

poultry 
production 

dairy 
production 

bee 
keeping 

off-farm 
activities 
(agriculture 
based 
small 
business) 

small 
scale 
business 
(shop, 
hotel 
etc) 

vocational 
training 

Gandaki 26 0 5 1 2 0 2 1 
42 6 8 2 5 2 2 2 
43 3 7 1 6 2 8 15 
20 0 3 2 1 0 3 1 
42 6 16 5 5 1 2 4 
45 4 14 1 6 3 2 5 
21 5 2 2 0 0 1 1 
51 4 13 2 0 3 9 4 

TOTAL 290 28 68 16 25 11 29 33          
Ajirkot 35 1 13 4 16 0 8 1 

59 22 33 7 17 3 16 9 
96 23 27 1 35 5 13 29 
73 7 21 5 21 2 8 9 

118 64 47 15 34 5 22 32 
TOTAL 381 117 141 32 123 15 67 80          

Dharche 45 0 31 24 21 3 13 1 
70 1 62 31 27 11 27 1 
82 42 36 6 14 10 32 8 
85 8 36 16 15 7 12 7 

106 32 42 10 4 16 19 6 
65 8 43 15 22 3 11 4 
89 18 32 7 5 2 8 2 

TOTAL 542 109 282 109 108 52 122 29          
Tsumnubri 33 1 0 1 0 1 7 3 

33 3 3 3 1 5 6 4 
92 26 38 1 9 6 25 13 
37 7 13 5 3 6 13 3 
20 7 7 5 3 2 2 1 
35 6 15 2 1 3 14 4 
56 6 2 5 2 12 21 15 
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TOTAL 306 56 78 22 19 35 88 43 
overall 1,519 310 569 179 275 113 306 185 
overall %  20.4% 37.5% 11.8% 18.1% 7.4% 20.1% 12.2% 
Table	42:	PwD	demand	for	support	
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4.1. Qualitative Data - Themes by Type of vulnerability: 
The following is a list of suggestions and ideas that were communicated in interviews and focus group 
discussions: they are presented here disaggregated for each group of vulnerabilities, in some cases the 
same suggestions were raised for two or three groups of vulnerabilities, and these are shown for each 
group. 
 
Cross-cutting ideas which were mentioned for all groups are summarised separately, as are suggestions 
which were very specific for one individual /household or small group of people. 
 
In the KIIs and FGDs, the following suggestions were made for each group of vulnerability: 

Vulnerability Potential for support 
IDPs In Dharche: 

An aspiration to have drinking water at each house; addressing pollution / waste 
management; foot trails within the villages; skill development training: sewing, animal 
husbandry, more modern agriculture techniques; focusing on cash crops; supporting 
the development of barren land for agriculture production;  
Entrepreneurship and combating youth unemployment;  
Market development for local food production; 
Supporting women’s empowerment; 
Infrastructure for quality education; there was also an interest in skills development 
training like watch repair, solar and radio repairs etc;  

PWDs In Dharche: 
FG members felt that PWDs should have access to skills training – such as watch repair, 
TV repairs etc, cash crops or facilitating access to jobs; providing education to their 
children and physical materials (assistive devices) could provide relief; 
PWDs themselves pleaded to be treated as full members of society; and for support to 
address their specific difficulties; they requested help in accessing disability cards and 
suggested that the card system should be more flexible to allow more people access to 
the allowance; they felt that there was scope for skills development trainings  
In Gandaki:  
Skills training according to their ability – or livelihood activities for the carers if the PWD 
themselves cannot take part; support with small scale agricultural support where 
possible; for the most severely disabled, institutional care was mentioned 
In TsumNubri:  
FG members suggested support with clothes and bedding, and with assistive devices to 
help with activities of daily living, also including kitchen devices to facilitate simple tasks 
(such as kettles or electric stoves: they suggested that advocacy and awareness raising 
would improve their situation and also requested skills training based on their needs 
and capacity; 
 

Single 
women 

In Ajirkot: 
Data are needed to support planning and coordination; training on organic agriculture 
and livestock production and other skills training for income generation; support with 
essential food supplies for most vulnerable; mobilize local resources for non-food 
market production, cash crops etc and manage market access; better targeting and 
empowerment groups for single women were also mentioned;  
In Gandaki:  
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Focus on reconstruction was also mentioned in addition to the above; also, specifically 
bee keeping and goat farming and tailoring training; there was a suggestion to conduct 
awareness raising campaigns for health and education; 
In Dharche: 
In addition to the above, specific cash crops were mentioned, such as apples, banana, 
mango; also facilitating access to jobs; supporting healthcare and education for their 
children; 
In several discussions it was pointed out that skills training alone is not sufficient to 
improve livelihoods; additional support and follow up are also needed; 
In TsumNubri: 
Requests for financial support for daily subsistence and to educate children; skills, 
training, small business and kitchen garden support were also mentioned as well as 
lobbing for their rights and awareness raising; 

Elderly In Dharche: 
For elderly who are economically poor, the provision of gas stoves and clothes / food 
subsidies were suggested; also, handicrafts and developing market access; a care centre 
for elderly was also suggested;  
The FGD of elderly people also suggested that the allowance needs to be increased and 
that access to health care should be guaranteed; local governments should address the 
situation of the elderly and families should take responsibility; several mentioned that 
assistive devices (walking aids / hearing aids) would alleviate their lives and they felt 
that for some, the families could be included in livelihood activities; lobbying with 
government and society to improve their situation was also suggested; 
In Gandaki:  
Focus on reconstruction support was mentioned; also, livelihood support and health 
and education programmes; for some elderly, bee keeping, goat farming or tailoring 
may be options; 
 The provision of a care home for destitute elderly was also suggested; 
In Ajirkot: 
In addition to the above, elderly requested help in following up on the NR grievance 
procedures where they have lodged a grievance due to reconstruction delays 
In TsumNubri:  
Focus on reconstruction and on water supply; provide warm clothes and shoes and 
livelihood support; some requested mechanical bellows (for fanning the kitchen fire), 
which had been donated to some in the past; They also suggested kitchen gardening 
training and health awareness raising programmes. 

Ultra-poor In Dharche: 
Cash crops, skills training and developing barren land were all suggested; the FGD 
participants felt that support for animal husbandry and skills development / market 
access for bamboo products could help; 
Although the FGs themselves didn’t mention saving groups, this might be a viable 
option given their lack of savings so far;  
In Gandaki: 
Focus on reconstruction support was mentioned; also, livelihood support and health 
and education programmes; bee keeping, goat farming or tailoring were again 
mentioned; 
In TsumNubri: 
FG members suggested support for children to attend school and generally for the 
family; they also requested support for the reconstruction of housing, as well as skills 
training / support for small businesses and agricultural trainings and support;  
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Table	43:	qualitative	data	on	demand	for	support	

4.2. Cross-cutting Themes: 
 
As can be seen from the table in the above section, several cross-cutting themes emerged which suggest 
that some interventions may benefit all or most groups of vulnerable people: 
 
Although detailed analysis of the data is still pending, at present we can present some of these themes: 
 

1. facilitating better access to services: this includes access to health care and education for children, 
but also explicitly mentioned support in accessing help with reconstruction, and facilitating access 
for people with disability, elderly and single women to government allowances;   

2. linked to this was a clear need to address societal bias for some groups (single women, PWDs, 
elderly) through awareness raising and maybe empowerment groups 

3. cash crops and market analysis: most focus group discussions raised a few options of agricultural 
activities which might improve local people’s livelihoods; a cross cutting theme her was good 
targeting for those who are most in need of the support 

4. skills development and facilitating access to jobs were also mentioned for all groups, as much as 
feasible 
 

4.3. Specific issues for single individuals/ households / groups: 
 

- A small settlement of extremely poor Bhagwa families in Gandaki Gaunpalika requested support 
with access to drinking water and road access, and would also benefit from support with improving 
school access for their children. 

- A number of people living with disabilities requested support for wheelchairs, hearing aids or other 
assistive devices, or in some cases support with access in their homes. 

- Some families with a mentally disabled member have requested support in accessing medical 
treatment or psychosocial support 

- One child with congenital disability requested support for a new artificial leg, as the one he was 
previously fitted with is now not suitable anymore. As he also has a nonfunctional hand, he is 
unable to use crutches for mobility and has not been going to school. 

- The group of internally displaced families in Laprak, Dharche (ward 4) have found that the new 
settlement is experiencing much colder weather. In addition, the newly built houses are less well 
insulated than the traditionally built houses were. This community have been suffering from cold 
last winter and have requested support for dealing with the next cold season. 

- One resettled IDP community in Keraunja (Dharche ward2) is at risk from monsoon rains running 
off through the settlement and causing landslips or mudslides – some infrastructure work is needed 
to alleviate this risk 
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Figure	7:	drainage	problem	in	IDP	settlement	Keraunja	
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5. Beneficiary Selection for Intervention: 
 
One of the purposes of collecting data in the evidence phase was to support a selection strategy for 
identifying the most vulnerable beneficiaries according to the Purnima target population and objectives:  
 
Beneficiary selection Plan: 
 
The present study has identified 12,045 individuals who belong to at least one of the main five groups of 
vulnerability. 
Not all of these may require support, as some might be from well off families who don’t need external 
support. Due to resource limitation it will not be possible to reach all potential beneficiaries; In order to 
fulfill the Purnima LNOB programme’s aim to reach approximately 10% of the population, beneficiaries 
need to be selected from the draft list. The planned process for selection is described below: 
 

1. Identify likely beneficiaries from survey data 
Around 10,958 household were surveyed during the evidence phase (including a full census in 
Gandaki and targeted interviews in the other three Gaunpalikas). Among these, 7,902 households 
had at least one member with one of the five vulnerabilities (PWDs, Single women, Elderly, Ultra 
poor and IDPs). PHASE Nepal’s research team has already worked on this and individually 7,100 
ultrapoor, 1,155 IDPs, 2,914 single women, 7,404 elderly over 60 years and 1,537 Persons Living 
with Disability (PWD) have been identified. As over 3,200 of these are affected by more than one 
vulnerability, the total number of vulnerable individuals identified is 12,045.  

 
2. Prioritize vulnerability according to severity 

As shown above, the total number of vulnerable individuals (12,045 – 16.5% of the total 
population) is significantly higher than the target number of 10% of the total population (7,300). 
Prioritization will take place taking into account the degree of vulnerability of each individual. 
Criteria will include:  
• cross vulnerability – those who have 2 or more categories of vulnerability will most likely all be 

included after verification (3,223 individuals) 
• all PwDs (1,537 individuals) will be included in the initial name list; those identified by the WGQ 

who were not interviewed in detail will be assessed by Ward based staff with a view to possible 
inclusion 

• all IDP households after resettlement will be included 
• those whose household hasn’t received the first tranche of NRA housing support will be 

prioritized for early support 
• of the remainder, those individuals who are only affected by one vulnerability but have been 

assessed as in bad or very bad condition will be given priority in the prioritization, however, 
the full name list of vulnerable individuals will be reviewed on a settlement / ward basis 

The draft list for prioritization will be finalized by the PHASE Nepal Research team using SPSS 
software to analyze the database from the survey. The draft list of 16.5% of the population was 
shared with the Gaunpalika Coordinators, who will then share it with the Social Mobiliser for each 
Ward.  
 

3. Verification of selected beneficiaries 
Survey result won’t be 100% accurate due to human error, so the draft name list prepared after 
prioritization will be verified through triangulation process, for which major stakeholder includes 
local governing authorities and community. All vulnerable name lists will be verified and after 
verification beneficiaries name list will be prepared. Gaunpalika coordinator with support from 
social mobilizer will verify data, ranking the target beneficiaries according to priority. 
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4. Confirmation of beneficiaries 

After verification of name list of beneficiaries and their vulnerabilities, beneficiaries will be 
confirmed and livelihood related activities will be prepared as per request of beneficiaries. The 
name list of beneficiaries is being prepared in two phases (for first year and second year) i.e approx. 
4,000 individuals for year 1 and approx. 3,300 individuals for year 2.  
Project manager with support from different departments and different potential personnel will 
prepare the year 1 name list of beneficiaries along with detailed activities and budget plan. 

 
Thus, name list of beneficiary and activities will be finalized after verification with related local governing 
authorities, but not limited to that. In case that during the evidence collection phase a few most vulnerable 
individuals might have been missed, after verification with local governing authorities, these will also be 
included in the list of project beneficiaries.   
 
As per preliminary data analysis the following number of direct beneficiaries and activities are designed. 
These activities beneficiaries are segregated by Palikas. However, activities selection will be done after 
final verification by vulnerable groups.  
 
  

SN Activities Gandaki Ajirkot Dharche Tsum Nubri Total 

1 
Agriculture support to vulnerable 
women and food insecure families (HH) 345 397 405 353 1500 

2 
Vocational training to vulnerable groups 
(#2,3,4,5) 78 87 123 12 300 

3 support for microbusiness 26 29 41 4 100 
4 Facilitating access to services (#1,2) (all) 1331 648 900 651 3000 

5 
Infrastructure and mobility support total 
number of 1,2,3 category 76 96 152 76 400 

6 
Support to careers (#1,2) (PWD) + 
(elderly) (HH) 32 54 56 58 200 

Table	44:	Palika	wise	beneficiary	

 
Potential Beneficiaries (Individual) 
Palika U/P 

individua
l 

IDP 
individual 

Single women + 
Elderly 

PwD
s 

Total 
beneficiaries 

Gandaki 996 0 418 293 1707 
Ajirkot 846 248 345 391 1830 
Dharche 361 825* 349 546 2081 
Tsum 783 82 101 307 1273 
TOTAL 2986 1155 1213 1537 6891  
* 619 IDP households in Larpak (Darche 4) are also the project beneficiaries, but not included 
in this calculation.  
	Table	45:	Potential	beneficiaries	by	vulnerable	group	 	



 

SN Activities Target  Unit 
Mile Stone on Quarterly basis 

I II III IV V VI VII 

Output 2: Social Inclusion                   

2.1 Awareness and advocacy for vulnerability 243 events 81   81   81     

2.2 Strengthen Community social network                   

2.2.1 Revive or form vulnerable groups as ward level  81 Groups 40 41           
2.2.2 Revive and Formation of Gaunpalika level vulnerable groups 12 Groups     12         

2.2.3 Psychosocial counseling to PWDs and care giver 100 Families       50 50     

2.2.4 Facilitating access to services (#1,2) (all) 3000 Individuals 1000 1000 1000         

2.2.5 Infrastructure and mobility support total number of 1,2,3 category 400 Individuals 120   80 80 80 40   

Output 3: Economic Empowerment                   

A Agriculture                    

3.1 
Provide support to improved variety of vegetables seeds, polytunnel and related 
Agro-tools (including 50 HH of Care giver) 900 HH   250 200 300 150     

3.2 Provide training on good agricultural practices of supported materials 900 HH   250 200 300 150     

3.3 Women lead Agro- business development (Micro business)         20         

3.4 Awareness orientation on organic farming linking with local market 900 HH   250 200 300 150     
3.4.1 Awareness raising on organic farming and market potential 900 HH   250 200 300 150     

3.4.2 Training on organic manure and organic bio pesticides preparation 200 Individuals   200           

3.5 Linking organic producers with local markets (Shops, hotels) 5 Market linkage       5       
3.6 Bee keeping (training and bee hive) 50 HH   25     25     

3.7 Poultry support (including 125 houses hold of care giver) 725 HH   375   350       

B Non-Agriculture                   

3.2 Training on Reconstruction support                   

3.2.1 Wiring/ Plumbing/ Mason/ carpentry/ Auto mobiles  93 Individuals       54 39     

3.3 Technical skills                   

3.3.1 Hair cutting  14 Individuals   14           
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3.3.2 Electronic repairs and maintenance (mobile, Watch, TV and solar) 54 Individuals   27   27       
3.3.3 Seed and pesticide licensing training 27 Individuals       27       

3.3.4 Village Animal health workers training 27 Individuals       27       

3.3.5 Cooking and Baking 20 Individuals       20       
3.3.6 Single women lead sewing, cutting  20 Individuals       20       

3.3.7 Chowmin making 10 Individuals   10           

3.3.8 Wool based business 5 Individual       5       
3.3.9 Handicrafts using local material Bamboo and choya based enterprise development 30 Individuals         30     

3.3.10 Micro Business support after vocational training 80 Individuals     20   30 30   

3.3.11 Fruit and vegetable nursery management to career  25 Individuals       25       
3.4 Cooperatives and Access to Finance                   

3.4.1 support to cooperatives (# 3,4,5) 10 Groups     3   4 3   

3.4.2 support to saving groups (# 3,4,5) 26 Groups     5   11 10   

Output 4: Housing                   

4.1 Provide support to increase access in housing tranches 500 HH 500             
Table	46:	Target	activities	and	milestone



6. Suggested Actions to Take Forward: 
 

1. Beneficiary Selection for first wave: 
More than 400 individuals have been provided immediate support. The further beneficiary 
selection will be carried out as per the procedure described in 5 above. 
 
 

SN Activities Gandaki Ajirkot Dharche TsunNubri Total 
  M F M F M F M F 

1 Support with assistive devices 9 10 12 6 11 11 9 41 109 
2 Facilitate for elderly card 1 2     28 43 23 14 111 
3 Facilitate for SW card           15   11 26 
4 Artificial limb support 1               1 
5 Orphan support             1 2 3 
6 Elderly workshop 5 10 22 41         78 
7 Single women workshop    37   17         54 
8 Regular medical checkup         6 7     13 
9 Specialized treatment         2 1     3 
10 Assistive device to elderly and 

burn family support in Ajirkot 
    2     5     7 

11 Grievances     4 1     7 3 15 
  Total 15 59 40 65 47 82 40 71 420 
Table	47:	Immediate	support 
 

2. Early activities: 
• following up on grievance process for NRA grants and facilitate access to grants and 

rebuilding support for those still left out 
• Individual support for PWDs and elderly (increase accessibility within home, assistive 

technology to improve mobility / communication); 
• facilitating access for single women, elderly and PWD to cards and allowances;  
• facilitating citizenship cards for those who do not have them 

 
3. Longer term planning 
• Careful selection of beneficiaries for skills training, both agricultural and vocational 
• Small infrastructure projects 
• Access to education for children from vulnerable groups  

 
4. Social mobilization and awareness raising 
• Empowerment groups for single women and PWDs 
• Saving groups for ultra-poor 
• Awareness raising activities about inclusion but also environment, pollution, waste 

management (benefits whole community) 
 

5. Working with local government 
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In focus group discussions there was clear indication that local governments are interested and 
willing to work on better inclusion of vulnerable groups, but may need added capacity and 
resources to be able to start effective initiatives. 
 
Joint projects with Gaunpalika or Ward governments could include - supporting the planning for 
elderly day care centres, improving health care access and education access for vulnerable people; 
planning small infrastructure projects; improving access to citizenship / disabled / single woman 
cards; re-starting the process of issuing poverty identity cards; 
 
Local teams will make every effort to facilitate access to government services for identified 
beneficiaries, such as pensions, social allowance, the issue of disability cards, single women cards 
and others. 
 
The Gaunpalika coordinators will work with local governments to support their identification of 
vulnerable individuals and the development of strategies to support them. 
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IV. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

1. Discussion 
The findings presented here are the overview results from a descriptive analysis of a large amount 
of data collected over the last 4 weeks.  
These data describe the demographics of the different vulnerable groups, the relationships 
between different vulnerabilities, their effect on people’s lives and the ideas that were raised to 
improve them. 
We are still planning to do some more detailed data analysis, particularly cross-referencing 
interdependent variables and more systematic analysis of qualitative data. This more detailed 
analysis will also be published more widely in due course. 
 
The data presented here show conclusively that the prevalence of all types of vulnerability is 
significantly higher than currently recorded by official figures, and that the available support is 
insufficient to ensure everyone can fully participate in public life. 
Out of the over 12,045 individuals identified to have at least some form of vulnerability (16.5% of 
the population), we will attempt to select the most vulnerable as beneficiaries of the Purnima 
project activities, targeting around 7,300 (10% of the total population of the target area). 
 
We are particularly interested in the opportunity to ensure that everyone, particularly the most 
vulnerable, is able to access NRA grants to rebuild their houses; and to support people living with 
disability by improving access to services and providing individual support. 
There also seems to be some scope for activities improving the livelihoods of vulnerable 
individuals and their families over the project period. 

2. Conclusion 
 
The results presented here are based on a largely descriptive analysis of the data;  
 
Our main conclusions are: 
 

1. At least 12,045 individuals of the total population in Gandaki, Ajirkot, Dharche and 
TsumNubri are affected by at least one of the five types of vulnerability (more if the 
additional number of people who were identified by the Washington Group Questions 
are included). 

2. Local government information significantly underestimates the prevalence of all types of 
vulnerability in the community 

3. Vulnerable households and individuals struggle to access existing services and find that 
even when accessed, existing support is insufficient to help them participate fully in 
society; there is also some discrimination from society, making their situation worse 

4. Vulnerable individuals and local government representatives identified similar barriers 
and problems and similar areas for supportive intervention, such as facilitating access to 
health and education services, support with mobility and livelihoods / skills and advocacy 
in the community 
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3. Lessons learned 
Census versus targeted survey: 
Our analysis suggests that there was no significant difference in incidence of vulnerabilities 
between the different approaches (full census versus targeted approach). Enumerator teams 
made every effort to access every possible vulnerable individual / household, even if they had not 
been mentioned in the initial listing exercise, and it seems that this approach was effective. 
The full census in Gandaki was a useful exercise to work with the local government and should 
support the Gaunpalika’s forward planning. 
 
KoboToolbox 
Using mobile smart phones for data collection had advantages and disadvantages: Certainly, the 
data arrived at the office much more promptly for data cleaning than a paper-based questionnaire 
could have made possible;  
The process was fairly straightforward and enumerators quickly learned to use the software. 
One problem was that a mistaken “yes” or “no” answer in the software was more complex to 
correct, and such simple mistakes may have led to missing or incorrect data. 
We also found that the instrument we used was not quite capable of dealing with the complexity 
of data (overall household information plus often several additional individual questionnaires), 
meaning that data cleaning and organizing took much longer than anticipated. 
 
Unintended benefits and disadvantages: 
Some vulnerable people felt that even to be sought out and asked about their situation was a 
positive step, but it was clear from the experience of the enumerators that the survey has raised 
expectations: The project’s challenge now is to fulfill expectations and work closely with 
government and other actors to ensure that genuinely No One is left Behind.  
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