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1 Introduction 

1.1 Nepal Earthquake 2015: From Rescue and Relief to Recovery and 

Reconstruction 

In 2015, Nepal was struck by two disastrous earthquakes and several subsequent aftershocks. The 

first one was on 25 April with its epicentre in Barpak area of Gorkha district and the second on 12 May 

having its epicentre in the bordering area between Dolakha and Sindhupalchowk districts. According 

to Post Disaster Needs Assessment (PDNA) report approximately 9,000 people lost their lives, more 

than 22,000 people were injured, and more than half a million houses collapsed or damaged. 

In the instant aftermath of the catastrophe the Central Natural Disaster Relief Committee (CNDRC) 

led by the Prime Minister of Nepal took charge of coordinating rescue and relief operations, and 

recommending necessary measures. The Government declared a state of emergency to 14 highly 

affected districts1 and appealed International Communities for assistance. The Government also 

declared custom exemption to relief goods and visa fee exemption to the Search and Rescue (SAR) 

Team members and humanitarian actors to facilitate rescue and relief operations (MOHA Situation 

Update as of 11 May 2015). The Government also identified 18 somewhat affected districts2 which 

would also need to be provided with some degree of assistance. 

While various international communities and governments began to provide rescue and relief 

supports to the needy peoples of the affected districts, Nepalese people alongside extended their 

generosity to their fellow citizens in every way possible by providing food items, tarpaulins, clothes 

and various other materials. Likewise, Embassies of Nepal in many countries, Non-resident Nepalese 

(NRN) and Nepalese of different walks of life mobilized donations and supports to help the needy 

people. 

On 30 June 2015, the National Planning Commission (NPC) released the Post Disaster Needs 

Assessment (PDNA)3 which is a comprehensive assessment of the damages and losses caused by 

the earthquake as the first step towards recovery planning, and to help identify recovery needs as well 

as strategy required for its implementation. The PDNA has identified that the disaster affected public 

sector of value equivalent to US $1,661 million and private sector of value US $5,404 million. Among 

the affected sectors the most severely affected sector was social sector (58% of which 86% in 

housing sector) followed by productive sector (25%), infrastructure sector (10%) and others (7%). 

Taking the World Bank’s estimate, the PDNA also forecasted that the earthquake may push additional 

2.5% to 3.5% i.e. about 700,000 people below poverty line. The per capita disaster effects was 

estimated for Gorkha, Nuwakot, Rasuwa, and Dhading to be NPR 209,080 per person, NPR 204,930 

per person, NPR 179,700 per person, and NPR 149,580 per person respectively (NPC 2015: XIII-

XVII). 

The PDNA has identified recovery measures for affected sectors. In the agriculture sectors, PDNA 

emphasised for five activities: replacement of tools and machinery, restocking of lost animal stock, 

reconstruction/rehabilitation of agriculture infrastructure, reconstruction. Rehabilitation of fish ponds 

and raceways, and immediate repair and rehabilitation of small farmer managed irrigation systems. 

 
1 Gorkha, Kavrepalanchok, Dhading, Nuwakot, Rasuwa, Sindupalchok, Dolakha, Ramechhap, Okhaldunga, Makwanpur, Sindhuli, Kathmandu, 

Bhaktapur and Lalitpur. 

2 Sankhuwasabha, Bhojpur, Dhankuta, Solukhumbu, Chitwan, Tanahun, Lamjung, Kaski, Parbat, Baglung, Myagdi, Syanghja, Palpa, Gulmi, 
Arghakhanchi, and Nawalparasi. 

3 To prepare PDNA the technical support was provided by Department for International Development (DfID), Deutsche Gesellschaft für 

Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), Government of Norway, Government of Switzerland, Government of Finland, United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), and European Investment Bank (EIB). And it was vouched by Asian Development Bank, European Union, 

JICA, United Nations and the World Bank Group as signatories of the ‘Foreword’. 
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Agriculture sector has been identified as the major sector for restoring livelihood. Besides agriculture 

sector, employment in other sectors has also been recognized as the source of livelihood restoration. 

The PDNA has recognised that the loss of houses for many was intertwined with loss of livelihoods. 

“A large number of women, who engage in income-generating activities from their homes, incurred 

additional losses of home-based economic resources and assets essential for their livelihood and 

well-being. Some social groups, particularly the elderly, people living with disabilities (PLWDs) and 

female-headed households, may face difficulties in rebuilding their homes due to the fact that most of 

them live on the verge of poverty and have limited resources.” (NPC 2015:8) 

On 25 December 2015, the Government of Nepal (GoN) finally constituted the National 

Reconstruction Authority (NRA) following the enactment of the NRA Act on 20 December. Its mandate 

is “to lead and facilitate reconstruction for ensuring that all physical infrastructures damaged by the 

earthquake are rebuilt in a planned and systematic manner and on time” (NRA 2016:1). Although the 

earthquake victims had to suffer already two hard seasons (i.e. monsoon and winter), NRA finally was 

able to put firm footing by releasing a five-year Post Disaster Recovery Framework (PDRF 2016-

2020) by May 2016 and relevant work procedures/directives. This Framework document has the 

vision and strategic objectives to guide recovery works and institutional frameworks for recovery and 

reconstruction, as well as implementation arrangements, projected financial requirements and 

immediate next steps necessary to ensure implementation of the Framework, of recovery and 

reconstruction activities. “It is a common framework meant to serve all of government, as well as 

national and international partners and other recovery stakeholders, including the affected population” 

(NRA 2016:2). Accordingly, many development partners/agencies are at work until these days. The 

Strategic Recovery Objective 4 of PDRF is to “Develop and restore economic opportunities and 

livelihoods and re-establish productive sectors” (NRA 2016:6), to which the Purnima/Mott 

MacDonald’s livelihood supports appear to be aligned. 

1.2 UK Support to Post-Earthquake Recovery and Purnima 

As any other bilateral supports, UK’s support to Nepal for post-earthquake recovery came through the 

Department for International Development (DFID). On 10 September 2017, DFID awarded the Post-

Earthquake Reconstruction Project to the consortium led and managed by of Mott MacDonald.4 

Purnima is a DFID funded five-year programme managed by Mott MacDonald5, running from 2017 to 

September 2022. Its overall objective is to bring long-term positive change in the lives of people in 

earthquake-affected regions of Nepal, implemented in four of the worst-affected districts (Gorkha, 

Dhading, Nuwakot, and Rasuwa) through five Output Areas (Ref ToR as Annex 1):  

● Support and capacity building to Government at federal, provincial and local level reconstruction 

planning and implementation; 

● Reconstruction of rural infrastructure, including water supply, foot trails, bridges, and schools; 

● Interventions to address constraints to the private sector in relation to construction, including 

access to finance, innovation and skills; 

● Managing a Challenge Fund (CF) for tailored support to the most vulnerable, to leave no-one 

behind (LNOB) in the recovery and reconstruction effort, to restore livelihoods and access to 

services; 

● Monitoring, evaluation and learning. 

 
4 https://geoceconsultants.com/uk-support-to-post-earthquake-recovery-in-nepal-project/ 

5 Mott MacDonald Ltd. is an employee-owned management, development and engineering consultancy serving the public and private sector around 

the world, with more than 16,000 staff worldwide. It’s International Development Services (IDS) Unit operates in the sectors of Water, Environment 

and Climate Change; Rural & Urban Development; Education; Health; and Social and Economic Development in over 40 countries mainly in South 

Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. It implements and manages numerous projects in developing countries and emerging economies around the world, 

supporting national governments and municipalities in policy, planning, project design and delivery. Mott MacDonald is committed to support the 

United Nations Sustainable Development Goals and to provide its expertise to improve the lives of people (taken from the ToR). 
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1.3 The Challenge Fund to Leave No One Behind (Output 4) 

As stated, the Output 4 of Purnima has been regarded as a Challenge Fund (CF) with the purpose of 

providing tailored support to ensure that no-one is left behind in the reconstruction effort, to restore 

livelihoods and access to services. Hence, CF to Leave No One Behind (CF/LNOB) is to support the 

most vulnerable groups (VGs) of Nepalese society severely affected by the 2015 earthquake 

including: (i) persons living with disabilities (PWD); (ii) the elderly peoples (Eld); (iii) vulnerable single 

women (SW); (iv) internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) after resettlement; and (v) extremely poor and 

food insecure people especially from remote areas (UPHHs). 

Initially, framing around DFID’s strategic approach to Social and Economic Inclusion (as stated in the 

ToR), Purnima’s CF /LNOB comprised of the following three pillars or result areas: 

● Understanding for action (vulnerability assessment and better use of disaggregated data in 

planning); 

● Empower for change (access to social services and entitlements, including NRA house 

reconstruction grants; increased voice and agency for more inclusive institutions); 

● Include for opportunities (technical and business skills development, start up support, access to 

finance and market linkages) for improved livelihood, food security and well-being. 

However, as local context demanded, Purnima inserted the fourth pillar or result area as “Safe living 

environment” in its CF/LNOB framework. Figure 1.1 presents the result areas along with impact 

pathways and levels of ambitions. 

 

Figure 1.1: LNOB Result-Area, Impact Pathway and Levels of Ambitions (Under Output 4) 

 

Within this framework of , Purnima has been providing time-bound grants to four competitively 

selected partner organizations/consortia (POs as shown in Table 1.1) to implement sub-projects 

tailored to the specific contexts, capabilities and needs of identified vulnerable groups (VGs) in 12 

Palikas of 4 districts regarded as ‘crisis-hit districts’ as first phase. The sub-projects are implemented 

in close collaboration with local government, Purnima’s other Output Areas, and other relevant actors 

to maximise synergies and sustainability. Mott MacDonald is in the process of expanding into 13 more 

Palikas.  
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Table 1.1: Coverage and Responsible POs/Consortia 

S.N. Districts Palikas Responsible PO and their project names/Consortia 

1 Rasuwa 
Uttargaya & 
Naukunda 

CDC-Nepal, Helping People Overcome Earthquake Impact - 
HOPE’ (working together with ‘Community & Rural 
Development Society Nepal-CARDSN’). 

2 Dhading 
Khaniyabas, 
Gangajamuna & 
Gajuri 

DCA, “BIHANI-Building an Inclusive and dignified community 
by protecting Human rights, Augmenting Non-discrimination 
and promoting Integration of most vulnerable communities in 
Dhading District of Nepal” 

3 Gorkha 
TsumNubri, 
Dharche, Ajirkot & 
Gandaki 

PHASE Nepal, “Leave No One Behind: Reaching the Most 
Vulnerable in Four Gaunpalikas in Gorkha with Social and 
Livelihood Support”. 

4 Nuwakot 
Dupcheshwor, Tadi 
and Shivapuri 

SAPPROS, Sambodhan (working together with Nepal 
Participatory Action Network - NEPAN and CBM International). 

(Source: Purnima, CDC, DCA, PHASE Nepal, and SAPPROS) 

In reference to the ToR and various reports, POs have been carrying out the CF/LNOB activities by 

focusing on the following four areas of interventions/results since January 2019: 

● Understand for Action: Establishing a comprehensive household-specific data-set diagnostic of 

vulnerability to identify who is being left behind/excluded, where and why; and deepening 

stakeholder understanding of vulnerable groups’ specific and intersecting inclusion barriers, needs 

and potential for recovery; 

● Empower for Change: Supporting vulnerable and excluded individuals’ access to established 

government entitlements and social services, working closely with local ward and gaunpalika 

authorities; 

● Safe Shelter: Socio-technical support and facilitation to access the NRA’s house reconstruction 

grants and services; 

● Economic Inclusion for Livelihoods Recovery: Technical and business skills development for 

selected vulnerable individuals, together with associated start-up and technical back-up support for 

a thus far limited range of on, off and non-farm livelihood recovery activities. 

1.4 Rationale for this Economic Inclusion Study 

A detailed description of rationale has been discussed by Purnima/Mott MacDonald in the ToR (see 

Annex 1). This is a very specific task as “an assessment Economic Inclusion Opportunities for 

Vulnerable Groups targeted by ”. Also, to keep in perspective is that the CF activities are being 

planned for expansion into 13 new Palikas while preliminary review of POs’ work progress of the first 

nine months in 2019 has been done by Purnima/Mott MacDonald. It has been reckoned by 

Purnima/Mott MacDonald as ‘good progress’ of implementation of POs’ works on the basis of (i) 

availability of household-specific and community-validated data-sets of target Palikas as ‘diagnostics’, 

(ii) implementation of CF activities on the basis of such databases, and (iii) utility of data-sets to inform 

Palikas’ periodic and annual planning. 

As stated, although the initial diagnostic phase (Vulnerability Assessment) did not include contextual 

rural market and institutional analysis for livelihoods recovery opportunities, or detailed household 

economic analysis, noting that Purnima/Mott MacDonald allowed POs to implement demand-driven 

Economic Inclusion (EI)/livelihood interventions for the first six months of implementation to about 

2000 selected VGs. At the same time, the POs were, therefore, advised to “undertake further analysis 

of the economic and market context and opportunities for the target groups, to deepen their 

understanding and further develop their strategies, associated plans and feasible targets associated 

plans and feasible targets, considering the short two-year timeframe under the CF/LNOB framework” 

(Purnima 2019:4). Further, on the basis of field and fund management monitoring Purnima/Mott 

MacDonald pointed out that “the extent to which the POs’ economic inclusion for livelihood recovery 

activities are underpinned by sufficient analysis is not clear, and thus a risk remains to this 

component’s success. CF monitoring has also indicated a variable capacity among POs for the type 
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of analysis and/or economic inclusion strategy development required (Purnima 2019:4)”. Therefore, it 

was felt that “there is a priority need to take stock of the progress and harvest the lessons from early 

implementation, and to review and recommend necessary adjustments to PO’s strategies and plans 

so that they are consistent with best practice and knowledge in Nepal” (Purnima 2019:5). Thus, the 

need of the present assessment is established. 

Further, Purnima/Mott MacDonald has identified the following points that underscore the need of the 

assessment: 

● There needs to be greater confidence in underpinning of overall strategy on this component; 

● Ambition levels should remain modest, such that the purpose and expectation of the economic 

inclusion component is to help the most vulnerable and excluded to re/gain safe shelter & 

livelihoods disrupted by the earthquake, reducing negative coping strategies, including 

indebtedness; 

● Economic Inclusion is broader than enterprise development and the CF EI component does not 

stand alone - it rests on the Understand for Action & Social Inclusion components and contributes 

to Safe Shelter, and vice versa. EI and SI are closely related and both are needed both to build 

capacity, voice, agency & overcome systemic barriers; EI strategies should clearly cross-refer to SI 

component; 

● PO’s should have clearly articulated EI/Livelihood Recovery Strategies in place, aligned to the 

vulnerability characteristics and context identified in the diagnostic phase, and underpinned by 

robust household financial and market feasibility analysis; 

● Livelihood Options suite should be further assessed & expanded where feasible, clearly aligned to 

context (financial/other support systems, market supply & value chain analysis), & to specific 

vulnerability capabilities identified by the CF’s diagnostic phase; 

● Implementation approaches (to individual) should be expanded to consider e.g. group approaches 

through links to Coops, settlement/pocket area networks, PPP contract models 

● At activity level, feasibility analysis to be strengthened and integrated with whole-of- household 

economy projections, including loans & remittance income. 

1.5 Objectives of the Assessment 

As stipulated in the ToR, SRI has taken assignment objectives as follows: 

● To assess the robustness of POs’ economic inclusion for livelihood recovery component 

strategies, and review the appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability of the associated 

activities, taking account of targeted vulnerable group capabilities and household economy, local 

market and institutional contexts; 

● Taking account of wider experience, knowledge and best practice in Nepal, to assess and identify 

further livelihood opportunities (on, off and non-farm) and economic inclusion strategies in 

respective PO coverage areas, that are aligned to the CF/LNOB goals and timeframe, and 

appropriate to VG specific capabilities and context;  

● Drawing on 1 and 2 provide recommendations to Purnima/Mott MacDonald CF team and POs for 

consolidating good practice in existing operational areas, for taking up other appropriate 

opportunities, and for any necessary adjustments in strategy and approaches, for current and 

potentially future CF operational areas; 

● Provide advisory resource centre services to CF/LNOB POs on a draw-down demand-driven 

basis, to guide and support required strategy development, and provide on-going technical advice, 

guidance and monitoring as POs adapt current approaches and activities, and design and 

implement future plans. 
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2 Methodology 

2.1 Approach and Method 

Figure 2.1 shows the summary of the approach and method of this study. The methodology will follow 

the diagram. Part A is to assess the CF/LNOB current economic inclusion for livelihood strategies and 

activities across the four PO’s, and the identification of further livelihood opportunities taking account 

of wider experience, knowledge and best practice in Nepal. In essence, this part comprises of first 3 of 

the four specific objectives. While it embodies the approach and methods of assessment, it is to be 

noted that it will have already identified key elements for Part B which is the fourth objective. 

 

Figure 2.1: Approach and Method of Assessment (Adapted from ToR) 

Figure 2.1 (above) also signifies the stages of assignment taken by SRI as ‘Desk Reviews’ followed 

by ‘Field Studies’ and ‘Seminars’ to prepare this report as the final product. 

2.2 Desk Reviews 

An inception report was submitted to Purnima/Mott MacDonald followed by incorporation of feedback 

and its finalization. This task of review was carried out by collecting documents as much as possible, 

such as, “Strategies, studies, feasibility analyses and supporting documentation held by each PO” and 

other relevant documents supplied by Purnima/Mott MacDonald, such as, “Summary of Vulnerability: 

Evidence phase”. This exercise was helpful to make preliminary grasp the types of POs’ project 

activities (i.e. ‘EI/livelihood activities’) and ‘types of supports’ targeted for various kinds of VGs, status 

of project implementation, targets, progress as well as emerging issues that needed field verifications. 

On the basis of the review of POs’ progress reports and demands or expectations or needs contained 

in the vulnerability assessment reports (VARs), it has become important to explain at the outset that the 

economic inclusion interventions, although subtly, could be categorised as ‘livelihoods activities’ and 

‘supports’. ‘EI/livelihood activities’ (EI stands for Economic Inclusion) which will be used throughout the 

report mainly comprise of programme activities that are directly referring to the improvement of 

livelihoods of VGs through training activities or production activities or direct employment activities and 

so on. The ‘Types of support’ which will also be used throughout of the report implies material supports 
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or information support or facilitation support or special support or so, some of which have direct link to 

‘EI/livelihood activities’ while others may stand distinctly. Key point is that these supports also are 

related to economic inclusion directly or indirectly. Because of their relatedness readers might also feel 

somewhat similar, overlapping or some variations between these two categories, however, for this study 

these have been adopted.  The review also suggested number data gaps which were to be further 

collected from POs and from the field. Therefore, relevant formats were developed and sent to POs for 

filling-up the data gaps.  

In a nutshell, it can be said that all POs have highlighted the followings in common with respect to their 

‘economic inclusion’ interventions that need to be analysed on the basis of field evidences and further 

discussions with VGs, POs and relevant stakeholders: 

● They have undergone through a rigorous process of establishing evidences for their interventions 

(diagnostics); 

● The VARs have been highly useful for establishing cooperation and collaborations with local 

government bodies and other partners; 

● They have reached to the most vulnerable and excluded in line with CF/LNOB, such as, single 

women, elderly, persons living with disabilities, internally displace peoples and ultra-poor 

households, and helped to re/gain safe shelter & livelihoods disrupted by the earthquake; 

● They have been sensitive in making sure that the GESI perspectives are properly taken into 

considerations in EI intervention; 

● They have been putting efforts to ensure most suitable livelihood options for different kinds of VGs 

(tailor made approach); and 

● The capacities of VGs have been increasing gradually. 

Further, although all POs have also indicated some marketing aspects of ‘economic inclusion’, 

particularly SAPPROS and DCA have also apparently facilitated some activities that have direct 

linkage to market due to locational advantage. For instance, some VGs opted for soft-toy making in 

Dhading while tomato and potato selling from Nuwakot to Kathmandu. Interestingly, SAPPROS and 

PHASE have also promoted hair-cutting training for women entrepreneur which could be innovative to 

address issues of social stigma and taboos alongside economic opportunities. All these have been 

furthered discussed in the next section. 

2.3 Field Visit 

This stage was an overlapping one in which the ‘Core team members’ of the study together with ‘Field 

researchers/Data collectors’ visited sample Palikas of each district which provided an opportunity to 

get a sense of field status. Field plans of the ‘Core team’ and ‘Field researchers’ are included as 

Annex 2. 

Despite limitation of time spent in the field, the Study Team organised ‘Focused Group Discussions 

(FGDs)’ and ‘Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)’ in Palikas using semi-structured questionnaires and 

checklists as presented in Annex 3. 

Generally, field visits started in each place with general observation of the area followed by building 

rapport with concerned Palika dignitaries/officials/representatives, VGs and POs as the meetings to 

happen. In some district, like in Nuwakot and Rasuwa, the POs organised presentation sessions of 

their work where the consortium partners in the field level and Community Development Facilitators 

(CDFs) also present. Adapting to the field situation, the meetings of the Study Team with VGs mainly 

meant for FGDs and with the Palika officials for KIIs and obtaining overall information about 

programmes and activities as well as for collection of various documents. Table 2.1 summarises the 

status of FGDs carried out and Table 2.2 summarises for KII. KII was also conducted with Mott 

MacDonald staff in Dharche (Gorkha). Additional meetings were conducted with Mott MacDonald 

Officials in Gorkha and Bidur (Nuwakot). 
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Table 2.1: Summary of places visited and informants reached through FGD 

(Source: Field visit records) 

As per Table 2.1, of the total 133 participants of the FGD, 52 (39%) were male and remaining 61% 

were female. In totality the highest participation was from SW (47) followed by UPHHs (41), Eld (25) 

and PWD (20). The Team was not able to meet IDPs during FGDs despite making some efforts. To 

incorporate their views only phone call was made to two IDPs asking whether they know Purnima 

programme, what program/activity they were supported with and how do they fell about the support 

they received. 

Table 2.2: KII Description 

District Palika KII Position 

Rasuwa 
Uttargaya 1 Vice-Chairperson 

Naukunda 1 Ward Chairperson 

Dhading 

Khaniyabas 1 Vice-Chairperson 

Ganga Jamuna   

Gajuri 4 2 Ward Chairperson, 1 Chairperson, 1 WCSC Officer 

Nuwakot 

Dupcheshwor 2 Vice-Chairperson, 1 WCE Officer 

Tadi 1 Ward Chairperson 

Shivapuri   

Gorkha 

TsumNubri   

Dharche 1 MM Staff 

Ajirkot 2 Chairperson, Ward Chairperson 

Gandaki 1 Ward Chairperson 

Total 13  

 

The Study Team, by adopting formal approach (such as, FGDs, KIIs and collection of Palika profiles) 

as well as informal approach (such as, observations, triangulations with different stakeholders and 

VGs) made efforts to explore livelihood of the local area, major employment type, production, market 

access & opportunities and so on. Structure of the local economy, labour market and markets of 

District Palika 
FGD Participants 

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs M F Total 

Rasuwa 
Uttargaya 2 1 1 0 1 2 3 5 

Naukunda 4 3 1 0 2 4 6 10 

Dhading 

Khaniyabas 5 0 1 0 2 6 2 8 

Gangajamuna 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gajuri 2 0 1 0 8 5 6 11 

Nuwakot 

Dupcheshwor 3 1 4 0 1 3 6 9 

Tadi 6 1 2 0 3 4 8 12 

Shivapuri 2 2 5 0 2 7 4 11 

Gorkha 

TsumNubri 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Dharche 6 1 2 0 0 3 6 9 

Ajirkot 13 8 2 0 15 14 24 38 

Gandaki 4 8 1 0 7 4 16 20 

Total 47 25 20 0 41 52 81 133 



 

9 

goods and services, business environment, various types of capital assets, and socio-political 

environments are important aspects of livelihoods of local people (UNDP 2013). Key aspects of the 

following were explored in more detail during field visit. 

2.3.1 Local economy of project districts 

Building on the information assembled by the POs, the Team collected information about the local 

economy of project districts through FGD, KII, observation, and collection of policy and plan 

documents of respective Palikas. In different Palikas, Chairpersons, Vice-Chairpersons, Ward 

Chairpersons, Officers (Women, Children and Senior Citizen Section), POs’ officials, 

CDFs/mobilisers, VGs, and market operators were consulted to understand the local economy. The 

sectoral structures (such as, primary sectors - farming, livestock, extraction of local resource, etc.; 

secondary sectors - local industries, constructions industries, etc.; and tertiary sectors – economic 

institutions /banking/cooperatives, services/employment industries, tourism, etc.), their characteristics 

(such as absence/existence of cartels and other forms of market power), and prevalent rules (such as 

formal rules like licensing requirements, etc., informal rules like influences of powerful peoples, etc.) 

were also explored. The Team also explored about the land resource and utilization information (such 

as patterns of land ownership, access to land and security, tenure, etc.). 

2.3.2 Market opportunities for production/skill-based work 

The Team also explored about market opportunities for the target groups of the project. Again, the 

key tools applied were FGDs and KIIs with key and knowledgeable representatives of VG 

members/beneficiaries, and Palika dignitaries and officials.  

Relating to marketing opportunities for VGs’ as producers  as well as they being consumers, efforts 

were made to understand: (i) markets for vulnerable group as producers and consumers; whether and 

how well those markets are operating and accessible?; (ii) competitiveness of key markets in the local 

economy; (iii) how well local markets are integrated, and the horizontal and vertical linkages among 

key market participants; accessibility of markets, nature of supply and value chains, including 

bottlenecks where they exist; (iv) formal and informal restrictions on the movement of goods; (v) 

goods and services, particularly those in high demand; existing and potential buyers; traders’ ability 

and willingness to respond to increases in demand; (vi) economic and social barriers to participation 

in markets by crisis-affected and other vulnerable people; and (vii) power dynamics of market 

participants. 

Likewise, relating to opportunities for skill-based services or work, the Team explored areas, such as, 

(i) local labour force participation and employment patterns; (ii) occupational structure; (iii) new and 

growing labour markets, sectors with labour shortages, absorption capacity of various occupations; 

(iv) skill requirements of occupations in demand; (v) occupations where female employees and those 

with disabilities or other special needs are accepted and not accepted; and (vi) barriers to 

employment related to gender, age, ability, ethnicity, social group, religion, or other personal, family, 

or community characteristics. 

2.3.3 Supply and value chains 

During field visits, the ‘Core Team’ and ‘Field researchers’ also examined and explored the records of 

enterprises of target groups on sample basis. Their existing supply situations of goods to local and 

wider market were explored including their future potentials. The supply or generation of local 

produces and services is a precondition for looking into possibilities for value chain to connect to local 

and wider markets. Therefore, the Team interacted with different groups of VGs and other 

stakeholders (such as Palika officials, market operators, cooperatives, etc.) and tried to understand 

and identify products which have value chain potentials and opportunities. The products could be on-

farm based (i.e. direct or primary produces out of farming), off-farm based (i.e. secondary produces 

through processing of produces out of farming), and non-farm based (i.e. produces generated out of 

non-farm related raw materials like NTFPs, handicrafts, etc.). Simple assessment was done as to 

which of these products could become more beneficial or suitable to different target groups (i.e. to 
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PWD or SW or IDPs or Eld or UP) depending on their context in terms of their capacity to produce 

goods, comparative advantage, proximity to market and so on. This was done precisely in recognition 

of the fact that an intervention that could be appropriate for one group or location may not necessarily 

be appropriate to other groups or locations. 

The Team took advantage of FGDs in understanding the existing value chains for various products 

and services that have connections to the local producers. In the process, it was also envisioned that 

if VGs’ products and services were found to be constrained to enter into the wider market/value chain 

by various factors, then those would be explored and discussions would be held with 

concerned/relevant actors for appropriate solutions. Such exercise was considered helpful to 

generate recommendations according to the ground reality of specific area concerned. 

Concerning ‘services as products’ of some individuals and groups of VGs, the labour market situation 

is important to understand. Through FGD, KIIs and interaction with service sector industries, the 

Team made effort to explore areas relating to labour markets that would allow to see prospects from 

value chain perspectives. 

2.3.4 Policy and institutional environment at local level 

While central policy and institutional environment provide an overall framework for any intervention in 

the country, the policy and institutional environment at local levels are crucial for ultimate 

materialisation of the relevant interventions. Therefore, pertaining to Purnima/Mott MacDonald project 

interventions, and in this regard the Output 4 in question (LNOB), the Team regarded it even more 

crucial because this is directly related to livelihoods. Therefore, the Team took advantage of FGDs 

with VGs to explore their awareness and understanding of policy and institutional environment that 

concerns to them. Likewise, the Team carried out interactions with Palika Chairpersons, Vice-

chairpersons and Ward Chairpersons as well as POs’ officials. At the same time, relevant policy and 

plan documents were collected by the Team. 

2.4 Design for Data Analysis and Interpretations 

At the outset, it is appropriate to note that the Objective 1 and 2 of the assignment fundamentally 

determine the data analysis framework on the basis of which conclusions and recommendations could 

be depicted-i.e. all about Objective 3. And ultimately, objective 4 could be achieved which is considered 

as Phase-II of the assignment. 

As mentioned earlier, reviews of documents held by POs revealed that they fundamentally provide 

‘EI/livelihood activities’ and related ‘Types of support’ to the targeted VGs in their Palikas although their 

presentation may be different (has been discussed in the next section). 

 

Figure 2.2: Assessment framework of livelihood activities and type of supports of POs for 
‘economic inclusion’ 

The POs have their own implementation plan, targets, progress and financial records. The 

assessment as ‘economic inclusion’ is, therefore, to address appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and 
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sustainability of these ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’. These can be summarised as 

the assessment framework as shown in Figure 2.2. 

The data sources for assessment include: i) the documents held with POs and Purnima/Mott 

MacDonald; ii) the field visit; and iii) secondary information in terms of experience, knowledge and 

lessons from other studies and/or programmes. POs were requested with supplementary questions 

and tables of information to fulfil some data gaps in documents held by them. The outcome of this 

exercise has been reflected under Section 3. 

The field visit helped to collect mainly qualitative data on the basis of FGDs and KIIs which were 

interactive process with VGs and Palika dignitaries/officials. In addition, direct observations during 

field visit have been use to assess robustness of POs on the top of some quantitative data that 

emerged from the progress reports. 

By utilising FGDs and KIIs, the appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability of the 

‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ were assessed.  

During FGDs, the general format was that participants were asked to raise their hands to 

approximately measure their level of satisfaction with the kind of activity/support they had received. If 

all the participants (100%) raised their hand, then the activity/support type has been ranked as ‘H’. If 

no one (0%) raised their hand, then it has been ranked as ‘P’. If majority (more than 50%) of the 

participants raised their hand, then it is ranked as ‘S’. Finally, if very few participants (less than 50%) 

raise their hand then it has been ranked ‘MS’. Before ranking ‘EI activities’ or ‘supports’ based on 

numbers of hand raised, participant's reason behind raising/not raising hand was also analysed. In 

addition, the process wise key questions were asked which will be described corresponding to 

respective factors under sub-section 3.5 later while justifying the ranks. The ranking tables (Tables 

3.12 – 3.19) have been also presented in sub-section 3.4. Then based on these Tables the Team 

calculated weighted averages for ‘Types of livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ and these two 

Tables 2.3 and 2.4 would finally become as presented under Section 4 as Table 4.2 and Table 4.3. 
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3 Findings and Discussions 

In the light of rationale and objectives, the focus of this assessment is all about how POs delivered 

“Economic Inclusion” interventions (component strategies) and what prospects (further opportunities) 

do they carry in the face expansion. As mentioned earlier, the progress of the first nine months in 

2019 has been recognised as ‘good progresses from the view point of CF/LNOB promoter. It has also 

been noted earlier that documents held by POs have reflected some good elements that highlight 

about EI interventions in line with CF/LNOB framework. Moreover, the analyses in this section are to 

identify if there are any challenges and/or areas of improvement and suggest appropriate 

recommendations including necessary guidance and supports in adapting strategies, approaches, 

and design and implementation of future plans and activities. 

In this backdrop, the findings and discussions have been organised to begin with describing the 

vulnerability context under which EI interventions were made; overall assessment of CF/LNOB 

components in relation to EI interventions; assessment of the status of EI interventions in terms of 

‘Types of EI/livelihood activities’ and related ‘Types of support’ for ‘appropriacy, effectiveness, viability 

and sustainability’ including robustness of POs’ EI strategies as reflected in their documents and 

insights based on field observations and other experiences; assessments of ‘appropriacy, 

effectiveness, viability and sustainability’ of EI interventions as perceived by VGs including their 

perceptions on POs; EI intervention from GESI perspective; assessment of prominent EI interventions 

looking into future prospects in the light of all above; and finally, a critical assessment of operational 

structures that would be effective for better EI interventions. 

It is to be noted that the points Purnima/Mott MacDonald underscored for the need of the assessment 

have been considered and discussed in a number of places as found relevant. 

3.1 Vulnerability context of project areas 

During the first quarter of Purnima project the POs completed the vulnerability assessment reports 

(VARs) of their concerned Palikas. Then Purnima/Mott MacDonald has prepared a summary report on 

the basis of them.  

With further collection of data from POs and field verifications, the identified vulnerable population in 

different Palikas can be presented as in Table 3.1 if interrelationality is not considered. In other words, 

as an instance it can be possible that ‘SW’ can be an ‘Elderly’ person and/or ‘PWD’ and/or ‘IDP’ 

and/or belong to the ‘UPHH’, or in a number of combinations. Nevertheless, the POs have identified a 

level of working numbers of vulnerable population and there remains a scope for further interpretation 

if more information are available. 

Table 3.1: Vulnerable population in different Palikas in different districts as identified by POs 

S.N. 
Districts/ 

POs 
Palikas 

Vulnerable population identified 

SW Elderly PWD IDPs UPHHs Total 

1 
Rasuwa 

(CDC) 

Uttargaya 144 777 180 661 716 2,478 

Naukunda 328 981 218 41 576 2,144 

Total 472 1,758 398 702 1,292 4,622 

2 
Dhading 

(DCA) 

Khaniyabas 106  108 99 8 125  446 

Gangajamuna 148 160 134 15 227 684 

Gajuri 131 216 76 20 221 664 

Total 385 484 309 43 573 1,794 

3 

Gorkha 

(PHASE 

Nepal) 

TsumNubri 487 812 307 20 515 2,141 

Dharche 804 1890 546 1037 197 4,474 

Ajirkot 740 1974 391 55 370 3,530 
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S.N. 
Districts/ 

POs 
Palikas 

Vulnerable population identified 

SW Elderly PWD IDPs UPHHs Total 

Gandaki 883 2728 293 0 577 4,481 

Total 2,914 7,404 1,537 1,156 5,887 14,626 

4 
Nuwakot 

(SAPPROS) 

Dupcheshwor 179 124 297 29 200 829 

Tadi 126 128 252 20 145 671 

Shivapuri 219 128 322 7 340 1,016 

Total 524 380 871 56 685 2,516 

Total of 12 Palikas 4,295 10,026 3,115 1,913 4,209 23,558 

(Source: Developed on the basis of various reports of POs and Purnima/Mott MacDonald, and 

collection of information from POs for data gaps) 

The share of VG population to the total population varies greatly by districts and Palikas. Figure 3.1 

show that, in terms of percentage of total population in the total population, most vulnerable Palikas 

are from Gorkha district which apparently corresponds to the fact that the epicentre of earthquake of 

25 April 2015. In three Palikas in Gorkha, total VG population against total populations are more than 

20 per cent (Dharche 28.25%, TsumNubri 27.71% and Ajirkot 20.16%). However, if we look at Palika-

wise data Uttargaya of Rasuwa has the highest proportion of VGs (30.02%) out of the total population 

followed by Dharche (28.16%), TsumNubri (27.71%), Ajirkot (20.16%) of Gorkha and rest others. It is 

clearly notable that the proportion of VG populations against total populations in Palikas of Nuwakot 

and Dhading are less than 5 per cent.  

 

 

Figure 3.1: Percentage of VG Population in Total Population 

(Source: Palika websites and VARs) 

 

However, the vulnerability context is quite complex than what has been just stated. The table by Mott 

MacDonald has been adapted here as Table 3.2 (below) which shows the interrelationality or 

intersectionality of vulnerability. Among others, key interpretations can be made as follows: 
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● Out of 4295 vulnerable SW, there are 1826 ELD, 137 PWD, 58 IDP and 549 UPs; and altogether 

2486 SW have double vulnerability whereas 466 SW of triple vulnerability, 50 have four types and 

2 have five types of vulnerabilities. 

● Out of 10026 vulnerable ELD, there are 1860 SW, 518 PWD, 159 IDPs and 756 UPs; and 

altogether 2959 ELD have double vulnerability whereas 549 have triple, 73 have four types and 2 

have five types of vulnerabilities.  

● Out of 3115 vulnerable PWD, there are 124 SW, 714 ELD, 27 IDP and 333 UPs; and altogether 

999 PWD have double vulnerability whereas 301 have triple, 52 have four types and 2 have five 

types of vulnerabilities.  

● Out of 1536 vulnerable IDP, there are 44 SW, 132 ELD, 30 PWD and 93 UPs; and altogether 299 

IDP have double vulnerability whereas 89 have triple, 22 have four types and 2 have five types of 

vulnerabilities.  

● Out of 8437 vulnerable UPs, there are 520 SW, 746 ELD, 372 PWD and 103 IDP; and altogether 

2058 UPs have double vulnerability whereas 373 have triple, 55 have four types and 3 have five 

types of vulnerabilities.  

Table 3.2: Intersectionality of vulnerability 

 

 

With the interpretations as above in Table 3.2, it has become clear that the figures about the total 

number of vulnerable populations are repeatedly represented and clarifies the ambiguities that are 

contained in Table 3.1. In the light of this, the Table 3.3 (below which was originally presented as 

Table 4 in Mott MacDonald’s “Summary of Vulnerability Assessment: Evidence Phase”) does now 

make better sense for establishing a point of departure for further analysis. 
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Table 3.3: Number of identified vulnerable people by their vulnerability number and by 
responsible POs 

Number of 
Vulnerability 

CDC 
(Rasuwa) 

DCA 
(Dhading) 

Phase N 
(Gorkha) 

SAPPROS 
(Nuwakot) 

Total 

1 41 878 11,482 552 12,953 

2 679 446 2,932 1,875 5,932 

3 2,262ab 32 490 81 2,865 

4 - 2 52 8 62 

5 - 1 2 - 3 

Total 2,982 1,359 14,958 2,516 21,815 

(Source: Summary report of VAR by Purnima/Mott MacDonald) 

 

Table 3.3 (above) reiterates the condition that people have multiple vulnerability as high as 5 types 

and provides actual number of vulnerable people who need to be ensured not to be left behind. As 

presented, for PHASE Nepal the total number of vulnerable populations is the highest as 14,958 in 

Gorkha district followed by CDC 2982, SAPPROS 2516 and DCA 1359. In other words, these 

numbers are actual universe of vulnerable population corresponding to the POs at present.  

Now in view of Figure 3.1 (above) and Table 3.4 (below), while keeping other information in 

perspective, it becomes obvious that if uniform amount of fund is allocated for each Palika, then there 

is a possibility that in Palikas with high proportion of VGs will have thinner distribution of resources in 

order not to leave any one behind, while elsewhere with lessor proportion will have higher availability 

of fund. Then according to the resource invested it is likely to make different levels of achievements or 

results. This set of information can also have implications to look into the organisational structure of 

POs to find a right balance for the delivery of EI and other interventions. It can demand assessment of 

POs in terms of number of vulnerable populations served against financial resources deployed, 

activities implemented and supports provided. In other words, it can be said that these actual 

numbers of vulnerable populations should have direct proportional relationship to resource invested, 

activities undertaken and supports provided. It can also be said that the plans of concerned POs 

should show interrelationship and adjustments and/or alignment according to this factuality. 

In Annex 4, livelihoods need identification of VGs according VARs of all POs have been extracted 

and presented. Some POs have presented just the list of livelihood supports while some others have 

provided some quantitative information about preference of some activities as counted by the 

frequency of respondents (DCA & SAPPROS). Whatever approach of their presentation may be, it is 

very clear that the ‘wish-list’ or ‘expectations’ or ‘needs’ comprise of mainly agriculture-based 

interventions (or on-farm) have been demanded by all types of VGs even by IDPs and UPHHs. This 

could be because those were mainly familiar livelihood activities for them prior to the earthquake 

strike which is a reflection of Nepalese agro-based economy. Examples of these on-farm livelihoods 

interventions demanded by VGs are vegetable farming, poultry, goat farming, buffalo farming, dairy, 

cash-crop farming, and their related know-how and skills. Likewise, other examples of livelihood 

demand include traditional skills such as cloth sewing, and iron smith. In addition, the demands of 

elderly peoples and PWDs had special needs of accessing their entitlements and assistive devices all 

leading to achieve the goal of LNOB. Further, VARs were useful for POs to help establish EI and 

other interventions in the planning process of Palikas. Study Team found that these demands of VGs 

were reflected in their work plans, progress reports as well as observed during field visit which have 

been discussed further in other sub-sections later. 

3.2 Overall assessment of components in relation to Economic Inclusion 

As introduced in sub-section 1.3 (above) of this report as well as elaborated elsewhere, the 

Purnima/Mott MacDonald’s  has four pillars or components, namely, (i) understanding the action, (ii) 
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empower for change, (iii) safe shelter, and (iv) economic inclusion for livelihood recovery. Each 

component has its own impact pathways and different levels of ambitions. Although this assessment 

is mainly concerned with EI, but all others components have their bearing on it and vice versa. 

Therefore, on the basis of review of progress reports, field observations, FGDs and KII with Palika 

dignitaries/officials, VGs and interaction with field staff of POs, this overall assessment has been 

made here on the status of different components to take a lead toward detail assessment of EI 

component in the next sub-section. 

Concerning Component 1, all Palika officials with whom the Team interacted, invariably reported that 

they had cooperated with concerned POs in preparation of VARs, and currently they have been 

tremendously benefited from the data that emerged from the VARs. This directly signifies that they 

have been able to establish who is left behind, where and why, and accordingly take appropriate 

measures given the availability of resources they have at their disposal or as they find leveraging 

potentials. The officials also categorically mentioned that they have been already using the VAR data 

(which are disaggregated) in formulating their local policies and in the preparation of their periodic and 

annual programme planning activities including EI intervention. This is an important aspect that the EI 

interventions are being institutionalised along the side of the deeper or enhanced understanding of 

actions both for POs and local government bodies. This also implies that sustainability dimension of 

CF/LNOB interventions will be enhanced including EI. So, there are complementarities and if POs had 

not taken these components together the likelihood of such outcome would be minimised.  Even the 

Chairperson of Ward number 7 of Gandaki Palika of Gorkha provided an interesting insight on the 

value of VAR that the Palika now has a total census data plus the vulnerability. The official then went 

further saying that the upcoming census in 2021 can be greatly simplified. This is very significant that 

if this model is applied to all Palikas of Nepal then the cost of national census could be drastically 

economised. In terms of using the disaggregated VG data in tracking the progress, the Palika officials 

also see potentials whereas what works for whom in different contexts are variable. Nevertheless, the 

data have been also tremendously useful for the POs to be able to coordinate with local government 

bodies as well as reaching the one in line with LNOB principle. In this way, the study Team verifies 

that this component has been highly useful and ‘levels of ambitions’ are rising as well as EI 

interventions received a good boosting complementarity. 

With regards to Component 2, it can perhaps be said as a universal fact that the VGs’ empowerment 

is directly proportional to their livelihood situation. In other words, a better empowered vulnerable 

person would have a better chance of livelihood recovery because s/he would be able to assert EI 

intervention in a more organised and systematic manner. This empowerment does not only apply to 

the VGs but also to the Palika dignitaries that with the help of better database they have can better 

prioritise their actions of EI interventions for needy peoples in their administrative areas of 

jurisdictions. All FGDs with VGs confirmed that the respective POs have facilitated to ensure access 

to basic services and entitlements, particularly relating to the distribution of ID cards to vulnerable 

peoples that have direct links to availing allowances and various benefits to VGs. It was reported from 

all places that Palikas and POs had collaborated to organise various camps by bringing Doctors to 

nearby places of VGs for necessary verifications and recommendations for different categories ID 

cards according to the degree of vulnerability. Some POs, particularly SAPPROS and CDC had also 

organised orientation programmes for concerned VGs in order to clarify the importance of different 

kinds of ID cards such as ‘Red’, ‘Blue’, ‘Yellow’ and ‘White’. There is no dispute reported among VGs 

and POs and/or Palika offices in terms of any possible biases that may be attributed in the distribution 

of ID cards to VGs. Moreover, because of community mobilisation, orientation programmes and 

regular contacts with field level staff, it was observed as well as reported by the VGs that they have 

now become better in terms of putting their demands to incorporate in the planning process of local 

government and various organisations who go to them with their projects and activities. This is very 

crucial and important achievement in relation to interventions for economic inclusion, recovery and 

sustainability in medium to longer term time horizon on the basis of their empowerment at present. 

Further, POs also reported that they have made effort to build connections among the VGs through 

various group approaches and networks. Especially in Nuwakot, it was observed that VGs of 

Dupcheshwor and Shivapuri Palikas have their groups registered in Palika offices (see Figure 3.2) 

and accordingly have made effort to approach Palikas for including programmes of their interests and 
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needs. This practice was not found elsewhere but it appears that it could be one way of 

institutionalisation of communities although sustainability of such structures could be an issue for 

future explorations. In this way, the study Team has reckoned that the ‘levels of ambitions’ have been 

rising or they are progressing. 

 

Figure 3.2: Farmers’ group registration certificates 

With regards to Component 3, it can be said that it is a fundamental element for survivors in the 

aftermath of earthquake. Because of the unimaginable losses, their situation would be highly 

depressing, and unless safe housing environment would not get restored, be it EI interventions or 

others are negatively impacted. The GoN through NRA, although have been putting efforts to provide 

assistance to rebuild safe houses with a certain token amount of fund, however, many survivors, who 

have now been categorised as VGs of different vulnerabilities, happened to remain either unreached 

or they have been unable to rebuild their houses with the funds provided. Therefore, the safer shelter 

component can be regarded as a psychological basis or platform on which EI interventions can find 

their foundation among others. During field visit, all VGs and Palika officials from all Palikas reported 

that the respective PO provided facilitation support for grievance registration of those VGs who were 

left out the NRA list of eligible peoples for grants for constructing their houses. For many it was 

possible that they could simply complete the process and received NRA’s last instalment grant for 

their house construction. However, in every Palikas under Purnima project there still remained a few 

households who could not complete their house construction and thereby could not receive the final 

instalment from NRA. For those really needy VGs, all POs provided small top-up support for the 

completion of houses as necessary. Example of supports provided to these left out households 

include provision of roof, and/or provision of door and windows, or disability friendly entrance to home, 

or toilet. The cost of such support could be 10 or 20 thousand rupees to over 50 thousand. On this 

some POs such as CDC and SAPPROS reported that they have been innovating cost effective ways 

of providing supports to those left out households like use of local materials, leveraging resource with 

other agencies like Palika and NGOs, etc. which helped them to reach more number of households. 

With the help of such support the left out households were able submit their completion reports of 

house construction to NRA and obtain the final instalment, and all are according to NRA’s house 

models and guidelines which have ensured safe housing to the VGs. If the support had not been 

there, then those VGs had to fall into debt trap or other negative coping strategies if they were really 

wilful in making their houses which would likely lead to further destitution. Nonetheless, it was 

reported by some VGs that in Rasuwa, Dhading and Gorkha there are still a few households needing 

support for which concerned Palikas and POs are coordinating. On the whole it can be said that the 

safe living environment is under progress and the supports provided so far have been useful to the 

beneficiaries. 
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Having made overall analysis of three components of CF/LNOB in relation to economic inclusion, the 

EI interventions has been dealt at length in the next sub-section. To be noted here is that POs have 

been implementing the programme activities for the years 2019 and 2020. The overall status of EI 

coverage of VGs by December 2019 against the intersectionality-adjusted numbers of VGs identified 

through the VAR (see Table 3.3) can be presented as in Table 3.4. Although sub-section 3.3 has 

dealt with the individual details, according to Table 3.4 it appears that overall target setting was quite 

low or overall achievement in 2019, therefore, is quite low (21.34%). This could have been because of 

two probable reasons, first, the available time window was limited (3 months was used for VAR and 

then 9 months for implementation) and second, there could have been ‘start-up hurdles’ (although 

may not be possible to uncover here). 

Table 3.4: Overall status of VG coverage by EI activities as of December 2019  

S.N. POs 
Intersectionality-

adjusted VG 
numbers*  

Achievements in 2019 Remained for 2020 

VG 
numbers 

% age 
VG 

numbers 
% age 

1 CDC                   2,982          1,019            34.17          1,963       65.83  

2 DCA                   1,359             597            43.93             762       56.07  

3 PHASE                 14,958          2,438            16.30        12,520       83.70  

4 SAPPROS                   2,516             602            23.93          1,914       76.07  

5 Total                 21,815          4,656            21.34        17,159       78.66  

(Source: Progress reports of POs and Table 3.3* as adapted from Purnima/Mott MacDonald) 

3.3 Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’  

This section discusses on the status of ‘Types of EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ 

delivered to VGs by POs by the end of December 2019 as a foundation for quantitative assessments 

of ‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’, ‘viability’ and ‘potential sustainability’ of EI interventions. These will 

have explained the robustness of POs’ economic inclusion for livelihood recovery component 

strategies in quantitative terms on the basis of how POs reported in their progress reports and how 

they supplied additional information during the process of study. 

Now, let us begin by clarifying phrases as i) ‘Types of EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of supports’; 

and ii) the definitions/meanings of ‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’ ‘viability’ and ‘sustainability’ for this 

study purpose. 

These phrases (i.e. ‘Types of EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of supports’) emerged from the desk 

reviews, particularly VARs and progress reports, and subsequent initial consultations with POs. It is to 

be noted here that, although the work plans of POs have been presented differently, but the activities 

could again be aligned as ‘types of EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘types of support’. This is apparently 

because the original ‘expectations’ or ‘demands’ or ‘needs’ or ‘wish list’ as stated during the 

preparation of VARs do correspond to the activities and supports (see Annex 4 for details). To come 

up with two respective tables for each POs, the templates were created on the basis of data available 

in progress reports, and then POs were requested to fill with the data gaps or revise the entire tables 

(if felt necessary) according to their record keeping systems. Under remarks column, references to 

data sources have been clearly mentioned (except PHASE). 

In reference to the ToR and in consultation with Purnima/Mott MacDonald, the definitions of  

‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’ ‘viability’ and ‘sustainability’ have been adopted as follows: 

3.3.1 Appropriacy  

It has been defined at two levels. At activity level, it relates to how suitable/accessible the provided 

interventions are to the needs and constraints of the target population by the 5 type/s of vulnerability 

and their intersectionalities, and at strategy level, it relates to how well the PO has considered and 

responded to the needs and opportunities of the target groups identified by the diagnostic. 
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3.3.2 Effectiveness 

Effectiveness has it concerns both in terms of efficiency of delivery and results achieved. In the 

context of rapid need of assistance timely delivery of inputs/activities is one key aspect. However, in 

terms of results, it can be seen at two levels. At activity level, it relates to the difference EI 

interventions have brought in the livelihoods of those who have received assistance (e.g. issues such 

as the contribution of the activity to a household’s economy/coping strategies/recovery). The question 

is like what is the evidence to justify the roll-out of the interventions to cover the entire vulnerable 

population targeted by the CF? At the strategy level, it relates to the coverage achieved vis-à-vis the 

diagnostic and strategic plan for the EI component. 

3.3.3 Viability 

It is the extent to which activities initiated/supported by PO’s are proving to be financially and 

economically viable within their market context? The issues of adequacy of transfer size are relevant 

factors here. 

3.3.4 Sustainability  

Although definition may be contextual, for this study purpose, it has been considered as the likelihood 

of the EI interventions’ continuity after programme is over as well as indications of direction and 

confidence towards upgrading from subsistence level to certain degree of economic growth of VGs. 

Having in perspective of the understanding of key phrases and definition, assessments of the status 

of ‘Types of EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of supports’ have been assessed.  

The Tables from different POs for ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ – i.e. Tables 3.5, 3.7, 3.9 and 3.11 

respectively for CDC, DCA, PHASE and SAPPROS, and likewise Tables for ‘Types of supports’ – i.e. 

3.6, 3.8, 3.10 and 3.12, have emerged with somewhat variegated list of items. As a result, these have, 

to a certain degree, reduced the cross POs’ comparability for readers in a swift manner because in 

some tables one might think that a particular item should have been placed in the other category of 

tables and vice versa. This can be recognised as a limitation or anomaly. Even then, these tables 

have provided a wide range of activities with evidences of benefits delivered to the target VGs (as 

they demanded) as a quantitative basis for analysing ‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’ ‘viability’ and 

‘sustainability’. Then the next Section 3.4 have deliberated more on qualitative dimension on the basis 

of FGDs and KIIs which may be considered as triangulation. 

It is to be noted here that the discussions under sub-sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 will follow a 

specific pattern. First, the descriptive statements of data as found in two relevant tables pertaining to 

respective POs will be made. Second, analyses will be made with the angles of ‘appropriacy’, 

‘effectiveness’, ‘viability’ and ‘sustainability’ specially looking at the VG-wise data. Third, recombined 

data of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ as ‘decomposition of expenditures made by 

POs in different activities’ to make robustness assessment. 

3.4 Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ delivered by CDC  

3.4.1 Descriptive statements 

As shown in Table 3.5 (below) the types of economic inclusion activities reportedly demanded by VGs 

of Rasuwa range from basic income generation activities to various kinds of trainings to 

re/construction of irrigation canal. 

From the perspective of total beneficiaries ‘organic farming training …’ and ‘home garden training…’ 

(221 beneficiaries each) have benefited the most followed by ‘postharvest loss management’ (220 

beneficiaries), ‘one-day orientation…’ (175 beneficiaries), ‘irrigation channel support’ (134 

beneficiaries) and others. 
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From VG type perspective, Eld (370 beneficiaries) were benefited the most followed by UPHHs (360 

beneficiaries), SW (219 beneficiaries), PWD (148 beneficiaries) and ‘IDPs’ (only 2). If we look at the 

VG wise most important order of economic activities we can see as followings: 

● Most SW were benefited by ‘organic farming training’ (56), ‘postharvest loss management’ (55), 

‘home gardening’ (39) and SYIB (35). 

● Most Eld were benefited by ‘awareness programmes …’ (80), ‘home gardening’ (80), ‘postharvest 

loss management’ (70), ‘organic farming training’ (66), and ‘irrigation canal construction’ (42). 

● Most PWD were benefitted by ‘postharvest loss management’ (35), ‘SYIB’ (26), ‘organic farming 

training’ (26) and ‘home gardening’ (24). 

● Most UPHHs were benefited by ‘home gardening’ (78), ‘awareness programmes …’ (77), ‘organic 

farming training’ (73), ‘postharvest loss management’ (60), and ‘irrigation canal construction’ (27). 

● Only 2 individuals were reported to be IDPs who benefitted by ‘internship program’. 

From gender perspective beneficiary numbers are about the same proportion in totality with slightly 

more women (M 547 and F 562) although it is also clear that participation of female members is more 

in ‘one day orientation’ (M 74, F 101), SYIB (M 28, F 56), ‘organic farming training’ (M96, F125), ‘high 

value crop production’ (M 12, F28) and ‘home gardening …’ (M105, F116). 

In terms of resource spent, the most important activity was reported to be SYIB (NPR 1,866,352) 

followed by ‘organic farming’ (NPR 829, 442), ‘postharvest loss management’ (NPR 773, 978), 

‘irrigation canal’ (NPR 700,132), ‘multipurpose nursery establishment’ (NPR 481, 975), ‘tunnel 

support’ (459,650), ‘home gardening…’ (NPR 364, 715) and others. The least amount was spent on 

‘safe-guarding policy training’ (NPR 10,336).  

Table 3.6 (below) shows that the types of support in order to ensure no one left behind include like 

‘supporting for grievance registration’, ‘facilitation for ID card distribution’, ‘assistive devices for PWDs’ 

and ‘special top-up support for completion of house reconstruction’. The data suggest that coverage 

has been wider than the ‘only’ specified 5 types of VGs (total number of beneficiaries 1840 as 

opposed to 1099 VGs as presented in Table 3.5). From the ‘facilitation for ID card...’ the elderly 

people were most benefited while most UPHHs were benefited from ‘grievance registration supports’.  

However, from gender perspective more men (1089) were benefitted than women (751). In terms of 

expenditure for various kinds of supports, the ‘top-up support’ for reconstruction of 22 VGs’ houses 

constitute the highest amount (NPR 1 million) followed by assistive devices for PWDs and others. 

Here also, although it was essential to provide support for the neediest people, the CDC appears 

quite judicial and prudent in applying its strategy to support other than EI/livelihood activities. This 

strategy is certainly logical and reasonable. 
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Table 3.5: Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ delivered by CDC by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request.  

 

 

 

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

1

Conduct One-day orientation and 

awareness on GON reconstruction grant 

process 

1 125 175 10 80 8 0 77 175 74 101 175 57,590            57,590           Q3 Report

2

Start and improve your business (SIYB) 

training to selected vulnerable groups to 

help them identify profitable business 

opportunities with start up support

4 80 84 35 9 26 0 14 84 28 56 84 2,070,600       1,866,352       Q3 Report

3
Post harvest loss management training 

and support
11 220 220 55 70 35 0 60 220 121 99 220 979,000          773,978          Q3 Report

4
Training on organic farming along with 8 

types of seeds 
11 220 221 56 66 26 0 73 221 96 125 221 1,199,000       829,442          Q3 Report

5 Internship programs 5 8 0 0 0 2 6 8 5 3 8 200,000          169,143          Q3 Report

6
High value crop production (ginger and 

potato)
2 40 40 7 9 10 14 40 12 28 40 143,180          143,180          Q3 Report

7 Safe guarding policy training 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 10 20,000            10,336           Q3 Report

8 Multi purpose nursery establishement 1 11 11 1 4 1 0 5 11 8 3 11 668,800          481,975          Q3 Report

9

Home garden training and establishment 

of support to farmers with high value 

fruits and vegetables 

11 220 221 39 80 24 0 78 221 105 116 221 484,000          364,715          Q3 Report

10 Tunnel support 1 20 20 0 10 4 0 6 20 16 4 20 600,000          459,650          Q3 Report

11 Irrigation cannel support 3 50 134 16 42 14 0 27 99 75 24 99 900,000          700,132          Q3 Report

Total 991 1144 219 370 148 2 360 1099 547 562 1109 7,322,170         5,856,493        80%

Distribution of VG Financial records

Reference 

/Remarks
By types By Gender

Total 

cumulative 

allocation of 

3Qs (NPR)

Total spent as 

of Dec 2019 

(NPR)

S.N. Type of livelihood activities
NO. of 

events

Targets 

(No. of 

VG)

Total 

beneficia

ries
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Table 3.6: Status of ‘Types of support’ delivered by CDC by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request. 

SW SC/Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

1

Support to register grievance of 

vulnerable households for housing 

reconstruction

81 302 9 3 2 0 288 302 280 22 302 -               -            Q3 Report

2
Orientation on communities for ID card 

distribution
0 176 10 80 8 0 78 176 74 102 176 57,590          57,590       Q3 Report

3

Support to Rural Municipalities to 

distribute ID card of senior citizen and 

PWD

1000 1300 0 1018 282 0 1300 691 609 1300 200,820        162,671     Q3 Report

4 Assistive devices to PWDs 40 40 40 0 40 32 8 40 237,000        191,331     Q3 Report

5
Reconstruction support of material and 

labour cost
20 22 6 2 8 0 6 22 12 10 22 1,500,000     1,030,395   Q3 Report

Total 1141 1840 25 1103 340 0 372 1840 1089 751 1840 1,995,410     1,441,987   72%

Financial records

Reference 

/Remarks

Total 

cumulative 

allocation as 

of 3Qs (NPR)

Total spent 

as of Dec 

2019 (NPR)

S.N. Types of support provided

Targets 

(No. of 

VG)

Total 

benificiaries

Distribution of VG

By Types By Gender
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3.4.2 Appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability 

This analysis has been done on the basis of fact presented in above Tables (3.5 & 3.6) and Annex 4. 

The Annex 4.I shows that during preparation of VAR the needs of VGs were provided SW, PWD, and 

senior citizen (Eld). The list of needs put forward by SW comprise of ‘goat farming’, ‘Income 

Generation training’, ‘employment opportunity’,’ livelihood support/skill development’, ‘poultry farming’ 

and so on. Now if we look at the results we can see that most SW were benefited by ‘organic farming 

training’ (56), ‘postharvest loss management’ (55), ‘home gardening’ (39) and SYIB (35). The list of 

needs put forward by Eld include ‘basic needs including cash supports’, ‘buffalo farming’, ‘goat 

farming’, ‘vegetable farming’ and so on. Now, if we look at the results it can be seen that most Eld 

were benefited by ‘awareness programmes …’ (80), ‘home gardening’ (80), ‘postharvest loss 

management’ (70), ‘organic farming training’ (66), and ‘irrigation canal construction’ (42). The list of 

needs put forward by PWD include ‘economic support’, ‘IG sources’, ‘goat farming’, ‘poultry farming’, 

‘skills’ and ‘employment opportunity’. Now, the results show that most PWD were benefitted by 

‘postharvest loss management’ (35), ‘SYIB’ (26), ‘organic farming training’ (26) and ‘home gardening’ 

(24). Although the VAR does not provide lists of needs from UPHHs and IDPs, the results show that 

most UPHHs were benefited by ‘home gardening’ (78), ‘awareness programmes …’ (77), ‘organic 

farming training’ (73), ‘postharvest loss management’ (60), and ‘irrigation canal construction’ (27) and 

IDPs (only 2 person) have been benefitted by ‘internship program’. 

Now, from the appropriacy point of view (both activity and strategy), it can be said that the EI activities 

delivered by CDC vis-à-vis as the demands or list of needs of different VGs appear quite appropriate 

because they largely match and/or tailor made to meet the need. These are reflected in their plan and 

progress as represented by Tables 3.5 and 3.6 and the ‘demands’ as represented in Annex 4.I. 

Earlier in Table 3.4 it has been made clear that the set target numbers of VGs for EI activities during 

2019 are quite low. Given the set target number for CDC (whatsoever the figure maybe), the 

effectiveness has been analysed here. The data suggests that the effectiveness at the strategy level 

(i.e. coverage) is quite high. CDC has been able to cover all the targeted VGs at a minimum (1109, see 

Table 3.5). Within the 9 months of implementation the total beneficiaries of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ 

reached 1144 (see Table 3.5) suggesting reaching to people with more than one vulnerability condition. 

Likewise, with ‘Types of support’ CDC reached 1840 people (see Table 3.6) which suggests that they 

have not only dealt with people with more than one vulnerability but also tried to cover more who could 

have been left behind even at the time of diagnostic stage. The effectiveness at the activity level as 

represented by the change brought about by EI interventions could be exemplified by two representative 

success stories (see Annex 5). In case 1, with the support of NPR 10,000, now the VG has already 

earned NPR 40,000 and says that now he has been to increase his poultry business. In case 2, the VG 

has begun to earn NPR 400 per day. 

From the viability point of view, the representative case studies suggest that the amount of resources 

provided to them are good enough to begin their small business. However, still somewhat difficult to 

assess at a wider scale because of time factor in the field to compare with the available fact. 

From the sustainability view point, the sample reported case studies suggest a quite rosy picture. It 

can be observed that, despite so meagre support of NPR 10,000 as business start-up for each 

individual, ‘thinking to increase business’ (case 1) and earning ‘NPR 400’ per day (case 2) show 

indications of sustainability of EI interventions.  

3.4.3 Robustness analysis of EI interventions strategies of CDC 

The analysis under this para is going much beyond what has be done under para b).  The Figure 3.3 

combines the data of Tables 3.5 and 3.6 and areas of activities/supports have been reorganised into 

broader headings for analytical purpose. It shows the decomposition of expenditure made by CDC in 

various activities/supports. Of the total expenditure in programme activities as reported by CDC, 56 per 

cent has been spent for training, orientation and internship followed by 14 per cent in reconstruction 

support, 9 per cent in irrigation canal re/construction, 7 per cent for multipurpose nursery, 6 per cent for 

tunnels and rest others. Very little is spent on high value crops (2%).  Looking into these data it can be 
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said that, from expenditure point of view, the EI intervention is highly traditional in nature to improve 

skills yet it does not reflect its market implications. In other words, the largely the interventions appear 

subsistence oriented and perhaps there is not enough clarity from marketing and economic perspective. 

 

Figure 3.3: Decomposition of expenditure by activities/supports (CDC) 

(Data source: Tables 3.5 and 3.6) 

3.5 Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ delivered by DCA 

3.5.1 Descriptive statements 

As shown in Table 3.7 (below) the types of economic inclusion activities reportedly demanded by VGs 

of Dhading very much oriented to trainings both on-farm and non-farm types and their related supports 

are then reflect in Table 3.8 (below).  

From the perspective of total beneficiaries ‘’skill based training on goat rearing’ (257 beneficiaries) have 

benefited the most followed by ‘kitchen garden training’ (218 beneficiaries), ‘mushroom farming’ (90 

beneficiaries) and rest others. There is also an ‘other’ unspecified category. 

From VG type perspective, SW (197 beneficiaries) are benefited the most followed by UPHHs (169 

beneficiaries), PWD (134 beneficiaries), Eld (80 beneficiaries) and rest others. If we look at VG-wise 

scenario, most important order of economic activities we can see as followings: 

● Most SW were benefited by ‘goat farming training’ (92), ‘kitchen garden training’ (72), ‘mushroom 

farming training’ (28). 

● Most Eld were benefited by ‘kitchen garden training’ (30), ‘goat farming training’ (26), ‘mushroom 

farming training’ (20). 

● Most PWD were benefitted by ‘goat farming training’ (66), and ‘‘kitchen garden training’ (49). 

● Most UPHHs were benefited by ‘goat farming training’ (71), ‘kitchen garden training’ (56), 

‘mushroom farming training’ (32). 

● Limited number of IDPs were also benefitted by ‘kitchen garden training’ (3), ‘mushroom farming 

training’ (1), ‘goat farming training’ (1). 

● There were also 9 unspecified other beneficiaries who ‘kitchen garden training’ (8), ‘goat farming 

training’ (1). 
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From gender perspective beneficiary, female VGs (390) are much higher in numbers that male (207). 

Except for ‘poultry training’ and ‘vegetable farming training’ the number of women beneficiaries are 

higher in all other trainings. 

In terms of resource spent, ‘goat farming’ (NPR 129,058) followed by ‘soft-toy making’ (NPR 80,350), 

and ‘poultry farming training’ (NPR 28,560) consumed the most of the amount. However, in view of 

more number of beneficiaries ‘kitchen garden training’ and ‘mushroom farming training’ were found to 

be most cost effective.  

Although activities in Table 3.8 (below) are too much smaller details, however shows correspondence 

to the training activities in Table 3.7 such as ‘vegetable seeds package’, ‘mushroom spawn’, ‘goat’, 

‘poultry’, etc. The POs also has provided other supports like assistive devices for PWD, facilitation 

support for ‘grievance registration’ to NRA, interaction programme for 7-step planning process, 

interaction programme for social security schemes to benefit most for Eld and PWDs, etc. The PO 

also delivered some support to promote non-farm activities such as establishing petty shop, carpentry, 

barber shop, provision of sewing machine, bee hives, etc. If we look at money spent for different types 

of supports, quite substantial amount is spent on supplying goats (NPR 1.7 million) followed by 

‘buffalo’ (NPR 481,100), ‘orientation plus interaction programme’ (NPR 300,102), ‘sewing machine’ 

(NPR 167,854), ‘assistive devices’ (NPR 153,370), ‘pig’ (NPR 106,669), plastic tunnels (NPR 

100,312) and ‘poultry’ (NPR 88,070). Again it can be noted that vegetable farming and mushroom 

farming kind of supports are quite cost effective. It is also to be noted that some of the activities like 

buffalo, piggery and bee keeping perhaps already showing higher level capacity of VGs who perhaps 

could quickly recover their economic status which was damaged by earthquake. All these suggest 

that DCA’s supports are benefiting the most vulnerable as well as helping some of the vulnerable 

peoples who could take off from their subsistence level to income generation or microenterprise level.
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Table 3.7:  Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ delivered by DCA by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request.  

  

SM Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Other Total Male Female Total

1 Kitchen garden training 12 218 72 30 49 3 56 8 218 63 155 218          5,709          5,709 

Figures from Q1 

report/Follow-up 

done in Q2

2
Mushroom farming training and 

material support
6 90 28 20 9 1 32 0 90 30 60 90          4,000          4,000 

Figures from Q1 

report/Follow-up 

done in Q2

3
Skilled based training on Goat rearing 

(on-farm)
7 257 92 26 66 1 71 1 257 94 163 257       129,058       129,058 

4
Skilled based training on Poultry 

Farming (on-farm)
1 11 1 2 6 0 2 0 11 7 4 11        28,560        28,560 

5
Skilled based training on Vegetable 

framing (on-farm)
1 9 1 1 0 0 7 0 9 10 2 12             900             900 

6
Skilled based training on Soft-toy 

making (non-farm)
1 9 3 1 4 0 1 0 9 3 6 9        80,350        80,350 

Total 28 594 197 80 134 5 169 9 594 207 390 597       248,577       248,577 

Figures from Q3 

report (mentioned as 

Oct -Dec 2019)

Distribution of VG

By Types By Gender
Cumulative 

allocation 

of 3 Qs 

(NPR)

Total spent 

(NPR) as of 

Dec 2019

S.N. Types of livelihood activities
No. of 

event

Financial records

Reference/ 

Remarks
Targets (No. of VG)
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Table 3.8: Status of ‘Types of support’ delivered by DCA by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request

SM Eld PWD IDPs UP Other Total Male Female Total

1
Composite package of 10 types of 

vegetable seeds
12 218 72 30 49 3 56 8 218 63 155 218            30,000            30,000 

Figures from Q1 

report/Follow-up done in Q2

2
Mushroom spawn (parale/Kanye) to start 

up mushroom farming
6 90 28 20 9 1 32 0 90 30 60 90            45,890            45,890 

Figures from Q1 

report/Follow-up done in Q2

3
White cane stick distribution as life 

support equipment to PwDs
15 0 0 15 0 0 0 15 10 5 15            14,300            14,300 Figures from Q1 report

4
Crutches distribution as life support 

equipment to PwDs
15 0 0 15 0 0 0 15 10 5 15            33,800            33,800 Figures from Q1 report

5
Orientation on the local level seven-step 

planning process
2 77 34 6 13 3 14 7 77 0 Figures from Q1 report

6
Interaction programme for social security 

scheme
2 80 34 6 13 3 14 10 80 0 Figures from Q1 report

7

Interaction and dialogue programme with 

RM for Housing grant Scheme for the 

vulnerable who have not received tranche 

or could not construct house

1 25 2 1 3 0 1 18 25 19 6 25            21,891            21,891 Figures from Q1 report

8 Goat 148 57 20 26 1 44 0 148 55 93 148       1,369,228       1,369,228 

9 Buffalo 41 21 4 5 2 9 0 41 13 28 41          481,100          481,100 

10 Poultry 7 2 0 3 1 1 0 7 4 3 7            88,070            88,070 

11 Pig 8 2 3 2 0 2 1 10 3 5 8          106,669          106,669 

12 Barber shop 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1            14,000            14,000 

13 Mill support 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1            14,000            14,000 

14 Buck 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1            10,000            10,000 

15 Vegetable Farming/ Plastic Tunnel 11 1 1 1 0 8 0 11 8 7 15          100,312          100,312 

16 Petty Shop 4 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 4 4            47,500            47,500 

17 Sewing Machine 13 6 1 4 0 2 0 13 5 8 13          167,854          167,854 

18 Iron Smith Support 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 0 2            26,508            26,508 

19 Carpentry Support 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1            14,091            14,091 

20 Bee Hives 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1            10,000            10,000 

21
Life Support Equipment Distribution to 

(PWD)
14 0 0 14 0 0 0 14 9 5 14          153,370          153,370 

Figures from Q3 report. 

There are 9 different 

equipment.

Total 773 263 94 175 14 185 44 775 236 384 620 3,051,685       3,051,685       

S.N. Type of support provided
No. of 

event

Financial records

Reference/Remarks

Targets 

(No. of 

VG)

By Gender

         303,102          303,102 

Figures from Q3 report 

(mentioned as Oct-Dec 2019)

Distribution of VG

By Types
Total 

cumulative 

allocation of 

3 Qs (NPR)

Total spent 

(NPR) as of 

Dec 2019
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3.5.2 Appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability 

This analysis has been done on the basis of fact presented in above Tables (3.7 & 3.8) and Annex 4. 

Although the Annex 4.II does not mention categories of VGs involved during preparation of VAR to 

put forward the needs, but they have broadly categorised as ‘area of interest to improve livelihood’ 

and ‘type of supports that might help to solve the problem’. They have identified areas such as 

vegetable production, poultry, dairy, goat farming, off-arm activities for marketing, skill based training, 

and petty shop. These were the basis for DCA to start EI interventions. Now, as a result most SW 

were benefited by ‘goat farming training’ (92), ‘kitchen garden training’ (72), ‘mushroom farming 

training’ (28); most Eld were benefited by ‘kitchen garden training’ (30), ‘goat farming training’ (26), 

‘mushroom farming training’ (20); most PWD were benefitted by ‘goat farming training’ (66), and 

‘‘kitchen garden training’ (49); most UPHHs were benefited by ‘goat farming training’ (71), ‘kitchen 

garden training’ (56), ‘mushroom farming training’ (32); and IDPs benefitted by ‘kitchen garden 

training’ (3), ‘mushroom farming training’ (1), and ‘goat farming training’ (1). 

Now, from the appropriacy point of view (both activity and strategy), it can be said that the EI 

activities delivered by DCA vis-à-vis as the demands or list of needs of different VGs appear quite 

appropriate because they largely match and/or tailor made to meet the needs. These are reflected in 

their plan and progress as represented by Tables 3.7 and 3.8 and the ‘demands’ as represented in 

Annex 4.II. 

Earlier in Table 3.4 it has been made clear that the set target numbers of VGs for EI activities during 

2019 are quite low. Given the set target number for DCA (whatsoever the figure maybe), the 

effectiveness has been analysed here. The data suggest that the effectiveness at the strategy level 

(i.e. coverage) satisfactory. DCA has been able to cover all the targeted VGs at a minimum (597, see 

Table 3.7). Within the 9 months of implementation the total beneficiaries of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ 

reached 594 (see Table 3.7). Likewise, with ‘Types of support’ DCA reached 773 people (see Table 

3.8) which suggests that they have made efforts to deal with more number of people beyond initially 

targeted VGs. The effectiveness at the activity level as represented by the change brought about by 

EI interventions could be exemplified by three representative success stories (see Annex 6). Case 1 

shows that a support of NPR 14,000 gave her a confidence to borrow another NPR 10,000 to open up 

a small restaurant and began to earn NPR 32,000 in the first month of operation, and gave a hope for 

prosperous life. Case 2 demonstrate a case that just by giving soft-toy (non-farm) making training has 

given impetus for a new future step while Case 3 has given an entirely new hope in the family. 

From the viability point of view, the representative case studies give a mixed impressions. Certainly, 

Case 1 type of intervention which raised confidence could be judged as viable if combined with skill 

training for growth. However, the products of Case 2 which immediately requires market as well as 

competitive quality could be questionable. Case 3 is entirely new life giving necessary one-off support 

for the family and if hadn’t it been supported, the hope and opportunity of the family to get the child 

standing on own feet physically would have been lost. 

From the sustainability point of view as well the sample reported case studies suggest a mixed 

picture, Yet, Case 1 leading prosperous life is an example heading towards sustainability of EI 

interventions. 

3.5.3 Robustness analysis of EI interventions strategies of DCA 

The Figure 3.4 shows the decomposition of expenditure made by DCA in various activities/supports. Of 

the total expenditure in programme activities/supports as reported by DCA, interestingly livelihood 

training and orientation in total comprise of 17 per cent while to match up with the training activities 

support is 77 per cent (various supports 65%, tunnel support 3 % and non-farm support 9%). Although 

in reference to seeing the list of activities it might feel quite traditional, but perhaps considering the 

closeness of country’s largest market (i.e. Kathmandu valley) connected by the main highway, it 

appears that EI interventions of DCA is tending towards market linkage and economic growth. 
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Figure 3.4: Decomposition of expenditure by activities/supports (DCA) 

(Data source: Tables 3.7 and 3.8) 

3.6 Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ delivered by PHASE 

Nepal  

3.6.1 Descriptive statements 

According to Table 3.9 (below) the types of economic inclusion activities reportedly demanded by VGs 

in Gorkha include basic income generation activities, vocational training and start-up support for 

micro-businesses that have potential for economic growth. 

From the perspective of total beneficiaries ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ 

(1058 beneficiaries) have benefited the most followed by ‘material support for commercial vegetable’ 

(731 beneficiaries), ‘poultry’ (479 beneficiaries), ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (99 

beneficiaries), ‘bee keeping’ (60 beneficiaries) and rest others. It is also noteworthy that 6 individuals 

have also received ‘micro-business start-up support’ which has economic growth potential.  

From VG types perspective, Eld (1004 beneficiaries) are benefiting the most followed by SW (804 

beneficiaries), UPHHs (681 beneficiaries) and PWD (283 beneficiaries) and ‘IDPs’ (52 beneficiaries). 

If we look at the VG wise most important order of economic activities we can see the followings: 

● Most SW were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (326), 

‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (223), ‘poultry’ (187), ‘vocational training of various 

kinds’ (37), ‘bee keeping’ (23) and rest others. 

● Most Eld were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (478), ‘material 

support for commercial vegetable’ (280), ‘poultry’ (172), ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (55), 

‘bee keeping’ (18) and rest others. 

● Most PWD were benefitted by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (94), 

‘poultry’ (82), ‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (67), ‘bee keeping’ (17+4=21), and 

‘vocational training of various kinds’ (18). Interestingly there is ‘micro-business start-up is also 

reported for one PWD. 
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● Most UPHHs were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (259), 

‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (208), ‘poultry’ (177), and ‘vocational training of various 

kinds’ (27) and rest others. 

● Most IDPs were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (25), ‘bee 

keeping’ (11), and ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (9). 

From gender perspective, women beneficiaries (1658) out number more than double to male 

beneficiaries (780). The pattern of livelihood activities that benefit more to women is similar to as 

described for total beneficiaries. 

In terms of resource allocation, the most important activity was reported to be ‘material support for 

commercial vegetable’ (NPR over 10 million) followed by ‘poultry’ (NPR over 8 million), ‘vocational 

training of various kinds’ (NPR around 7.5 million) and others. However, from expenditure 

perspective, ‘poultry’ (NPR around 5.2 million) was most important followed by ‘material support for 

commercial vegetable’ (NPR around 3.8 million), ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (NPR around 

1.7 million) and rest others. 

PHASE Nepal’s other supports, as reported, have been grouped as ‘social’ and ‘housing’ 

interventions as shown in Table 3.10 (below). Under social interventions, ‘orientation on government 

policies and right to VG’ benefitted the VGs most as targeted (3645) as well as achieved (2059). 

However, although ‘facilitation for access to services’ was targeted for 3000, only 939 beneficiaries 

were reached by Dec 2019. ‘Formation or reformation’ of VGs was the third important support 

benefitting 978 out of 1215 target, and ‘infrastructure and mobility support’ was the fourth category 

benefitting 278 out of 400 target. Under ‘housing’ interventions, there are three key supports, such as, 

reaching 550 although 250 was originally for ‘facilitation for NRA grievance processes’, likewise 

reaching 357 out of 600 target, and ‘collection and compilation of constraints faced by VGs’ of 797 out 

of 800 target. 

From VG perspective as shown in Table 3.10, the kinds supports provided benefited PWD the most 

(2849) followed by SW (1644), Eld (1246), UPHHs (512) and IDPs (48). If we closely look at figures of 

supports, such as, ‘orientation on government policies and right to VG’ (2152/ 2059), ‘infrastructure 

and mobility support’ (294/278),  ‘facilitation for inclusion of VGs’(729/550), ‘facilitation in release of 

tranches’ (379/357) and ‘collection and compilation of constraints faced by VGs’ (828/797), they 

clearly demonstrate multi-vulnerability perspectives. And, from gender perspective, there are more 

women (3541) beneficiaries than men (2417). From financial plan and expenditure perspectives, 

‘infrastructure and mobility support’ (although benefited quite less in number, 278) understandably 

was most important (over 1.2 million NPR spent out of 5.5 million planned). This also reflects clearly 

the multi-vulnerability that the beneficiaries as some SW could be PWD, Eld as well as belonging to 

UPHHs. The Table 3.10 also shows that funds under ‘social’ interventions have been spent to quite 

some extent but the ‘housing’ interventions have yet to be accomplished. 
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Table 3.9:  Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ delivered by PHASE Nepal by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request. 

  

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

Total 

cumulative 

allocation by 

3Qs (NPR)

Total spent 

(NPR) as of 

Dec 2019

1

Skilled based training on off-

season Vegetable framing, use of 

organic manure, and preparation 

and use of bio-pesticide (on-farm)

825 1058 326 478 94 25 259 1182 289 769 1058 371,250          422,641           

2
Material support for commercial 

production of vegetables
825 731 223 280 67 7 208 785 228 503 731 10,312,500     3,791,171        

3
Training and poultry chicks 

distribution
625 479 187 172 82 0 177 618 143 336 479 8,125,000       5,229,266        

4 Training on bee keeping 50 60 23 18 17 11 6 75 36 24 60 998,750          85,655             

5
Material support on bee keeping 

with bee hives and other tools
50 5 3 1 4 0 2 10 1 4 5

6
Material support for commercial 

production of vegetables for carer
75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,050,000       -                  

7
Training and poultry chicks 

distribution for carer
125 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,625,000       -                  

8

Vocational Trainings (Hair cutting, 

mobile repair, village animal health 

worker, house wiring, plumbing, 

carpentry, automobile, ladies 

trekking guide)

168 99 37 55 18 9 27 146 78 21 99 7,446,000       1,713,135        

9
Micro Business startup support 

after vocational training
100 6 5 0 1 0 2 8 5 1 6 1,125,000       33,600             

Total 2438 804 1004 283 52 681 2824 780 1658 2438 31,053,500     11,275,468      

Financial records

Reference 

/remarks

By types By Gender

S.N. Types of livelihood activities
Project 

target

Acheiveme

nt as of 

Dec 2019

Distribution of VG
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Table 3.10: Status of ‘Types of support’ delivered by PHASE Nepal by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request.

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

1

1.1 Form/reform vulnerable groups 1215 978 397 153 428 0 0 978 292 686 978 178,200        63,705          

1.2
Orientation on government policies and 

rights to the vulnerable groups
3645 2059 629 177 1313 8 25 2152 721 1338 2059 628,155        137,522        

1.3

Facilitating access to services (people 

with disability, single women and 

elderly)-cards and other halth services

3000 939 26 101 812 0 0 939 466 473 939 900,000        63,009          

1.4

Infrastructure and mobility support to 

people with disability (Assistive devices 

and equipment and ramp construction)

400 278 5 250 37 0 2 294 161 117 278 5,500,000      1,207,709      

2

2.1

Facilitate inclusion of vulnerable HHs in 

the Grievance registration process of 

NRA

250 550 261 240 91 16 121 729 229 321 550 137,500        -               

2.2 Facilitate in release of tranches 600 357 125 47 90 2 115 379 165 192 357 304,800        -               

2.3

Collect and compile constraints faced 

by vulnerable groups in rebuilding of 

their houses

800 797 201 278 78 22 249 828 383 414 797 240,000        -               

Total 9910 5958 1644 1246 2849 48 512 6299 2417 3541 5958 7,888,655      1,471,945      

Reference 

/remarksTotal Project 

Budget (Nrs)

Total 

expenses as of 

Dec 2019 

(NPR)

Financial records

Social Interventions

Housing Interventions

By Type By Gender

Distribution of VGs

Types of support providedS.N.
Project 

Target

Achievement 

(Till Dec 

2019)
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3.6.2 Appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability 

This analysis has been done on the basis of fact presented in above Tables (3.9 & 3.10) and Annex 

4. The Annex 4.III has listed potential supports by all five types of vulnerability and by Palikas. In 

addition, it also highlights some cross cutting themes of interventions. This kind of approach appear 

relevant because of the fact that Palikas range from relatively easily accessible areas like Gandaki to 

Dharche and TsumNubri which are far away and remote. It is interesting to note the listing of ‘potential 

supports’ by VGs and Palikas. For IDPs lists of supports were reported only from Dharche, there were 

no reports for ultra-poor (UPHHs) and PWDs from Ajirkot, and only needs for SWs and Eld were 

reported from all 4 Palikas. EI intervention needs of SW include ‘organic farming’, ‘skill training for 

IGA’, ‘cash crop’, and ‘kitchen gardening’. EI interventions needs for PWDs include mostly ‘skill 

training of non-farm type’, and ‘on-farm business for care takers of PWDs’. Key EI intervention needs 

for Eld include ‘food subsidies’, ‘assistive devices’, ‘health care’, and ‘goat farming’.  EI interventions 

needed for IDPs in VAR include ‘skill development training’, ‘sewing’, ‘animal husbandry’, ‘cash crop’, 

‘entrepreneurship development’, and ‘market development’. EI intervention needs of UPHHs include 

‘cash crops’, ‘skill training’, ‘reclamation of barren lands’, and ‘housing reconstruction supports’. Now 

the results have shown that most SW were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable 

farming…’ (326), ‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (223), ‘poultry’ (187), ‘vocational training 

of various kinds’ (37), ‘bee keeping’ (23) and rest others; most Eld were benefited by ‘skill-based 

training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (478), ‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (280), 

‘poultry’ (172), ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (55), ‘bee keeping’ (18) and rest others; most 

PWD were benefitted by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (94), ‘poultry’ (82), 

‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (67), ‘bee keeping’ (17+4=21), and ‘vocational training of 

various kinds’ (18). Interestingly there is ‘micro-business start-up is also reported for one PWD; most 

UPHHs were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (259), ‘material 

support for commercial vegetable’ (208), ‘poultry’ (177), and ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (27) 

and rest others; and most IDPs were benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable 

farming…’ (25), ‘bee keeping’ (11), and ‘vocational training of various kinds’ (9). 

Now, from the appropriacy point of view (both activity and strategy), it can be said that the EI 

activities delivered by PHASE vis-à-vis as the list of needs of different VGs appear not matching to a 

certain extent despite considering tailor made to meet the needs. For instance, key EI intervention 

needs for Eld include ‘food subsidies’, ‘assistive devices’, ‘health care’, and ‘goat farming’, but most 

Eld appear to have benefited by ‘skill-based training on off-season vegetable farming…’ (478), 

‘material support for commercial vegetable’ (280), ‘poultry’ (172), ‘vocational training of various kinds’ 

(55), and ‘bee keeping’ (18). This could raise question as to who has been taking advantage in the 

name of elderly people. It was partly observed in Gandaki as well as Ajirkot during field visit. 

Earlier in Table 3.4 it has been made clear that the set target numbers of VGs for EI activities during 

2019 are quite low. Given the set target number for PHASE (whatsoever the figure maybe), the 

effectiveness has been analysed here. The data suggest that the effectiveness at the strategy level 

(i.e. coverage) is quite well. PHASE has been able to cover all the targeted VGs at a minimum (2438, 

see Table 3.9). Within the 9 months of implementation the total beneficiaries of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ 

reached 2438 (see Table 3.9). Likewise, with ‘Types of support’ PHASE reached 5958 people (see 

Table 3.10) which suggests that they have made efforts not only to deal with multi-vulnerability, but 

also substantially more number of people beyond initially targeted VGs. This could be because of the 

fact that their working Palika Dharche, TsumNubri and Ajirkot are the closest places from the 25 April 

2015’s earthquake epicentre. However, it was not possible to judge effectiveness at the activity level 

because PHASE could not supply its success cases studies in its progress reports apart from a PWD 

who received a wheel-chair. 

Likewise, it was not possible to make assessment from viability and sustainability viewpoints because 

of lack of comparable case studies to draw insights. 
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3.6.3 Robustness analysis of EI interventions strategies of PHASE 

The Figure 3.5 shows the decomposition of expenditure made by PHASE in various 

activities/supports. Of the total expenditure in programme activities/supports, a large chunk of fund 

has been spent on training activites (45 % on farm and 13 % non-farm) and 30 per cent to match with 

training conducted for on-farm training as ‘commercial vegetable production support’ while very small 

amount has been spent for start-up of non-farm business. Social intervention expenditure is 12 per 

cent, but support for housing construction is yet to be delivered (Table 3.10 shows only plan). 

 

Figure 3.5: Decomposition of expenditure by activities/supports (PHASE) 

(Data source:  Tables 3.9 and 3.10) 

 

3.7 Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ delivered by 

SAPPROS 

3.7.1 Descriptive statements 

According to Table 3.11 (below) the types of EI activities reportedly demanded by VGs in Nuwakot 

mostly include unskilled to semi-skilled knowledge-based and technological development supports 

toward helping the VGs in their economic recovery and growth.  

From the perspective of total beneficiaries, the ‘post-harvest technology to prevent loss’ (212) has 

benefited the most followed by ‘orientation on self-help groups…’ (140), ‘improved technology…’ 

(104) and rest others. 

From VG types perspective, IDPs (380 beneficiaries) are benefiting the most followed by PWD (92 

beneficiaries), SW (63 beneficiaries), UPHHs (41 beneficiaries) and Eld (26 beneficiaries). It is to be 

noted that IDPs constitute more than 63 per cent of the total beneficiaries.  If we look at the VG wise 

most important order of economic activities, we can see the followings: 



 

35 

● Most SW were benefited by ‘self-help group on social services…’ (52 out of 63). 

● 50% Eld were also benefited by ‘self-help group on social services…’ 

● Most PWD were benefitted by ‘self-help group on social services…’ (53), ‘improved technology…’ 

(25) and ‘training on IDRR and psychological supports (12). 

● As IDPs constitute the major beneficiaries, they were benefited by almost all kinds of supports of 

POs regarding livelihood activities. But highest number were benefited by ‘post-harvest technology 

to prevent loss’ (212) followed by ‘improved technology…’ (59) 

● Most UPHHs were benefited by ‘self-help group on social services…’ (17) and ‘improved traditional 

skills…’ (10). 

From gender perspective, the proportion of beneficiaries are roughly equal with men 308 and women 

294 beneficiaries. The pattern of livelihood activities that benefit more to men is similar to as 

described for total beneficiaries, but for non-farm sector skill training beneficiaries (such as tailoring, 

plumbing, carpentry and mobile repairing) are all women (27). 

In terms of resource allocation, the most important activity was reported to be ‘demo support for 

improved technologies…’ (NPR 2.75 million out of 4.5 million) followed by ‘traditional technology 

improvement…’ (NPR 604,585), ‘non-farm sector training…’ (NPR 483,179), training on IDRR and 

psychological supports’ (NPR 233,681), ‘self-help group on social services…’ (NPR 220,317) and rest 

others. 

SAPPROS Nepal’s other supports, as reported in Table 3.12 (below), include areas like facilitating 

identified VGs on their house reconstruction, support high-value crop production including improved 

seeds and technologies, and linking VGs for better synergy in their self-help activities, business plan 

development and economic growth. The size of beneficiaries of the supports provided (5321) is much 

larger as compared to livelihood activities (602 beneficiaries). Again the number of recipients of 

supports from IDPs (162) is second most after the UPHHs. There are also supports to promotion of 

agro-business through establishment of collection centres and increasing availability of financial 

resources for new businesses through establishment of revolving funds. 

In terms of total beneficiaries of support, three types of supports were very prominent as ‘facilitation 

support for house reconstruction’ (1376) benefited the most followed by ‘farming supports with seeds, 

breeds, etc. …’ (1297), and ‘promotion of high value/high nutritious food crops…’ (1271). These 

supports were benefitting most across all VG types. Again, for types of supports more men (3096) are 

benefitted than women (2225). 

From expenditure perspective as support of programme, the most prominent headings include 

‘establishing revolving fund’ (NPR 1.14 million) and ‘farming supports with seeds, breeds, etc. …’ 

(NPR 1.05 million). As ‘not reported’, there seems no expenditure incurred in facilitation of VGs in 

accessing house reconstruction process. 
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Table 3.11: Status of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ delivered by SAPPROS by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request. 

 

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

Total 

cumulative 

allocation by 

3Qs (NPR)

Total spent 

(NPR) as of Dec 

2019

1

Improve traditional skills and technology such 

as Blacksmith forge, tailoring, carpentry, shoe 

making

            3           19            -              -               2            17           10           29            17             12              29        475,000.00         604,585.00 
Figures of all 3 

Quarters

2
Demonstration support on improved 

technology at most vulnerable households
            9           84             3             8            25            59             9         104            68             36            104     2,688,000.00       2,749,429.00 

Figures of all 3 

Quarters

3
Training on inclusive Disaster Risk Reduction 

(IDRR) and psychological first Aid (PFA)
            1            1             5             2            12            -               5           24            10             14              24        240,000.00         233,681.00 Q1

4

Orient inclusive self-help group on social 

services based on policy provision and 

process

            3         140            52            16            53             2           17         140            54             86            140        315,000.00         220,317.00 Q2

5
Support post- harvest technology to prevent 

from post harvest loss
            2         210            -              -              -            212            -           212          112           100            212          40,000.00           27,685.00 Q2 &3

6

Support to acquire knowledge through  

training in non -farm sector (tailoring, 

plumbing , carpeting, mobile training

            2           20             2            -              -              25            -             27            -               27              27        480,000.00         483,179.00 Q2 &3

7
Support on  upgrade technical pragmatic skills 

and knowledge (semi-skilled)
            2           20             1            -              -              21            -             22            19              3              22        200,000.00         188,411.00 Q2 &3

8
Support to acquire  knowledge to adopt new 

agriculture (un-skilled)
            2           20            -              -              -              44            -             44            28             16              44 No budget plan No budget plan Q2 &3

Total           24         514 63 26 92 380 41 602 308 294 602          4,438,000       4,507,287.00 

Reference 

/remarks

By types Gender

S.N. Types of livelihood activities
No. of 

events
Target

Distribution of VG

Financial records
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Table 3.12: Status of ‘Types of support’ delivered by SAPPROS by the end of 2019 

 

Source: Reports of PO and further information supplied by PO upon the study Team’s request. 

 

  

SW Eld PWD IDPs UPHHs Total Male Female Total

Total 

cumulative 

allocation by 

3Qs (NPR)

Total spent 

(NPR) as of Dec 

2019

1
Facilitate identified vulnerable groups on 

shelter reconstruction process
1 1372 287 244 44 26 775 1376 902 474 1376 No budget plan No budget plan Q1 Report

2 Business plan development 9 95 20 2 19 60 6 107 66 41 107 332,500.00       338,759.00        
Figures of all 3 

Qs

3
Promote  minor but highly nutrious crops 

such as finger millets, buckwheat,oat,nettle
9 1260 211 72 50 483 455 1271 701 570 1271 75,000.00         64,880.00          

Figures of all 3 

Qs

4

Provide improved varieties of ceral crops and 

vegetable ,breeds and other appropriate 

technology

9 1260 173 96 227 512 286 1294 701 596 1297 1,134,000.00    1,048,246.00     
Figures of all 3 

Qs

5

Undertake referral to specialized agencies in 

providing support for person with disability , 

elderly people such as assistive devices and 

psychosocial

9 43 0 4 30 0 0 34 23 11 34 301,000.00       281,102.00        
Figures of all 3 

Qs

6
Link inclusive self -Help groups with service 

providers such as organized  service camps
3 306 0 0 571 0 571 336 235 571 300,000.00       306,513.00        Q1 Report

7
Re/form and develop inclusive self help 

group(ISHG) OF vulnerable groups of people
21 273 71 73 87 0 47 278 129 149 278 126,000.00       125,887.00        Q1 Report

8
Support from revolving fund to start up new 

business
2 63 1 2 3 98 0 104 46 58 104 930,000.00       1,140,225.00     Q2 & Q3 reports

9
Support on promotion of agro business 

through collection centre establishment
1 200 0 0 0 283 0 283 192 91 283 30,000.00         27,685.00          Q3 Report

Total 64 4872 763 493 1031 1462 1569 5318 3096 2225 5321 3,228,500.00    3,333,297.00     

S.N. Types of support provided
No. of 

events
Target

Distribution of VG Financial records

Reference 

/remarks
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3.7.2 Appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability 

This analysis has been done on the basis of fact presented in above Tables (3.11 & 3.12) and Annex 

4. The Annex 4.IV has listed EI intervention needs as ‘expectations and demands for supports by 

VGs’. EI intervention needs of SW include mostly ‘vegetable production’ and ‘poultry’, and some ‘off-

farm and non-farm activities’. EI interventions needs for PWDs include ‘on-farm activities’, ‘social 

services’, and skill training. Key EI intervention needs for Eld include ‘access to finance’ and 

‘vegetable production’.  EI interventions needed for IDPs ‘income generation activities’, and ‘skill-

based jobs’. EI intervention needs of UPHHs include ‘poultry’, ‘farming’ and ‘skill-based job’. Now the 

result has shown that most SW were benefited by ‘self-help group on social services…’ (52 out of 63); 

50% Eld were also benefited by ‘self-help group on social services…’; most PWD were benefitted by 

‘self-help group on social services…’ (53), ‘improved technology…’ (25) and ‘training on IDRR and 

psychological supports (12); higher number of IDPs were benefited by ‘post-harvest technology to 

prevent loss’ (212) followed by ‘improved technology…’ (59); and most UPHHs were benefited by 

‘self-help group on social services…’ (17) and ‘improved traditional skills…’ (10). 

Now, from the appropriacy point of view (both activity and strategy), it can be said that the EI 

activities delivered by SAPPROS vis-à-vis as the demands or list of needs of different VGs appear 

quite appropriate because they largely match and/or tailor made to meet the need. These are 

reflected in their plan and progress as represented by Tables 3.11 and 3.12 and the ‘demands’ as 

represented in Annex 4.IV. 

Earlier in Table 3.4 it has been made clear that the set target numbers of VGs for EI activities during 

2019 are quite low. Given the set target number for SAPPROS (whatsoever the figure maybe), the 

effectiveness has been analysed here. The data suggest that the effectiveness at the strategy level 

(i.e. coverage) is satisfactory as SAPPROS has been able to cover all the targeted VGs at a minimum 

(602, see Table 3.11). Within the 9 months of implementation, although the total beneficiaries of 

‘EI/livelihood activities’ has not been reported, but beneficiaries reached by ‘Types of support’ is 

substantial (5321, see Table 3.12). This suggests that they have not only dealt with people with more 

than one vulnerability but also tried to cover more who could have been left behind even at the time of 

diagnostic stage. The effectiveness at the activity level as represented by the change brought about 

by EI interventions could be exemplified by two representative success stories (see Annex 7). In case 

1, as title says the VG has struggled long time and have breathed a sigh of relief having been started 

to earn around NPR 4000 per month on an average, and hoping to continue for her economic growth. 

In case 2, the VG has enhanced her traditional skill-based livelihood practice (i.e. sewing clothes) in 

the village and appreciate the support from the programme. 

From the viability point of view, the representative case studies suggest that the amount of resources 

provided to them are good enough to begin and enhance their small business. However, still 

somewhat difficult to assess at a wider scale because of time factor in the field to compare with the 

available fact. 

From the sustainability view point, the sample reported case studies suggest a quite rosy picture. It 

can be observed that, the small support of tunnel plastic and drip irrigation (case 1) has demonstrated 

big potentials while ‘enhancement of traditional’ business by getting sewing machine (case 2) began 

to have descent earning. 

3.7.3 Robustness analysis of EI interventions strategies of SAPPROS 

Figure 3.6 shows the decompositon of expenditure made by SAPPROS in different activities. Similar 

to other POs, SAPPROS also spent major share of the money into training and skill development 

activites (69%). Only 4 per cent has been spent for business plan development. However, 15% of the 

total expenditure has been used for creating revolving fund for start-up business, which is strategically 

different from the activities other POs. Revolving fund is important for economic inclusion of VGs 

because they lack capital and assets. 
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Figure 3.6: Decomposition of expenditure by activities/supports (SAPPROS) 

(Data source: Tables 3.11 and 3.12) 

3.8 Assessment of ‘Appropriacy’, ‘Effectiveness’, ‘Viability’ and ‘Sustainability’ 

Having completed assessments of the status of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ by 

each POs by the end of 2019 as the quantitative basis for ‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’, ‘viability’ and 

‘sustainability’, the sub-section now discusses the qualitative dimensions of assessment as planned. It 

is to be noted that the definitions of these factors have been already provided in previous sub-section 

and will not be repeated here. Rather there will be some elaboration on the field process for arriving to 

a certain rank through FGDs and KIIs. Although rankings by VGs were done randomly during FGDs 

and at limited scale, efforts have been made as much objective as possible in order to avoid any 

possible  

3.8.1 ‘Appropriacy’ of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ as delivered 

In order to evaluate the appropriacy of the livelihood activities based on FGDs, as discussed earlier in 

the sub-section 2.1.3 (above) at time of FGDs during field visits, the process was such that first the 

responding VG (or representative) was asked to identify by type (e.g. SW or Eld or PWD or IDPs or 

UPHHs) and then asked to rank the types of ‘EI/livelihood’ activities as well as ‘Support provided’ for 

their ‘appropriacy’ in a general term. The key question posed were:  

● Whether or not the ‘livelihood activity’ and ‘support received’ by him/her were suitable for fulfilling 

the demand and need s/he put forward? 

● If his/her satisfaction to be rated in the scale of 1 to 4 (1 being number one or best and 4 the worst 

corresponding to H, S, MS, and P) where s/he would rank the ‘livelihood activity’ and ‘support 

received’. 

● If more than one respondents wished to react on the above two questions then, a consensus 

ranking of them would be considered and recorded.  
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Accordingly, the overall rankings emerged as shown in Table 3.13 after completing 10 FGDs and KIIs 

with 13 different individuals. This shows that the VGs apart from the limited number of IDPs they were 

quite happy to report about what they got with the support the programme. 

Table 3.13: ‘Appropriacy’ ranking by VGs to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ 

S.N. VG type Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 Single women H H 

2 Elderly peoples S H 

3 Persons with disabilities S H 

4 Internally Displaced People MS MS 

5 Ultra-poor H H 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

Table 3.13 reveal that single women and ultra-poor ranked livelihood activities and supports provided 

H. In the focus group discussion this VGs opined that they were lacking resources in their own for 

running any sort of income generating activities before they received the support. The support that 

they are receiving now is like drop of water in dessert that counts a lot for them. However, elderly 

people and persons with disabilities were not very satisfied as there was not very much for them to be 

engaged in the income generating activities. NPC (2015b) in the context of recovery mentions that 

women, poor, and Dalits face narrow asset base, burden of domestic work, limited access to 

economic resources combined with the lack of alternate livelihoods. In light of this fact, it is plausible 

to say that whatever the resources ultra-poor and single women received is appropriate for them. 

In terms of assigning “appropriacy raking” to POs for the type of ‘livelihood activities’ they delivered 

and ‘supports provided’ they reported, the following factors were considered: 

● The status of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as described in Sub-section 3.3; 

● Overall impression by VGs expressed with the Study Team; 

● Overall impression by Palika dignitaries expressed with the Study Team; 

● Interactions of Study Team with POs; and 

● Direct field observation and assessment by the Study Team. 

Accordingly, the result of following ranked Table 3.14 was reached from which it can be inferred that 

the delivery of POs in terms of ‘Appropriacy’ is satisfactory although there were some issues of 

inappropriate items supplied by chance, and services were delayed for some time. 

Table 3.14: ‘Appropriacy’ ranking given to POs with respect to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and 
‘Support provided’ 

S.N. POs Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 CDC H H 

2 DCA S H 

3 PHASE Nepal S S 

4 SAPPROS H H 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

3.8.2 ‘Effectiveness’ of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ as delivered  

The FGDs during field visits provided the basis for assessment as the perceptions and views 

expressed by beneficiaries and stakeholders. The basic process of asking questions with VG was 

same as mentioned under sub-section 3.4.1 and specific questions asked were as follows:  
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● Whether or not the ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Types of support’ received by him/her were timely 

as well as helped to bring change in his/her life to recover towards pre-disaster situation? 

● If his/her feeling on effectiveness to be rated in the scale of 1 to 4 (1 being number one or best and 

4 the worst corresponding to H, S, MS, and P) what score s/he would assign on ‘livelihood activity’ 

and ‘support received’? 

● If more than one respondent wished to respond on the above two questions then, a consensus 

ranking of them would be considered and recorded.  

Accordingly, the overall rankings emerged as shown in Table 3.15 after completing 10 FGDs and KIIs 

with 13 different individuals. It can be inferred that effectiveness is quite well although some VGs in 

Gorkha reported provision of inappropriate vegetable seeds and some VGs in Nuwakot still have not 

received final tranches from NRA for their house construction. 

Table 3.15: Effectiveness’ ranking by VGs to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ 

S.N. VG type Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 Single women H H 

2 Elderly peoples S S 

3 Persons with disabilities H H 

4 Internally Displaced People MS MS 

5 Ultra-poor H H 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

The Table 3.15 shows the ranking that is very much similar with the appropriacy due to similar 

reasons. It means the VGs are satisfied in terms of effectiveness of the programme. However, 

information drives goal and satisfaction. The view expressed by the VG does not captures 

participants’ knowledge about effectiveness of the programme. The study team observed that the 

livelihood activities were effective for bringing VGs towards restoration but were not effective in terms 

of growth enhancement. For example; VGs were provided support for poultry. Those who received the 

support raised chicken and consumed by themselves. They were not able to sell them in the market. 

Some participants complained that POs have given Giriraj Chicken which eat a lot of grains. This has 

created problem for them to save food grains for themselves. This is an example to show that the 

activities have not been chosen properly so that they could be effective in true sense. 

In terms of assigning “effectiveness raking” to POs for the type of ‘livelihood activities’ they delivered 

and ‘supports they provided’, the following factors were considered: 

● The status of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as described in Sub-section 3.3;  

● Overall impression by VGs expressed with the Study Team; 

● Overall impression by Palika dignitaries expressed with the Study Team; 

● Interactions of Study Team with POs; and 

● Direct field observation and assessment by the Study Team. 

Accordingly, the result of following ranked Table 3.16 was reached from which it can be inferred that 

the ‘effectiveness’ of POs’ delivery are satisfactory. 
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Table 3.16: ‘Effectiveness’ ranking given to POs with respect to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and 
‘Support provided’ 

S.N. POs Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 CDC H H 

2 DCA S H 

3 PHASE Nepal S H 

4 SAPPROS H H 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

3.8.3  ‘Viability’ of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as delivered 

Again, like what was earlier done for other parameters, supports of VGs were drawn based on FGDs. 

Specific question asked with VGs were as follows: 

● Whether or not the ‘livelihood activity’ and ‘type of support’ received by him/her were according to 

their capability and market context for economic recovery (suitability of size/amount of support, 

etc.)? 

● If his/her assessment on ‘viability’ to be rated in the scale of 1 to 4 (1 being number one or best 

and 4 the worst corresponding to H, S, MS, and P) what scores/he would assign on ‘livelihood 

activity’ and ‘support received’? 

● If more than one respondent wished to respond on the above two questions then, a consensus 

ranking of them would be considered and recorded.  

After completion of 10 FGDs, overall rankings emerged as shown in Table 3.17. These were also 

triangulated by gathering perceptions through KIIs with 13 different individuals. The assessment was 

tough and the level of satisfaction when it boils deep down to the issue then viability ranking goes 

generally low compared to what the beneficiaries reported for them appropriate and effective. In a 

way, this is also a real test of VGs’ and stakeholders’ feelings and perceptions that show the 

differences between their enthusiasm in reporting what they received and how much with what quality 

they received. 

Table 3.17: ‘Viability’ ranking by VGs to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ 

S.N. VG type Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 Single women S S 

2 Elderly peoples P S 

3 Persons with disabilities S S 

4 Internally Displaced People P P 

5 Ultra-poor S S 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

In terms of assigning ‘viability raking’ to POs for the type of ‘livelihood activities’ they delivered and 

‘supports they provided’, the following factors were considered: 

● The status of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as described in Sub-section 3.3;  

● Overall impression by VGs expressed with the Study Team; 

● Overall impression by Palika dignitaries expressed with the Study Team; 

● Interactions of Study Team with POs; and 

● Direct field observation and assessment by the Study Team. 

Based on all the above considerations, assignment of ‘S’ rank emerged for all POs as shown in Table 

3.18. The informants were modest and did not want to blame the POs much. It is to be noted however 

that economic analysis has not been specifically brought here in the discussion although the Palika 
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officials were indicating that the size of envelop for the activities and supports were mostly very small. 

In other words, it was suggested that support and activities extended only from Purnima are not near 

to be sufficient. Example cited by Palika officials is about amount of fund allocated for goat and 

poultry farming for which the amount of money allocated are not event sufficient to buy a good quality 

goat in the target areas. Likewise, the support for tunnel is mainly applicable for those who had past 

experience and can afford some money by themselves.   

Table 3.18: ‘Viability’ ranking given to POs with respect to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and 
‘Support provided’ 

S.N. POs Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 CDC S S 

2 DCA S S 

3 PHASE Nepal S S 

4 SAPPROS S S 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

3.8.4  ‘Sustainability’ of ‘EI/Livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as delivered  

The same forum of FGD was utilised to collect perceptions of VGs on sustainability. Specific question 

asked with VGs were as follows: 

● Whether or not s/he can continue to operate the ‘livelihood activity’ and capitalise the ‘type of 

support’ received by him/her whereby s/he could take a direction of growth in the medium term 

time horizon of 3-5 years? (likelihood of continuity and growth) 

● If his/her assessment on ‘sustainability’ perception or feeling or confidence to be rated in the scale 

of 1 to 4 (1 being number one or best and 4 the worst corresponding to H, S, MS, and P) what 

score s/he would assign on ‘livelihood activity’ and ‘support received’? 

● If more than one respondent wished to respond on the above two questions then, a consensus 

ranking of them would be considered and recorded.  

After completion of 10 FGDs, overall rankings by VGs on sustainability emerged as shown in Table 

3.19. The VGs at this stage did show their seriousness of realisation as to if the supports from 

projects like Purnima did not flow, then it would be difficult to continue for long time. Another point to 

consider here is that because of individualistic approach of providing support to VGs, in most cases 

they were not in a position to realise the possibility of achieving sustainability by pooling together the 

products and leading to bigger scale for sustainability. In Nuwakot only some group approach was 

applied which, although not a new thing, have showed promise to consider in the expansion phase. In 

Gorkha, the VGs had been in confusion particularly on poultry that the Giriraj was not suiting for 

individuals but when the idea of combining together all the products and organise, then they realised 

some prospect for future sustainability. These are all reflected in the ranking given to ‘livelihood 

activities’ and ‘types of supports’ ranging from poor to only up to moderate. 

Table 3.19: ‘Sustainability’ ranking by VGs to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ 

S.N. VG type Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 Single women MS MS 

2 Elderly peoples MS MS 

3 Persons with disabilities MS MS 

4 Internally Displaced People P P 

5 Ultra-poor MS MS 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 
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With regards to assigning ‘sustainability ranking’ to POs for the type of ‘livelihood activities’ they 

delivered and ‘supports they provided’, the following factors were considered: 

● The status of ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘Support provided’ as described in Sub-section 3.3;  

● Overall impression by VGs expressed with the Study Team; 

● Overall impression by Palika dignitaries expressed with the Study Team; 

● Interactions of Study Team with POs; and 

● Direct field observation and assessment by the Study Team. 

Based on all the above considerations, only ‘MS’ assignment emerged for all POs as shown in Table 

3.20. Although most of the informants both form FGDs and KIIs appreciated the supports of 

respective POs, they provided comparative perspective that similar activities and supports were also 

provided by other development partner in normal conditions. The concept of LNOB is new and highly 

appreciable for being able to reach who were left out for most of the time. Since the most marginal 

peoples are also covered by Purnima programmes this time, it becomes important to consider the fact 

that most of these VGs need more support to bring them to a certain par whereby they can take on 

their path. This is also indicative of the fact that perhaps time has not yet reached to its maturity to 

consider for sustainability analysis which is also an important consideration in the context of 

expansion. 

Table 3.20: ‘Sustainability’ ranking given to POs with respect to ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and 
‘Support provided’ 

S.N. POs Livelihood activities Supports provided 

1 CDC MS MS 

2 DCA MS MS 

3 PHASE Nepal MS MS 

4 SAPPROS MS MS 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

3.9 Assessment EI interventions from overall GESI perspectives 

In line with the rationale and objectives of the study, it is first to be noted that detail assessment of 

Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) of CF/LNOB of Purnima/Mott MacDonald programme is 

out of the scope of the present study. This is an effort to see the EI interventions of the Programme 

from GESI lens. At this point, two things are critical to understand as a background for overall GESI 

assessment that has been tried here. Firstly, the pretext of LNOB needs to be clearly understood. The 

notion of ‘leave no one behind’ ideally should no way leave anyone out of the fold, but for Purnima in 

the VG context, include only those who were left behind by others. Then this new notion, if it 

happened so, could cover the ‘only male folks’ or ‘only so called high caste’ or the like if they were left 

behind by others. Therefore, in the context of earthquake recovery, conceptually if ‘earthquake 

vulnerability’ becomes the major determining factor and ‘if anyone is left behind’ s/he will be included 

and then it is justified that other factors could be disregarded. Secondly, in modern time although all 

the earthquake affected areas do show settlements of mixed ethnicities, yet it is important to 

recognize that the affected areas are primarily inhabited by indigenous peoples or Aadibasi Janatatis 

of Nepal. 

Moreover, GESI has to be also looked from the perspective of Nepal’s Constitution (2015) which 

clearly envisions Nepal as an inclusive state and guarantees the right to equality for all its citizens. 

This is an important moment in Nepal’s development and it is an opportunity to help realise the 

constitution’s vision of inclusion and equality. Further, being a signatory to various inter-national 

conventions, Nepal is also legally committed to gender equality and social inclusion.  
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Having the conceptual clarity of background context of affected areas and national constitutional and 

legal provision, the Team has looked at the ground reality through field visits and as reported by POs. 

Figure 3.7 shows the percentage of female and male beneficiaries as VGs who received EI 

interventions of CF/LNOB via different POs. Female beneficiaries are considerably higher in case 

PHASE and DCA and more or less in equal proportion in case of CDC and SAPPROS. On the basis 

of this, it can be inferred that the EI interventions were delivered by being reasonably gender 

sensitive. The variation to a certain degree could be contextual only. 

 

Figure 3.7: Distribution of VGs by gender 

(Data source: Tables 3.5, 3.7, 3.9 and 3.11) 

Although total understanding is always a limit, reported data suggests that the POs have tried to apply 

the concept of LNOB in the field and have found different categories of vulnerable people to provide 

need based ‘EI/livelihood activities’ and ‘supports’. As the POs were given the support to establish 

vulnerability database during first three months, that also helped them build the high-level confidence 

to rightly identify VGs for delivering supports to recover and enhance their livelihoods. On the basis of 

review of documents held by POs and field observation, the Study Team did not notice any 

exclusionary practice in identifying VGs. The men and women VGs as shown in Figure 3.6 could be 

from any castes and ethnicities who were affected by earthquake. There are details available in VARs 

and progress reports about who were reached by their ethnic categories and in some examples 

extracted as case studies presented in Annex 5, 6 and 7 (also see the Box) which include people from 

Dalits, Janajati and men and women of different age and VG categories. Therefore, it can be said the 

EI interventions have been found GESI sensitive. 

Theoretically, there always remains a possibility of the act of ‘influence factor’ in the selection of 

project area as well as VGs in view of political climate, however, the database as explained by POs 

and concurred by Palika official tend to suggest that selection of VGs have happened fairly. This is in 

fact GESI lens to further justify the intersectionality of VG context as presented in Table 3.2 and 3.3 

(above) which has been interpreted already there. Likewise, tabular presentations and discussions 

under sub-sections 3.3 and 3.4, and representation of all kinds of VG peoples in FGDs with more 

women participation, also present evidences of being the programme GESI sensitive. In this way, 

Study Team confirms that the Purnima EI activities are largely running prudently from GESI 

perspective. 

Single woman, becoming financially independent   
Kanchhi Gurung, 62 years old single woman, lives alone in TsumNubri Rural Municipality-3. She was living alone 
nearby, the production from her small piece of land was not enough for feed herself.  She had frequently visited 
her daughters, who are married, either for meals or for small financial support. With the initiation from PHASE 
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Nepal’s Purnima project, she received training on Poultry Farming, along with 20 poultry chicks, 5 kg pellet feed, 
drinker and feeder support. With a view to promote the poultry business, she has constructed a semi-intensive 
cage with technical assistance of PHASE Nepal technician for poultry rearing. Additionally, she is actively involved 
in growing cauliflower and Rayo on her available land, using poultry manure as a natural fertilizer as she has 
developed skills from poultry manure management training. Now the poultry products are ready to send in market, 
she has a plan to sell the poultry and eggs in the nearby market of Philim. She now believes that she has built 
confidence to extend her poultry and vegetable business, further revealed that poultry and vegetables has the 
potentials to earn within short period compared to other livestock and agriculture products.  
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4 Assessment for further livelihood 

opportunities 

The assessment in this part is quite comprehensive and at quite higher level of abstraction. This 

became so because, in one hand, it has to base on the assessment of ‘livelihood activities’ and ‘type 

of supports’ delivered by the PO (as discussed earlier in earlier sections), and on the other hand, it 

has to look into factors such as (i) local economy of the project areas; (ii) possible market 

opportunities for products that could be product-based and skill-based including market networks that 

add value; and (iv) policy and institutional environment at the local level. Therefore, the analysis in 

this section have avoided repetition of earlier discussions except some references and super 

imposition of some case studies.  Rather, listing of most promising on-farm, off-farm and non-farm 

activities have been done with some descriptions along with factors that have bearing on further 

livelihood opportunities.  

4.1 On-farm, off-farm and non-farm activities 

In a country like Nepal, although availability of land resource for an individual person or a family would 

be small, in cumulative term the country is largely dependent on agriculture. Owing to this fact, 

Purnima livelihood interventions are no exceptions in all project areas. Although the activities listed 

here will be mostly known, or nothing starkly new, and have been also supported by others, important 

concern is relating to how these be approached for future endeavours. Key activities which have 

shown good potentials can be pointed out as follows: 

4.1.1 On-farm activities 

● Vegetable production for marketing: Vegetable production activity is perhaps the most 

important activity found across all the Palikas of intervention. Important features that could be 

taken into considerations for VGs are, time taken for production (quick return), relatively high price 

(high value), and could be done even in small piece of land with limited investment for seeds (need 

of limited capital and land resources). These very much fit with the situation of the VGs whereby 

they can benefit and take a direction towards their gradual economic growth. In reference to sub-

section 3.3 above, particularly Tables 3.5, 3.7, 3.9 & 3.11 and related interpretations, it is clear that 

vegetable production activities are the least cost activities compared to others. Commonly, the 

supports provided so far include ‘support for tunnel’, ‘training for vegetable cultivation’, and ‘supply 

of seeds and other inputs’. Excepting a few (e.g. tomato and potato) the vegetable production has 

still remained to be mainly for household consumption because of individual approach of 

supporting and small size of farming. There could be a possibility of enlarging the scale of 

production as well as collective approach of rising the scale for wider benefit may be considered. 

The positive outcome of present small-scale support, however, could be the fact that many VGs 

who did not have the habit of vegetable consumption have begun to adopt this habit which is 

expected to be reflected in health indicators in due course of time. Then obviously operating at 

somewhat bigger scale or making the scale bigger by cooperative approach could prove 

instrument not only for economic inclusion but for growth, import substitution and export promotion 

in the medium to longer run. 

● Off-seasonal farming: POs in the study area are supporting for vegetable farming. Agriculture is 

the traditional occupation in the study area. However, traditional agriculture is not being able to 

increase income of the local farmer significantly. There are several reasons behind this. Some of 

the reasons are high cost of production due to low productivity, and incompetent in terms of price 

in the market. One possible way out for this problem can be the introduction of off-seasonal 

farming in the study area. There are numbers of example in the country where farmers have 

greatly benefitted from off-seasonal farming. 
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● Poultry farming for marketing: Promoting hybrid chicken, known as Giriraj, to all Palikas is 

another significant intervention of Purnima support. It is an understandable assumption that the 

Giriraj chicken is fast growing type and can be sold 

at high price which would help provide good 

economic benefits to the VGs. Technically, this 

assumption is perfect.  However, during field 

visit in some areas, VGs complained of the fact 

that the chick consumes a huge amount of feed 

or ration which go counter to making sure food 

availability for households who are already in 

crisis situation. Particularly, in Ajirkot (Gorkha) 

as the market is relatively far away and the food 

grain production is limited, that has caused a 

competition for feed chicken and food grain for 

people themselves. 

● However, if another dimension of helping more 

food crop production and collective marketing of 

chicken distributed among the beneficiaries are 

done then there is still a lot of scope. Elsewhere, 

wherever marketing of chicken is relatively 

convenient it is all highly profitable and can 

contribute to economic growth (see a Case of 

Nuwakot in Box). Another important observation 

taken by the Study Team is that damage to 

farming by money is pandemic to all Palikas and 

poultry is could be a good solution. 

● Goat farming for marketing: Although the amount of funds allocated as a support for goat rearing 

for different Palika were reported to be small, it is a promising component for economic growth of 

VGs. As reported by VGs during field visits, they seem to have enough pasture area for grazing 

goats or have grass and fodder for stall feeding and they see prospect for enlarging their scale of 

operation. In reference to sub-section 3.3 and field visit, goat farming appears to be most favourite 

activity of SW across all Palikas. Technically speaking return from investment is in medium term 

time horizon. However, if farming can be managed in such a manner that the supply of produce 

could be made continuous throughout the year over a period of time and could benefit significantly 

for economic growth of the VGs. This can also be an important solution in the face of invasion of 

other farming activities by monkeys. 

● Pig farming for marketing: In Nepal although the society is gradually doing away with stigma, 

superstitions and taboos, piggery is still a farming occupation that needs to be from the 

perspective local social acceptance. In villages where there are mixed communities piggery is 

reported, but where there are people of Indo-Aryan majority it is less reported. Nevertheless, the 

economic rate of return is high as shown by other studies elsewhere and as practiced in eastern 

and central parts of Nepal like Jhapa, Morang, Chitwan and Nawalparasi districts. Again, this also 

has the potential to avoid the ‘monkey pandemic’. 

● Others interventions: Two potential other inventions which did not appear in list of ‘livelihood 

activities’ have been briefly discussed here. First, on the way to Dupcheswor and Tadi, the study 

team also saw a ‘buffalo calves farming’ for meat purposes by a large-scale entrepreneur. This 

observation helped recall an experience of a UNDP supported Livelihood Recovery for Peace 

(LRP) project implemented in Sarlahi, Rautahat and Mahottari districts. The project had provided 

just milk weaned buffalo calves to those very low-income families who could rear them for 8 – 12 

months and sell for higher price and buy more than one calves in return, and then keep on running 

the business. Although a more in-depth analysis warranted on the result of LRP project, this could 

be a good option in the context of expansion. Second, production of kiwi fruit which has been 

reported to successful in Nuwakot area by a study conducted by Micro-Enterprise Development 

Programme (MEDEP) supported by UNDP. For a family’s economic sustainability and growth Kiwi 

Poultry Farm 

Kancha Lal Shrestha at Shivapuri 5, Besi 

Tole, Nuwakot. SAMBODHAN supported 

him because he is son of an elderly people 

with disabilities PWD. The Purnima 

programme supported the shed for the 

poultry farm. The programme was provided 

feeds for chicken in the initial stage. The 

total cost of the project was NPR. 57,429. 

of the total, he received NPR. 42,382 from 

the project and the rest NPR. 15,046 was 

his own investment. He has around 60 

Chickens of breed called “Giriraj” hybrid. 

He gains the skills for the productions of 

the feeds himself now.  

It has been profitable for him and he is 

having plan for the expand more as it is 

easier for him to find the market. But he 

also thinks he still needs more training in 

order to further expand his business. 
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farming does not required a big size of land. It is reported that one Ropani (500 square meter) of 

land is enough for producing more than hundred thousand rupees of earning per year, and it is 

already an established value chain product sold in the market of Kathmandu and in foreign 

countries like India, Japan and Europe. For smaller sized fruits it was also reported that various 

off-farm products like jam and jelly could be prepared and marketed. Therefore, in the context of 

expansion a deeper understanding of this product can be considered. 

4.1.2 Off-farm activities 

● From technical perspective ‘post-harvest technology’ could refer to a wide range of activities from 

changing the form of a fresh farm product to preserved products (e.g. jam, jelly, pickle etc.) to 

taking appropriate actions such as enough drying of grains for proper storage of cereal grains. 

Only explicitly mentioned activity under Purnima programme which can be regarded as off-farm 

activity which has it link to farming is ‘post-harvest loss management activity or support’. 

Considering the capacity of VGs and local context, POs have reported that the activities and 

supports so far are limited to providing technical assistance in grading, proper drying and provision 

of bags and metallic tanks for storage of grains. This is somewhat like ‘necessary evil’ kind of 

support for the VGs but do not have much scope for economic growth. As phrased by POs as 

‘post-harvest loss management’ it is basically trying to minimise loss after harvest and try to link to 

market if some products are marketable.  However, in the context of expansion if the scale of 

production can be enlarged, then activities like producing potato chips, drying ginger, drying of 

vegetables and packaging as low volume high value product, production of jam, jelly, and pickles 

are considerable for better economic growth. Of course, support envelop need to be enlarged and 

detail feasibility studies are required both from micro or medium scale industries and from market 

potential perspectives. 
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4.1.3 Non-farm activities 

● As can be found in reports of POs and as presented in Tables 3.5 – 3.12, although the number of 

participants are low, the non-farm activities delivered by POs include, mobile repairing training, 

support to establish petty shop, barber shop training, soft-toy making training, provision of sewing 

machine, improvement of traditional iron smith workshop, training on plumbing, house-wiring 

training, support for carpentry and shoe making. These are mostly specialised skill or niche-based 

or vocational activities and people demanding for such activities are always relatively a few. 

Among the activities, barber shop or hair cutting training for local people was found to be 

noteworthy because traditionally there has been a dependency for this job on Indian men in Nepal. 

Although Nepalese people have also started to take up this job in several part of the country, it is 

particularly heartening to learn PHASE Nepal has provided barber training both for men and 

women in Gorkha and a woman trainee has already started her business. The business is paying 

off very well in one hand and contributed to make difference in gender based stereotyped roles. 

Considering the VG contexts and in the line with the spirit of CF/LNOB supports for such activities 

appear justified and also need to be considered in the context of expansion of the Purnima 

programme. 

● Beyond what have been reported by POs and what were observed in the field, there could be a 

number of opportunities. Promotion of ‘home-stay’ tourism could be a highly promising business 

for VGs as has been in practice in a number of villages in Nepal, such as, Sirubari (Syangja), 

Dhampus, Ghandruk, Lwang, Sikles, Tangting, Yangjakot (Kaski), Ghalegao, Khasur (Lamjung) to 

name a few. The main objective of ‘home-stay’ tourism has been to sell the cultural products for 

which relevant cultural elements may be packaged for the VGs in these target areas. Places like 

Dharche, TsumNubri and Ajirkot in Gorkha fall in the area of famous tourist destination because of 

Manaslu mountain peak can greatly capitalised for VGs economic inclusions and growth. Similarly, 

Rasuwa and Nuwakot are important tourist destinations and VGs could be facilitated for their 

engagement in ‘home-stay’ and other tourism activities such as trekking guide for youth, traditional 

Thanka painting, etc. 

● Income generation thorough promotion of handicrafts for VGs could be an interesting area of 

further interventions by utilisation of local resources like bamboo or wool or incense making or 

wood carving and so on.  

● VGs could also be benefitted from larger government programmes like CTEVT for which 

programme can send the youth members of VG families for certified vocational training to become, 

such as, animal health worker (AHW), carpenter, electrician, mason, plumber and JT/JTA.  

4.2 Local economic, marketing and policy environment, and pocket area 

development perspectives 

On the basis of field visit and review of documents provided by Palika officials, this sub-section 

provides brief descriptions of (i) local economies of common nature, and (ii) marketing and policy 

environment that supposedly have bearing of the potential of economic growth from VG and/or LNOB 

perspective with particular focus on the possibility of pocket area development.  

The most common and dominant sector of the local economies for all Palikas is the primary sector 

comprising of farming, livestock keeping and collection for firewood and fodder from the forest. This 

sector is the main stay for all livelihood activities of any programme in the study areas which is 

apparently matching with the activities delivered by the POs as could be gathered from descriptions 

under sub-section 3.3 and 3.4 (above) and field visits. Although these activities are still the main stay 

in local economy, in general the rate of return from the investment in terms of time and other 

resources are generally considered very low. Therefore, additional technological injection to enhance 

rates of return is deemed essential. For this understand it would be appropriate to undertake a detail 

study in the future including deeper search for possibilities for pocket area development comprising of 

some outstanding activities done as far as well as from other best practices elsewhere. 

With regards to the secondary sector of local economies, such as local industries, it was observed 

that some commonalities do exist among Palikas, such as, meat shops, vegetable market and 
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construction of roads in the context of rapid expansion of roads by local government bodies. These 

are not directly pocket area thing as such, but certainly are required ‘infrastructures’ for pocket area 

development of the primary sector. In this way, they show some potentials for VGs such as a VG can 

become a retail meat seller, or VGs can transport their products to local vegetable market and so on. 

The road construction activities could provide opportunity for wage labouring but relatively temporary 

yet may provide. If VGs are to be developed as meat retailors, then training for hygienic meat 

production and sale training and support may be considerable as the 3rd Livestock Project of Asian 

Development Bank did for cities and towns.  

At the tertiary level, financial institutions, such as, Banks and micro-finance institutions were found in 

most of the Palikas as an important element of local economies. In addition, at each of the Palika 

visited they also have some local hotels and home stays. In case of TsumNubri, as it falls in the 

famous tourism destination of Manaslu mountain peak area, perhaps improvement of hotel facilities 

as well as well engagement of VGs may be an important area to consider. In Nuwakot and Rasuwa it 

was reported by POs that they have connected the VGs with banks particularly for insuring livestock. 

These need to be further studied for their detail potentials and need to be found out as how effective 

these mechanism as in light of VGs engagement in pocket area development context. If VGs can be 

successfully connected it can be hoped that sustainability of interventions and economic growth might 

be possible. In the context of ever-growing tourism industry, if VGs are promoted as cultural tourism 

operators, that could also become a pocket area itself and the products from farming sector will also 

have sustained local market opportunities. 

With regard to understand marketing and policy environment at local level, (i) insights were captured 

(KII based) from officials of Palika, POs and others; (ii) review of documents were done; and (iii) 

direction field observations were made by the study team.  

The following Table 3.21 provide overall market situation for VGs at present in their respective Palikas 

in terms of what they can produce and be marketed. As opening of tract as well as blacktopping of 

roads, the situation is likely to change. In all visited Palika at the moment they already have fair 

weather roads and although quite adventurous and risky, these roads are bringing a large mass of 

people nearer to markets. Almost all Palikas are allocating their local resources as well as mobilising 

resources to open road to reach to all villages in Palikas as far as technically feasible. For Palikas of 

Rasuwa, Nuwakot and Dhading districts and Gandaki Palika of Gorkha, the largest market of the 

country, Kathmandu valley is already nearing year after year. At the same time, either the Palika 

headquarters as well as District headquarters are emerging second tier bigger markets in their reach. 

In case of Gorkha, it was also observed that cities and towns around, the including the district 

headquarters, are growing in a rapid pace and perhaps alluring all the resident of Gorkha district who 

left before to return back to their place. All these constitute huge market potential for VGs which need 

to be further studied to be able to explain possible vertical and horizontal interconnections as well as 

any possible bottlenecks. 

Table 4.1: Analysis of market situation 

District Palika 
Distance to 

Nearest Market 
Road Access Major Production 

Rasuwa 
Uttargaya 1hr Fair weather Potato, Goat keeping, Tomato 

Naukunda 2.5 hr Fair weather Vegetables, Seed farming 

Dhading 

Ganga Jamuna    

Khaniyabas 1.5 hr Fair weather 
Petty shop, Goat keeping, Poultry, 
Pig, Iron work 

Gajuri 2.5 hr Fair weather 
Doll (matching fund with palika), 
Vegetable (Tomato, Cauliflower, 
Cabbage), Goat Keeping, Poultry 

Gorkha 

TsumNubri    

Dharche 4 hr Fair weather Turmeric, Poultry, onion, barber 

Ajirkot 3 hr Blacktop Potato, poultry 
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District Palika 
Distance to 

Nearest Market 
Road Access Major Production 

Gandaki 1 hr Fair weather Vegetable, goat, beekeeping 

Nuwakot 

Dupcheshwor 45 minutes Fair weather Tomato, pumpkin, chilly, poultry, 

Tadi 20 minutes Fair weather 
Goat keeping, Tomato, Pumpkin, 

Potato, Onion, Popcorn, Pig 

Shivapuri 0.5 hr Fair weather Poultry vegetable 

Source: Developed on the basis of observation during field visit. 

While all positive developments are taking place at Palika level, in connection to road expansion the 

issue of value chain can be discussed although this subject, in fact, demands a separate study 

keeping view of certain established product (s). So far, the producers of Rasuwa, Nuwakot and 

Dhading seem to be already entering into value chain of products like tomato as some VGs reported. 

However, more details would not be possible to explore given the time limit. One key observation is 

that local markets have shown some signs as they are flourishing, and if production could be raised to 

a higher scale then, as some experiences (knowingly or unknowingly) are there among VGs, there 

appears prospect of value chain. As discussed earlier, the Kiwi is already a reputed product with 

established value chain and if this is expanded among VGs they can readily into the value chain. 

Perhaps one point to consider is that it is important to identify VGs of different capacities, cluster them 

and provide targeted support which could then, not only lead to provide a homogenous environment 

in the implementation, but also provide a headway for value chain and pocket area development. 

In the context of implementing federal structure, Nepal is changing at large after a long period of 

suffocating transition. As per the new political structure of the country, the elected leaders are heading 

Palikas and wards thereof with clearer job descriptions, with quite substantial authority, power and 

access to resources. Study Team reckoned a high degree of enthusiasm and commitment among the 

dignitaries of Palikas and Wards in leveraging resources and delivering project results. All seem to be 

conversant about the Local Government Operation Act (2017) and as per that they have passed 

necessary bi-laws and have implemented the ‘seven steps annual planning processes’. In most of the 

cases, they have already developed their policy documents, slogans and periodic plans based on 

which activities are being undertaken, and the Palika officials appreciated the supports extended by 

POs of Purnima project. Interestingly all seem to have focused on improving connectivity by roads. 

Although time has not perhaps become mature enough to assess potential negative impact of these 

rapidly constructed roads, but as mentioned earlier the dividend of improved connectivity can already 

be felt to a certain extent. However, as to how the potentials could be converted into reality for VGs is 

a question to be addressed in due course of time.   

In terms of reflecting programmes and activities of development partners in Palika level document it 

varies. Some have specifically mentioned name of development partners (e.g. Dupcheshwor) while 

others have incorporated the essence of the support which is natural depending on the nature of 

leadership at the local level. Overall it can be said that local policy environment, in tandem with new 

local political leaders’ enthusiasm, is conducive for designing innovative programmes and activities 

including pocket area development, that could lead toward economic growth of the VGs in particular 

and all populace at large. 

4.3 Branding of products from VGs 

This is a prospecting thought in the context of future livelihood opportunities. The notion of branding 

for the products generated by VGs is very much in line with the concept of LNOB and it is certainly 

innovative thought of the Study Team. There is low scale or volume of production from VGs if dealt 

individually, but in the context of expansion it is advisable to find ways whereby these small volumes 

could be pooled together to make a sizable volume to attack regional, national or international market. 

This can be considered as one strategy. But, it can also thought that the VGs are anyway fellow 

citizens of the mainstream actors who could possibly encourage to develop partnership to enlarge the 

volume of products. Then this volumetric scale could be branded as the products from VGs and it will 
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possibly complement in such a way that the mainstream actors will contribute in quality control while 

VGs’ products will have assured market. The detail strategy of branding including how the product 

could be advertised can be elaborated in a separate study.  

4.4 Assessment from operational adjustment perspectives 

The Team understands that suggesting operational issues is less relevant for the scope of study and 

also understand that another Team concerning “Proof of Concept” has dealt with in greater detail. 

Therefore, from the programme expansion perspective, the Team has just ventured to suggest some 

possible adjustments in the next phase. In general, the Team considers that the consortium approach 

is an innovative one to bring strength from different partners. In case of the consortia led by 

SAPPROS and CDC, in terms of field coordination and implementation apparently, they are working 

more compatibly than the consortium led by DCA. The Palika authorities have felt that the DCA is 

somewhat detached from the field while the other partners within that consortium have built better 

rapport and demonstrating hero capabilities. In case of PHASE Nepal, they are sole operators and 

have invested quite a lot of field level staff stationed or mobilised in their working Palikas. However, 

they do not have a mechanism that could coordinate and at times troubleshoot at the district level. It 

was also felt as a vacuum by Mott MacDonald staff who are deputed in districts. 
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1 Conclusions 

The pace of reconstruction and recovery interventions to lift earthquake-hit and vulnerable people out 

of the traumatic experience has been slow due to various reasons. Elsewhere it has been mentioned 

that people who were marginalised or already vulnerable before earthquake have been bearing the 

burden of disaster more than others. After the advent of PDNA and PDRF regime, various 

interventions have had happened, but there are still many people yet to be reached as the fifth 

anniversary of the earthquake day approaches. Purnima’s framework for LNOB includes a component 

of economic inclusion (EI) for livelihood recovery. This started in 2019 (almost four years after the 

earthquake) with its ‘diagnostic phase’ of first three months followed by implementation phase. As the 

first nine months has achieved initial ‘good progress’ and now plans to expand into new areas, this 

study is for an assessment of the existing support for Economic Inclusion and recommendations for 

improving this.  

The findings are based on a series of interactions with stakeholders in Kathmandu and the districts 

besides reviewing the relevant literature through desk studies within the constraints of limited time and 

circumstances (including those caused by the Covid-19-generated Work from Home). The field visit 

comprised of KIIs and FGDs as well as direct observations and reflections within the team. 

These conclusions take account of 

● the vulnerability context  

● an overall assessment of CF/LNOB components in relation to EI interventions  

● the status of EI interventions in terms of ‘Types of EI/livelihood activities’ and related ‘Types of 

support’ 

This assessment considers the appropriacy, effectiveness, viability, sustainability and robustness of 

POs’ EI strategies in a quantitative and qualitative manner. Efforts were also made to obtain collective 

perceptions of VGs and Palika dignitaries on POs.  Although study on GESI could be a full-fledged 

study in its own right, the EI intervention were also reviewed though a GESI lens. Relevant 

experiences and success stories of other programmes in Nepal have also been considered. 

5.1.1 Vulnerability Context 

The vulnerability contexts of different Palikas have been found different and demands of EI 

interventions were influenced to a certain degree as justifications for the ‘tailor made approach’, and 

POs have accordingly made effort to address the needs. Although all four districts were worst affected 

districts by earthquake and their locations are along the same belt, the contexts are different due to a 

number of factors, such as, proximity to the epicentre, remoteness, access to road and market, types 

of people and so on.  

Moreover, according to the context the capacities of VGs, their levels of ambition and coping 

strategies (see Annex 8) are also different. Since under CF/LNOB the EI interventions are guided by 

the principle of ‘demand driven’, owing to the context it had to be a ‘tailor made approach’. For 

instance, it is interesting to note that Giriraj chicken which is a boon in Tadi, Gandaki or Shivapuri has 

been found a kind of burden in Ajirkot because ‘feed’ of chicken would compete with food grain of 

people there.  

5.1.2 EI Interventions  

● The EI interventions are largely appropriate and effective, but there is more variability with respect 

to viability and sustainability. Activities as demanded by VGs have been implemented and reach to 

the targeted number or beyond, and this is backed by case stories which show change in the lives 
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of beneficiaries as the actual result of interventions. However, the amount of investments for EI 

intervention per capita (just 2-5% of the damage per capita as reported in the PDNA).  

● VGs have shown their increased level of empowerment which have direct bearing on their 

livelihoods improvement. It was observed as well as reported by the VGs that they have now 

become better in terms of putting their demands to incorporate in the planning process of local 

government and various organisations who go to them with their projects and activities. This is 

very important achievement in relation to interventions for economic inclusion, recovery and 

sustainability.  

● The EI interventions demonstrated strong tie and synergy with other components of CF/LNOB. In 

addition, the Palikas have been found institutionalising EI interventions. This also implies that 

sustainability dimension of CF/LNOB interventions will be enhanced including EI.  

● However, the approaches and strategies of POs are very traditional. The economic inclusion, in 

the present context, can be defined as the opening up of economic opportunities for vulnerable 

group. Share of VG members on income, wage, employment, market access are the major 

indicators of economic inclusion. The ideal situation of robustness analysis would be to measure 

these variables for VGs and compare with Palika average. However, due to time constraint, 

individual level data collection was not possible. The robustness in this report is analysed by 

comparing activities being carried out in the study area with some of the best approaches being 

carried out around the world for economic inclusion.  

● The POs are spending huge amount of money in training, skill development, and orientation 

programmes. To a certain extent DCA seems to capitalise the advantage of the larger market in 

proximity (i.e. Kathmandu valley and along the main route) still does not seem strategic from EI 

point of view in its fullest extent. In most cases, these training are not linked with any capital 

assistance and job markets. Training alone may not be sufficient due to poor labour market and 

lack of capital and assets with vulnerable groups.  

5.1.3 Perceptions of Interventions 

● The Table  5.1 summarises how VGs collectively feel about what they received in terms of 

‘livelihood activities’ and ‘support’ in the context of recovery and reconstruction. It can be inferred 

that from the ‘types of livelihood activities’ the SW and UPHHs were the most satisfied group, 

followed by PWD and Eld, with IDPs being least satisfied – partly because the programme has 

engaged least with them to date. 

Table 5.1: Analytical summary ranking given to ‘livelihood activity type’ and ‘types of support’ 
by VGs in terms of different intervention criteria for different groups of vulnerable groups 

S.N. Target VGs 

Livelihood activity type Type of support 
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1 Single Women (SW) H H S S H H S S 

2 Elderly people (Eld) S S P S H M S S 

3 People living with disability (PWD) S H S S H H S MS 

4 
Internally displaced people after 
resettlement (IDPs) 

MS MS P P MS MS P P 

5 Ultra-poor (UP) H H S S H H S S 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

Table 5.2  summarise perceptions of each POs’ delivery efforts, , in the same basis. From this 

table, it can be inferred that though there are space for improvement, generally all are doing 

well.  
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 Table 5.2: Analytical summary ranking given to POs with respect to ‘EI/livelihood 
activities’ and ‘Supports provided’ 

S.N. Target VGs 

Livelihood activity type Type of support 
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1 CDC H H S MS H H S MS 

2 DCA S S S MS H H S MS 

3 PHASE Nepal S H S MS S H S MS 

4 SAPPROS H H S MS H H S MS 

Note: H = Highly satisfactory, S = Satisfactory, MS = Moderately satisfactory, & P = Poor. 

● The CF/LNOB EI interventions have been found largely GESI sensitive. GESI is not equivalent to 

counting women or other categories of people in the process of EI interventions, it is about 

ensuring not allowing to play any exclusionary practices when EI interventions are implemented.  

● Although there seems no pre-planned strategies for harvesting highly potential EI interventions for 

further up-scaling, a number of on-farm, off-farm and non-farm activities have been emerging, as 

well as local political, institutional and marketing environments are suggesting future prospects not 

only for economic inclusion but also for economic growth amidst a number of challenges. 

Moreover, like elsewhere in China the scope for branding the products of VGs from Nepal also 

show a great prospect. 

5.2 Recommendations 

5.2.1 General approach 

Although the EI interventions are working and making difference in the lives of many VGs, there are 

some areas for improvement: 

● the cross-component relation between the different pillars of CF/LNOB element should be 

considered more carefully, judiciously and objectively.  

● Although the ‘diagnostic phase’ and preparation of VARs or baselines was effective to identify the 

target groups (or VGs), it was less effective to design appropriate EI activities: these need to be 

identified, prioritised and systematically documented. 

● Although a number of success stories have been referred, it can be said that they may not 

necessarily form the sound basis for real understanding of how the results are emerging and how 

they will depict ‘appropriacy’, ‘effectiveness’, ‘viability’ or ‘sustainability’. Happiness expressed 

because one has gotten something cannot be equated with reality of the results. Therefore, it is 

recommended that the POs should more realistically assess the results when they present 

success stories.  

● Although local government dignitaries have shown keen interest and even directly adapted EI 

intervention, this may not be sustained. A more prudent, objective and formal relationship should 

be reached with establishing such institutions, including leveraging of resources and capacity 

building of the palikas. 

● Public awareness can be an effective aspect in the context of technology as well as sharing of 

lesson learned. Although POs reportedly have also organised media campaigns about the 

activities or supports, systematic case stories for exchange of knowledge, technologies or EI 

interventions among POs or other stakeholders was mostly lacking. Therefore, a systematic 

approach of public awareness is essential for expansion phase.  
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● EI intervention strategies should be enhanced to become more creative and innovative as most EI 

interventions have been quite traditional so far, and GESI considerations should be better 

integrated. 

● Most EI intervention have been on individual approach (except for the ultra-poor households). 

There is a need to look more market perspectives through training as a group. In the case of 

chicken farming, one of them may become collector, the other may become retail meat seller, etc. 

There is a need of innovation in practices and that can lead to develop own value chain or link to 

the already existing chains and raise their profitability or reduce losses. 

● In the case of perishable fresh vegetable production, the cooperative approach and establishment 

of collection centres should be considered, for which there already resource leveraging potential 

with Palikas. This will have better market prospect along with bigger volume of products, and may 

lead to pocket area development. Once pocket area is development then it will be possible to 

ensure market including robust value chain mechanism. 

● Although the interventions so far have been dominated by agriculture, it is advisable that POs 

should become more innovative to find out off-farm and non-farm interventions backed by sound 

market prospect. 

5.2.2 Specific Potential Activities 

● On-farm activities 

– Vegetable production for marketing: vegetable production is currently mainly for household 

consumption, but there is scope to enlarge the scale of production as well as to introduce 

collective approach. Even small-scale production is valuable for encouraging the habit of 

vegetable consumption which is expected to be reflected in health indicators, but larger scale 

production could prove instrumental for economic inclusion for growth, import substitution and 

export promotion. 

– Off-season farming: traditional agriculture is not able to increase incomes but there are many  

examples in Nepal where farmers have greatly benefitted from off-season farming. 

– Poultry farming for marketing: Grain-fed chicken can conflict with food availability for 

households who are already in a crisis situation. But, if another dimension of helping more food 

crop production as well as collective marketing of chicken then there is much scope.    

– Goat farming for marketing: goat farming is a favoured activity of single women, and can be 

managed better to ensure a continuous income throughout the year as well as protect against 

invasion by monkeys into other farming activities 

– Pig farming for marketing: There is much stigma and social preference, but piggery is still a 

farming with much potential in certain communities. 

– Others interventions: POs capacities need to be enhanced to become more creative and 

innovative with ‘livelihoods activities’ such as income diversifications and increase through on 

the job practical training, and technology and skill transfers.  

– Buffalo calves farming’ for meat; 

– Production of kiwi fruit which has been reported to successful in Nuwakot area and is already 

an established value chain product sold in the market of Kathmandu and in foreign countries  

● Off-farm activities 

– ‘post-harvest technology’ could refer to a wide range of activities from drying for proper storage 

of cereal grains to changing the form of a fresh farm product to preserved products: producing 

potato chips, drying ginger, drying and packaging of vegetables as low-volume high-value 

product, production of jam, jelly, and pickles have good potential. 
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● Non-farm activities 

– specialised skill or niche-based or vocational activities: mobile repairing training, support to 

establish petty shop, barber shop training, soft-toy making training, provision of sewing 

machine, improvement of traditional iron smith workshop, training on plumbing, house-wiring 

training, support for carpentry and shoe making. Barber shop training is noteworthy because 

traditionally there has been a dependency for this job on Indian men in Nepal.  

– Promotion of ‘home-stay’ tourism combined with sale of local cultural products has good 

potential in places like Dharche, TsumNubri and Ajirkot in Gorkha, as well as Rasuwa and parts 

of Nuwakot. Other tourism activities include as trekking guide for youth, traditional Thanka 

painting, etc. 

– Income generation thorough promotion of handicrafts by utilisation of local resources like 

bamboo or wool or incense making or wood carving and so on.  

– Access to larger government programmes like CTEVT for which programme can send the 

youth members of VG families for certified vocational training to become, such as, Village 

animal health worker (VAHW), carpenter, electrician, mason, plumber and JT/JTA.  

● Local economic and pocket area development perspectives 

The dominant feature of the local economy is the primary sector comprising of farming, livestock 

keeping and collection for firewood and fodder from the forest. Additional technological injection to 

enhance rates of return is essential to maximise impacts. 

The secondary sector of local economies, such as local industries includes meat shops, vegetable 

market and construction of roads in the context of rapid expansion of roads by local government 

bodies. These are important for VG as they can become a retail meat seller (after training for hygienic 

meat production and sale), or transport their products to local vegetable market and so on. 

At the tertiary level, financial institutions, such as, Banks, micro-finance institutions and cooperatives 

were found in most of the Palikas as an important element of local economies. POs should consider 

to increase beneficiaries / livelihood activities with such actors of local economies. Similarly, 

opportunities are also being widened through new and growing market areas. Almost all Palikas are 

opening roads to reach to all villages in Palikas, creating huge market potential including in secondary 

markets as well as in Kathmandu and along the highways.  
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1 Background 
1.1 Mott MacDonald 

Mott MacDonald Ltd. is an employee-owned management, development and engineering consultancy 

serving the public and private sector around the world, with more than 16,000 staff worldwide. It’s 

International Development Services Unit, IDS, operates in the sectors of Water, Environment and 

Climate Change; Rural & Urban Development; Education; Health; and Social and Economic 

Development in over 40 countries mainly in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. It implements and 

manages numerous projects in developing countries and emerging economies around the world, 

supporting national governments and municipalities in policy, planning, project design and delivery. We 

are committed to support the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals and to provide our 

expertise to improve the lives of people. 

1.2 Purnima: UK Support to Post Earthquake Recovery in Nepal 

Purnima is a five-year programme funded by UK Department for International Development (DFID) 

managed by Mott MacDonald, running from 2017 to September 2022. Purnima’s overall objective is 

long-term positive change in the lives of people in earthquake-affected regions of Nepal, implemented 

in four of the worst-affected districts (Gorkha, Dhading, Nuwakot, and Rasuwa) through five Output 

Areas: 

1. Support and capacity building to Government at federal, provincial and local level reconstruction 

planning and implementation. 

2. Reconstruction of rural infrastructure, including water supply, foot trails, bridges, and schools. 

3. Interventions to address constraints to the private sector in relation to construction, including access 

to finance, innovation and skills. 

4. Managing a Challenge Fund (CF) for tailored support to the most vulnerable, to leave no-one behind 

(LNOB) in the reconstruction effort, to restore livelihoods and access to services. 

5. Monitoring, evaluation and learning. 

1.3 Purnima’s Challenge Fund to leave no one behind (Output 4) 

Output 4 of Purnima is a Challenge Fund (CF/LNOB) to provide tailored support to ensure that no-one 

is left behind in the reconstruction effort, to restore livelihoods and access to services. The CF/LNOB 

is framed around DFID’s strategic approach to Social and Economic Inclusion: 

● Understanding for action (vulnerability assessment and better use of disaggregated data in 

planning); 

● Empower for change (access to social services and entitlements, including NRA house 

reconstruction grants; increased voice and agency for more inclusive institutions); 

● Include for opportunities (technical and business skills development, start up support, access to 

finance and market linkages for improved livelihood, food security and well-being). 

It targets the most vulnerable members of Nepalese society severely affected by the 2015 earthquake 

including: 

● persons living with disabilities; 

● the elderly; 

● vulnerable single women; 

● Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) after resettlement; and 

● extremely poor and food insecure people especially from remote areas. 
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Within this framework, the CF/LNOB provides time-bound grants to four competitively selected partner 

organizations/consortia (POs) to implement sub-projects tailored to the specific contexts, capabilities 

and needs of identified vulnerable groups (VG). The sub-projects are implemented in close 

collaboration with local government, Purnima’s other Output Areas, and other relevant actors to 

maximise synergies and sustainability. 

Currently four POs operate in 12 Gaunpalikas in Purnima’s four focal districts 

Table 1: Palikas currently covered by Purnima’s CF/LNOB 

 

 District CF/LNOB Partner CF/LNOB coverage Palikas Number of targeted 

  Organisations   vulnerable people 

 Gorkha PHASE 4:  ChumNubri, Dharche, Ajirkot, Gandaki 7,684 

 Dhading DCA 3: Khaniyabas, Gangajamuna, Gajuri 8,584 

 Nuwakot SAPPROS 3: Dupcheshwor, Tadi, Shivapuri 8,412 

 Rasuwa CDC 2: Uttargaya, Naukunda 3,178 
      

 

Since January 2019, CF/LNOB activities to date have focused on four areas of intervention: 

● Understand for Action: Establishing a comprehensive household-specific data-set diagnostic of 

vulnerability to identify who is being left behind/excluded, where and why; and deepening 

stakeholder understanding of vulnerable groups’ specific and intersecting inclusion barriers, needs 

and potential for recovery; 

● Empower for Change: Supporting vulnerable and excluded individuals’ access to established 

government entitlements and social services, working closely with local ward and gaunpalika 

authorities; 

● Safe Shelter: Socio-technical support and facilitation to access the NRA’s house reconstruction 

grants and services; 

● Economic Inclusion for Livelihoods Recovery: Technical and business skills development for 

selected vulnerable individuals, together with associated start-up and technical back-up support for 

a thus far limited range of on, off and non-farm livelihood recovery activities. 

The impact pathways for the four CF components are summarised in the diagram below. The services 

covered by these TOR focus on the fourth component, economic inclusion, but they need to take due 

consideration of the other three. Especially considering the multiple aspects and depth of vulnerability, 

poverty and exclusion targeted by the CF, economic inclusion is not only about providing access to 

economic or enterprise opportunities or assets; rather it is a process by which the most vulnerable and 

excluded develop their capability and agency to re/gain their dignity and capacity to participate in and 

contribute to a more secure household economy, through facilitating their access to physical, financial, 

social and knowledge-based resources, services and opportunities from which they have often been 

excluded due to systemic barriers, inequalities and/or inadequacies in policy and service design and 

implementation. It recognises the inter-dependence of the CF social and economic components and 

identifies livelihood options which are underpinned by local institutional and market potential 

assessment, aligned to the specific vulnerability characteristics, needs and capabilities identified during 

the CF’s diagnostic phase, and set within a household economy perspective. 
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2 The Services 

2.1 Rationale 

Good progress has been made in the CF's first nine months, such that PO's and Palika authorities now 

possess a household-specific and community-validated data-set which identifies the most vulnerable 

individuals, type of vulnerability, their family and social situation, housing and livelihood status, and 

coping strategies. This has provided the basis for CF activities to date and has already helped inform 

Palika periodic and annual planning. As of June 2019, 9,100 of the identified 27,858 most vulnerable 

people across the 12 Palikas have been supported through the CF to have their social and housing 

needs recognised and registered for receipt of entitled grants, allowances and services. Additionally, a 

range of livelihood recovery support activities for selected individuals has begun, aligned to their specific 

vulnerabilities, capabilities and contexts. 

The PO's diagnostic data and subsequent monitoring reports underline the scale of the constraints and 

challenges facing the most vulnerable people to rebuild their homes and recover their livelihoods after 

the shock of the earthquake. These are compounded bya rapidly changing wider social, economic and 

political context characterized inter alia by: 

● family and asset losses and household economy upheaval, 

● increasing urbanization and out-migration with associated reduction in family labour capacity and 

isolation of remaining vulnerable HH members, 

● greater reliance on intermittent remittances and/or loans, and 

● increased road access rapidly altering local land, transport, labour and traditional rural market 

systems. 

That the earthquake shock occurred during a period of fundamental change in Nepal's constitutional 

and government arrangements only added to the scale of the reconstruction and recovery challenge. 

The CF/LNOB's initial diagnostic phase was strongly focused on identification, categorising and 

mapping of the vulnerable, along with broad recording of household incomes, food security and coping 

strategies. It did not include contextual rural market and institutional analysis for livelihoods recovery 

opportunities, or detailed household economic analysis. The initial data, supplemented by key informant 



Report on Assessment of the “Technical Support to CF/LNOB POs for Economic Inclusion” 

69 

knowledge and local stakeholder discussion forums, was used as the basis for PO implementation 

plans, which included a set of demand-driven intervention activities for livelihood recovery support. 

These plans were approved by Purnima and initiated during the CF's first six months of implementation; 

some 2,000 selected individuals have received some initial Economic Inclusion (EI) support to date. 

However, CF/LNOB POs were advised alongside these immediate activities, to undertake further 

analysis of the economic and market context and opportunities for the target groups, to deepen their 

understanding and further develop their strategies, associated plans and feasible targets, considering 

the short two-year timeframe under the CF/LNOB framework. 

Recent field and fund management monitoring indicate that while most POs started some livelihood 

recovery activities, only two have either undertaken or are undertaking such further analysis. Hence the 

extent to which the POs' economic inclusion for livelihood recovery activities are underpinned by 

sufficient analysis is not clear, and thus a risk remains to this component's success. CF monitoring has 

also indicated a variable capacity among POs for the type of analysis and/or economic inclusion 

strategy development required.  

For the CF/LNOB's intended proof of concept review prior to approving next year's plans in their current 

operational areas, and before extending to potentially a further 13 palikas, there is a priority need to 

take stock of the progress and harvest the lessons from early implementation, and to review and 

recommend necessary adjustments to PO's strategies and plans so that they are consistent with best 

practice and knowledge in Nepal. Recognising their already stretched resources and extensive field 

priorities in a highly challenging environment, a draw-down advisory service to support POs in this 

component is also required. 

A recent review undertaken by Purnima highlighted the following points, which underscore the need for 

this assignment 

● There needs to be greater confidence in underpinning of overall strategy on this component. 

● Ambition levels should remain modest, such that the purpose and expectation of the economic 

inclusion component is to help the most vulnerable and excluded to re/gain safe shelter & livelihoods 

disrupted by the earthquake, reducing negative coping strategies, including indebtedness; 

● Economic Inclusion is broader than enterprise development and the CF EI component does not 

stand alone - it rests on the Understand for Action & Social Inclusion components and contributes 

to Safe Shelter, and vice versa. EI and SI are closely related and both are needed both to build 

capacity, voice, agency & overcome systemic barriers; EI strategies should clearly cross-refer to SI 

component. 

● PO’s should have clearly articulated EI/Livelihood Recovery Strategies in place, aligned to the 

vulnerability characteristics and context identified in the diagnostic phase, and underpinned by 

robust household financial and market feasibility analysis. 

● Livelihood Options suite should be further assessed & expanded where feasible, clearly aligned to 

context (financial/other support systems, market supply & value chain analysis), & to specific 

vulnerability capabilities identified by the CF’s diagnostic phase; 

● Implementation approaches (to individual) should be expanded to consider e.g. group approaches 

through links to Coops, settlement/pocket area networks, PPP contract models 

● At activity level, feasibility analysis to be strengthened and integrated with whole-of- household 

economy projections, including loans & remittance income. 

2.2 Objectives of the assignment 

The challenges described above set both the context and the opportunity which this TOR is intended 

to address. The main objectives of this assignment are: 
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1. to assess the robustness of POs’ economic inclusion for livelihood recovery component strategies, 

and review the appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and sustainability of the associated activities, 

taking account of targeted vulnerable group capabilities and household economy, local market and 

institutional contexts; 

2. taking account of wider experience, knowledge and best practice in Nepal, to assess and identify 

further livelihood opportunities (on, off and non-farm) and economic inclusion strategies in respective 

PO coverage areas, that are aligned to the CF/LNOB goals and timeframe, and appropriate to VG 

specific capabilities and context; 

3. drawing on 1. and 2. provide recommendations to Purnima CF team and POs for consolidating good 

practice in existing operational areas, for taking up other appropriate opportunities, and for any 

necessary adjustments in strategy and approaches, for current and potentially future CF operational 

areas; 

4. provide advisory resource centre services to CF/LNOB POs on a draw-down demand-driven basis, 

to guide and support required strategy development, and provide on-going technical advice, 

guidance and monitoring as POs adapt current approaches and activities, and design and implement 

future plans. 

Linked with the main objectives above, the following issues are important and should be fully 

considered: 

● As described in the introduction, the CF has already identified the main target groups for this 

component, set a modest ambition level, broad perspective and integrated approach to economic 

inclusion. Even very small improvements can have a transformative impact on the lives of the people 

targeted by Purnima, by building individuals’ self-esteem and confidence, and increasing their voice 

and agency to participate in household and community processes and opportunities. The importance 

of this and the extent to which this component ultimately helps them towards greater home and 

livelihood security and dignity must be assessed. 

● The design of Purnima’s CF/LNOB, with its four inter-related components and impact pathways for 

social and economic inclusion, reflect these points and considerable work has already been done 

by the POs following on from their vulnerability diagnostic assessments. This assignment is intended 

to complement and build-on this ongoing work in a practical and supportive way, while being 

sensitive to the variations in the quality of current livelihoods recovery analysis, plans, progress and 

capacity across the four POs. 

● The coverage achieved by the EI component to date is much lower than for other CF components. 

Hence, the defining aim of Purnima - to leave no one behind in the reconstruction effort – has a 

particular resonance for this component. The assignment must be oriented and conducted to 

pragmatically ensure relevant application of this component tailored to the needs of all those 

identified as vulnerable during the diagnostic phase. 
 

● In Nepal’s post-earthquake context, such support is expected to focus on strengthening the financial 

capacity of the targeted groups and individuals to improve livelihood and food security levels and 

rebuild their homes, avoiding greater indebtedness. 

● Capabilities among the targeted five vulnerability categories groups varies from individual to 

individual and vulnerability to vulnerability, for instance an intervention appropriate for single women 

may not work for persons with disabilities or for senior citizens; among persons with disabilities also, 

approaches and interventions will need to vary according to specific capabilities and severity of 

vulnerability. 

● In identifying further livelihood options, the assignment should consider the various elements of 

specific markets’ supply and value chains, government policies, local government and other 
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institutional support provisions and potential resources with leverage potential for the CF/LNOB 

target groups. 

2.3 Approach and method 

There are two distinct parts to this assignment: 

A. A combination (addressing TOR objectives 1-3) of the assessment of the CF/LNOB 

current economic inclusion for livelihood strategies and activities across the four 

PO’s, and the identification of further livelihood opportunities taking account of wider 

experience, knowledge and best practice in Nepal. 

 

B. The provision of advisory services on economic inclusion for VG livelihood recovery to 

CF/LNOB POs. 

Proposals should set out their proposed approach and methods for both parts. Part A is intended as 

an objective, systematic and external exercise, and the approach and methods should reflect relevant 

best practice for such, informed by this TOR. Those for Part A will be finalized during an inception 

phase, to comprise review of background Purnima and CF documentation (including the vulnerability 

assessments, and any other relevant analyses), documentation on similar programmes in Nepal and 

the region, relevant policy, research and market literature; discussion with key stakeholders; design and 

field testing of relevant instruments to be applied, including analysis frameworks and questionnaires. A 

brief inception report including the list of documents reviewed and summary of their salient points, key 

lines of enquiry for the assessment, and associated methods and tools will be set out for agreement 

bywith CF/LNOB Output lead, and shared with POs in advance of fieldwork. 

It is expected that the approach and method for Part B will be finalized and proposed for agreement by 

Purnima management by the time of completion of Part A, thus allowing for adjustment to those 

presented in the proposal, depending on respective PO support needs identified through the course of 

conducting part A. 

It is envisaged that Part A. will inter alia include: 

● Rapid desk review of the current approaches to Economic Inclusion by each PO against a clear 

framework and criteria, to be outlined in the proposal and confirmed during Inception phase 
 

–  Strategies, studies, feasibility analyses and supporting documentation held by each PO; 

– Systematic analysis of implementation plans, targets, progress, and financial records to 

summarise coverage for each VG, by livelihood activity type and by type of support; and 

 

– Analysis of appropriacy, effectiveness, viability and potential sustainability of activities and support 

provided. 

 

● Field studies and analysis (in selected Palikas) to 
 

– Facilitated discussion forums with PO staff responsible for EI, following the desk review and 

systematic record analysis (as described above) 

– Beneficiary interviews and analysis of enterprise records covering an appropriate range of 

enterprises, locations and vulnerability types, sufficient to give confidence to the findings’ 

applicability across all PO EI operations. This will assess the appropriacy of the existing activities 

and help ensure new ideas for economic inclusion are suited to the local vulnerability context; 

–  Analysis of local economy and market opportunities for production / skill-based work; 
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– Analysis of supply and value chains and recommendation of solutions that address VG constraints 

to market entry; 

– Analysis of policy and institutional environment at the local level and recommendation of initiatives 

for enhanced policy outcomes, access to business support and leverage opportunities for VG 

livelihood activities (working with Purnima Output Area 1 embedded TA planning staff and Output 

Area 3 staff as appropriate) 

– Identification of potential viable opportunities (on, off and non-farm) aligned to VG capabilities and 

context; 

– Key Informant Interviews with local stakeholders with good knowledge of respective local and 

wider markets, financial institutions, private sector operators, local government and institutions 

with responsibility for market/enterprise development. 

– Interviews with other market development/livelihood support programme staff, locally and central 

level as appropriate. 

• Seminar with PO teams and CF management team to discuss draft findings and recommendations, 

allowing for written comments and factual corrections to be addressed prior to finalizing and report 

submission. 

2.4 Deliverables 

 

The selected candidate will carry out the assignment in line with these TORs and with approaches and 

methods agreed during Inception Phase. Deliverables include: 

 

Part A 

1. An inception report outlining the findings of the desk studies and the plan for field studies; 
 
2. A draft final report that meets all the requirements set out in these TORs, expected to cover: 
 

–  EI strategy assessment findings 
 

– results of assessment of livelihood recovery activities & of review of supported businesses’ viability 

and sustainability 

– analysis and identification of further livelihood opportunities (on, off and non-farm) for vulnerable 

groups with analysis of market supply, value chains and actors; 

– a set of workable recommendations (with clear and achievable levels of ambition) and proposed 

action plan for PO economic inclusion components strategy. 

– A set of annexes to the main report with the results of the desk review and systematic records 

analysis, details of the various analyses and assessments conducted, informants consulted, and 

any other working documents considered useful for PO and CF management’s reference;  
3. Two seminars (PO, CF stakeholder) to consider the draft findings and recommendations; 
 
4. A final comprehensive report following seminars, which addresses key points raised in the seminars 

and written comments on the draft report; 

5. A set of presentations (including visual graphics and illustrations) of the final report targeting various 

stakeholders including beneficiaries, partner organisations, local government, and other actors 

working in economic / livelihood development sectors.  

Part B 

6. A revised draft final proposal for Part B - Advisory Support Resource Centre services designed to 

support implementation of Part A’s findings and recommendations, including description of its set 

up and management arrangements, based on a demand-led draw-down approach (e.g. response 
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times for different types of support requests, proposed advice quality assurance and customer 

feedback system); 

2.5 Timeline 

 

Table 2: Timeline for Part A 

 S.N. Activities Timeline 

 1 Issue of revised TOR to shortlisted bidders October 15 

 2 Submission of revised proposal Nov 11 

 3 Evaluation of bids Nov 22 

 4 Negotiation and Award of Contract Nov 30 

 5 Completion of desk studies, including design of field work Dec 20 

 6 Part A Field Work Dec 23 - Jan 31 

 7 Draft report submission Feb 14 

 8 Workshops x 2 (allowing time for participant to read draft) Feb 24 & 25 

 9 Submit final report including revised draft proposal for Part B Mar 16 

Part B will begin once Part A is completed; however, depending on Purnima’s/CF/LNOB organizational 

requirements (e.g. Proof of Concept review and preparation for CF extension, 2020 CF and PO annual 

planning), the successful applicant/team is requested to be prepared to provide some advance support 

for EI strategic adjustment/planning during January 2020. 

3 The Proposal 
3.1 Application process 

● Restricted call for application from relevant and experienced individuals/teams/organisations; 

● Purnima evaluation, based on demonstrated understanding of the arena, the mix of skills and 

experience proposed, soundness of approach & methods, and value for money. 

● Selection of preferred bidder(s) for individual meeting and discussion; 

● Selection of final applicant / service provider, and award of grant/contract. 

 

3.2 Skills and experience required 

● This assignment requires a mix of skills and relevant senior level (15 years+) experience across a team 

that includes for Part A: economics; enterprise development; livelihoods; social & economic inclusion; 

research & assessment methods and data management; and excellent written, spoken and presentation 

skills in Nepali and English. It is estimated that 100 days professional input is required for Part A, of which 

at least 50% should be field-based. Additional field researchers and/or enumerators will be required in 

each of the 12 palikas 
 

● For Part B, a similar skills mix is required but also to include IT system/organisational skills to ensure 

efficient rapid management of advice requests through remote feedback systems. 

 

3.3 Timeline 

Table 3: Timeline for Part A 
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 S.N. Activities Timeline 

 1 Issue of revised TOR to shortlisted bidders October 15 

 2 Submission of revised proposal Nov 11 

 3 Evaluation of bids Nov 22 

 4 Negotiation and Award of Contract Nov 30 

 5 Completion of desk studies, including design of field work Dec 20 

 6 Part A Field Work Dec 23 - Jan 31 

 7 Draft report submission Feb 14 

 8 Workshops x 2 (allowing time for participant to read draft) Feb 24 & 25 

 9 Submit final report including revised draft proposal for Part B Mar 16 

    

 

3.4 Budget 

Applications should identify staff requirements and direct costs for all elements of Part A. 

For Part B a description of likely cost components and indicative rates per junior/senior advisory day 

should be indicated, within the expectation of an initial 100 fee days on a demand draw-down basis in 

first instance. 

3.5 Disclaimer 

Purnima reserves the right to fund any or none of the proposals submitted and/or to disqualify any 

organisation or proposal for funding. Issuance of this notice does not constitute an award commitment 

on the part of Purnima, nor does it commit the Programme to pay for costs incurred in the preparation 

and submission of a proposal. In addition, the final award of any proposal cannot be made until funds 

have been fully appropriated, allocated, and committed following the completion of all internal 

Procedures. Applications are submitted at the risk of the applicant; all preparation and submission costs 

are at the applicant's expense. 
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Annex 2: Field visit schedule 
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District Palikas Activities /Methodology 
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• Preparation of Guideline /Checklist for FGD and KII by the research team 

• Field Researcher will be travelled to Dhading for coordination and logistic arrangements. 

• POs will arrange FGD with poor, vulnerable, IDPs and Single women group 

• KII with the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Chief Administrative Officer and other Key Stakeholders at the district 

and Palika level. 

• Observations Market Institutions and Financial/Cooperatives Institutions 
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Chainpur 
FGD with all team members 

Field visit (Poultry farm) 

Dandagaun, Chainpur 
KII with Ward chairperson (Group-1) 

Field Visit (Vegetable Farming at Dandagaun) 

Samidand, Ranigaun Field visit (Tailor Shop, Mushroom farm, tractor 

Pokhere Khola Observation (Making soft toy) 

Ujyao Gaun 
Observation (petty shop, vegetable farming) 

KII with Ward Chairperson 

Palika 
KII with Chairperson, CAO, Women and Children 

Development Officer. 

K
h
a

n
iy
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a
s
 

palika office KII with Chairperson 

Ward office-3 KII with Ward Chairperson 

Birchet 
FGD with VGs 

Observation (petty shop) 

G
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n
g
a
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m
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n

a
 

Satdobate Observation (Poultry farming) 

Ward office- 4 KII with Ward Chairperson 

Palika office KII with CAO, chairperson/ Dept. 

Ward-5 
FGD 

Observation (improve iron smith 
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Rautbesi 

 

FGD 

KII (Dupcheshwor) 

T
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Kharanitar FGD 

S
h
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Mahakali FGD 

Field observation (observe income generation activities programe) nearby FGD site 
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Travel to CDC HOPE, Bidur. 

1
8

th
 a

n
d
 1

9
th

 F
e
b
ru

a
ry

 2
0
2

0
 

U
tt
a
rg

a
y
a

 Karmidada 
Home visit (livelihood activities) 

FGD 

Palika office KII with Mayor/Dept Mayor 

Thulogaun FGD, Home visit 

N
a
u
k
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n

d
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 Aapchour 
Home visit (Benificiaries of SYIB training) 

KII with Ward Chairperson 

Bhorle Interaction with beneficiary 

Cuthali Visit to agriculture farmers 

2
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5
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Aanga  Field observation 

Philim 
KII with RM Chair, vice-chair, CAO, Ward chair-3, 

PHASE team. 

D
h
a
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h
e

 

Gumda KII with Ward chair-5 

Machhikhola KII with RM chair, vice-chair, CAO, PHASE team 

A
jir

k
o
t Milim 

FGD, Field observation 

KII With ward chair 

Bhachchek KII with RM chair, vice-chair, CAO, PHASE team 

G
a
n
d
a
k
i 

Ghyalchowk 
FGD, Field observation 

KII with Ward chair- 7 

Bhumlichowk KII with RM chair, vice-chair, CAO, PHASE team 

Support required from POs:  

• POs from each district/Palikas will support to coordinate with Key Stakeholders and arrange FGDs and KII. 

• FGD include: Elderly People, Vulnerable Single Women, People Living with Disability, Internally Displaced 

People (IDPs), Beneficiaries. 

• KII will be with: Mayor or Deputy Mayor, Chief Administrative Officer, Ward Chairperson, POs  
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Annex 3: Semi-structured questionnaire for FGD and KII 

About the PO 

1. Have you heard about CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE?   

2. What does CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE do?   

About PO’s Activities 

3. Following are list of activities being carried out by CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE. Please answer the 

questions related with those activities. We will ask four questions for each activity. Please answer in 1-

5 likert scale where 1 being fully disagree and 5 being fully agree. 3 is indifferent. The four questions 

are: 

a. Is this activity necessary for you? 

b. Is this activity effective to reduce difficulties in your life created by earthquake? 

c. Any activity requires spending time, and money on it. Comparing time and money spent on it, how 

valuable do you think is it for you? 

d. In your opinion, what is the level of quality of this activity? 

e. If CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE will not provide support for this activity in future, will your society or 

palika be able to continue this activity in your own resource? 

[Please fill in 1-5 numbers in the column a-e] 

S.N. Activities a b c d e Remarks 

3.1 Training in development of on-farm and off-farm and 

non-farm work 

      

3.2 Training on organic farming along with 8 types of seeds        

3.3 Start and improve your business (SIYB) training       

3.4 Internship programs       

3.5 Post-harvest loss management training        

3.6 Home garden training       

3.7 Safeguarding policy training       

3.8 Orientation and awareness on GoN reconstruction 

grant process 

      

3.8 Distribution of assistive device to people with disability       

3.9 Distribution of insurance goat       

3.10 Distribution of potato seed       

3.11 Support to register grievance of vulnerable households 

for housing reconstruction 

      

3.12 Support to Rural Municipalities to distribute ID card of 

senior citizen and PWD 

      

3.13 Reconstruction support of material and labor cost       
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S.N. Activities a b c d e Remarks 

3.14 Facilitation to support distribution of Elderly and PWD 

cards 

      

3.15 Construction /rehabilitation of irrigation canal       

3.16 Credit support to SYIB/ Business plan       

3.17 Irrigation support       

3.18 Support to establish multipurpose nursery       

3.19 Support for housing reconstruction       

 

Land 

4. What is the total area of cultivated land in your palika?  

5. What is the ownership of the land that is cultivated?  

6. What is the type of tenure of the land?  

7. What types of livestock are bred in your area/Palika?  

8. What types of crop are cultivated in your palika? 

 Water and Irrigation 

9. Which type of farming is practiced in terms of irrigation: irrigated-land, rain fed-land or both?  

10. If irrigated, then, in general, what is the source of irrigation used in your area?  

11. If irrigated, then what are the methods of irrigation used?  

12. What do you feel are the biggest problems you face in accessing water for use in agriculture or 

with livestock? (select all which apply to the palika)  

13. If water prices have risen over the course of the last 24 months for people in this area, then what 

effect has this had on livelihoods?  

14. If yes, then why do you think that water prices have risen in your area?  

15. Has water supply decreased over the course of the last 24 months for people in your area?  

16. If yes, what effect has this had on livelihoods in terms of agricultural production and why do you 

think this has happened?  

17. What is the source of drinking water in your Palika? 

18. How much time does a household, in general, spend to fetch water? 

          ………………… Minute 

19. Who are mostly responsible in a household for fetching water? 

20. What is the average money spent by a household for their drinking water? 

Rs …………………….. Per month 

 Input Access 

21. In general, what inputs/techniques do the households use for farming/livestock?  
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22. Are there any inputs/techniques they used before the earthquake that are not available now?  

23. Are there any new inputs/techniques they have started using since the crisis?  

24. What are the main changes you’ve noticed in the use of agricultural inputs in your area after 

CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE started working in your area?  

25. Are these changes the same for the majority of households in your area?  

26. Do the livestock owners in your area have access to veterinary services such as vaccinations and 

veterinary clinics?  

27. If yes, are these services provided freely by the Government?  

28. For all in the group who use agricultural inputs (such as improved seeds, fertilizer, machinery, 

etc.), where do you get the money to buy these inputs?  

29. Do you know of anyone that has taken on debt (money or goods such as agricultural inputs) in the 

last 24 months, and can you tell us what they used it for?  

*(do not prompt initially, allow the discussion to take its course without leading. But if discussion is not 

forthcoming, prompt on the items below and further discuss each (not just a checklist), but indicate which were 

prompted).  

30. Where are households borrowing this money from (sources of loans)?  

31. What are the terms of these loans?  

32. Are there better places to get loans from for farmers?  

33. What are the periods of these loans?  

34. If they have taken on debt in the last 24 months, then what do you feel are the main causes of this 

in order of importance?  

35. Do you think that households in your area are taking on more debt now than they were 24 months 

ago?  

36. If yes, then why do you think this is happening? 

Production, Market Access, and Value Chain 

37. What are the major commodities that are produced and sold in the market in this Palika? 

38. In average how much of these commodity (in terms of money) are sold in the market? 

39. What is he most profitable product (please rank) 

38. How do you market your products?  

39. How competitive is the market? 

40. What are the issues, if any, regarding market access in your area? Do you face any problems 

marketing your products?  

41. In your opinion, why do these issues exist?  

42.What are the possible solutions to issues regarding market access? 

Labor Market 

43. What is the major skill of working age population in your Palika?  



Annex 3: Semi-structured questionnaire for FGD and KII 

81 

44. Have you noticed any changes in employment and labour market patterns in the past 24 months?  

45. If yes, what are they?  

46. If you have noticed changes, what do you think the causes of these changes are?  

47. In general, who do you hire for agricultural purposes and other work?  

48. Do working age people in your palika meet the demand for labor in your palika? 

49. Do working age people in your palika meet the skill requirement of the employer in your palika? 

50. If not then what skill do you think the people in your palika need to have? 

51. How those skills can be developed? 

Access to Food 

53. Do you feel that your community’s diet has changed over the course of the last 24 months?  

54. If so, then how has it changed?   

55. In general, do you feel like you consume more or less food than 24 months ago (or the same 

amount)?  

56. Why do you feel that this change in diet has occurred?  

57. In general, do you think there is enough food available in your Palika?  

58. In your opinion, who is most affected by food insecurity in your Palika?  

59. In your opinion, what can be done to resolve problems of food insecurity, if any, in your palika? 

Performance of CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE 

60. Are the activities being carried out by CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE meet the requirements of local 

people? 

61. In which extent have those activities helped you? 

62. Are those activities targeted for needy people? 

63. Are there any needy people/family who are not covered in the activities of 

CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE. 

64. If no then what is the problem? 

65. What other activities do you think CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE need to carry out? 

66. Are the outcome of those activities reasonable in comparison to money spent by 

CDC/SAPROS/DCA/PHASE. 

  



Annex 4: Livelihoods needs identification of VGs according to VARs 

82 

Annex 4: Livelihoods needs identification of VGs according to 

VARs  

I: CDC: List of major identified needs of VGs  

(Source: VAR of CDC, page 30) 

 

(Source: VAR of CDC, page 43) 

  



Annex 4: Livelihoods needs identification of VGs according to VARs 

83 

II: DCA: Need of services identified for VGs 

 

(Source: VAR of DCA, page 75) 
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III:  PHASE: VGs demands for support 
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(Source: VAR of PHASE, pages 59-61) 
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(Source: VAR of PHASE, page 61) 

IV: SAPPROS: Expectations and demands for supports by VGs 

Single Women 

• Out of 524 single women, 85 per cent expected access to financial resource, provision of loan 
for establishment of livelihood option to overcome the existing situation. More than one third 
(37.4 per cent) are expecting technical support to care takers of single women.  

• About 90 per cent single women shown their keen interest in the agriculture production: 
vegetable production (43.7 per cent) and poultry (47.2 per cent).  

• One single women has seen an opportunity with off-farm and non-farm activities.  

• About 80 per cent single women are suffering due to singleness followed by chronic poverty (55 
per cent).  

• About 75.8 per cent consider economic hardship as their prime challenge followed by limited 
knowledge (55.1 per cent), no access to services (56.3 percent), and poor health condition (32.3 
per cent). One fourth single women consider domestic violence as a major challenge.  

Persons with Disability  

• A total number of 230 (27.55 per cent) persons with disabilities out of 871 accepted that they 
had one or more than one kind of vulnerability beside their disability. Physical disability: 64.75 
per cent followed by persons with speech or vocal related disability: 21.81 per cent. Deaf people 
are 18.60 per cent whereas blind people are 12.51 percent. Single person with haemophilia was 
found during the survey while persons with intellectual disability, psychosocial disability and 
autism are 7.35 per cent, 5.86 per cent and 0.80 per cent respectively. 

• A total of 397 persons with disability out of 871 are currently engaged in on-farm activities 
followed by 78 people in labour activities. Only 11, 5 and 3 people are depending on 
trade/business, job/services and off-farm activities respectively. 

• Almost three fourth (74.75 per cent) of people said that they have lack of information about social 
services whereas 59.53 per cent people were deterred due to physical barriers. 7.85 per cent 
people pointed out lack of family support; 14.05 per cent people have economic barriers and 
4.85 per cent have other causes. 

• Only 4.6 per cent persons with disabilities took life skill training just after the earthquake. 

• Only 2.3 per cent population out of 871 persons with disabilities have taken some kind of income 
generation trainings. 

• To reduce the nature and magnitude of the vulnerability, 39.15 per cent persons with disabilities 
require technical supports to their family such as livelihood activities, accessibility/DRR 
adjustments of their houses and technical assistance for the reconstruction of housing. About 
31.34 per cent people requested supports in preparing essential documents such as citizenship, 
disability ID card and others. 
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• About 60.39 per cent out of a total 871 persons with disabilities have not acquired any kinds of 
livelihood related skills yet.In order to improve livelihood, 40.41 per cent persons with disabilities 
are interested for poultry production whereas 39.04 per cent people go for vegetable production. 

Senior Citizens 

• Out of 380 senior citizen, 62.6 per cent are male respondents and 37.37 per cent are female 
respondents. However, the number of divorcee senior citizen is little bit higher (47.63 per cent) 
than that of married and single categories (35.35 per cent and 16.80 per cent) respectively.  

• Regarding to the question of multiple vulnerability, 44.47 percent answered positively whereas 
56 percent have no vulnerability. Among 169 elderly people with multiple vulnerability, 68 are 
single women, 40 are with disability, 110 are poor households, 17 are Dalit, and 130 are above 
age of 70 years old.  

• Agriculture (48.42 per cent) is the main occupation of the senior citizens.  

• Access to finance (87.11 per cent) is the major means for reducing nature and magnitude of 
vulnerability. Out of total respondent of senior citizens, 311 desired to have access with the 
financial resource and loan followed by technical support to family member (31.58 per cent).  

• Near to one half senior citizen (46.58 per cent) are interested to get engaged in the vegetable 
production followed by poultry production (39.47 per cent) 

Internally Displaced Persons  

• Out of 56 IDPs, 53 houses were completely damaged and two were partially. More than fifty per 
cent shelters have already been reconstructed and 15 per cent are under construction. The 14 
per cent have not yet started the construction activities. • Out of 56 IDPs, one third have their 
ownership on land. Three households are sheltering on public land. More than 60 per cent (34 
HHs) households are sheltering on other individual’s land.  

• About 93 per cent households are expecting soft loan to initiate some income generation 
activities which support to their livelihood. Similarly, 28 per cent are willing to have technical 
support to their family members.  

• A total of 56 IDPs households: 52 per cent have previous knowledge on poultry production and 
48 per cent have knowledge on vegetable production. About 23 per cent are currently working 
or willing to pursue skill-based jobs.  

• Near to three fourth (73%) of respondents focused on agriculture production. About 18 per cent 
IDP members are interested in the area of skill-based jobs for improving livelihood.  

 

Poor Households  

• Out of 685, three fourth (74 per cent) poor household mentioned vegetable production which 
can be their means of livelihood. Almost half of them have skill and knowledge on poultry sector. 
There is small number of poor households which have skill and knowledge on non-agriculture 
sector. About 16 per cent poor households can have skill-based jobs.  

• Out of 685 poor households, 85 per cent are willing to make agriculture production as a source 
of their livelihood. One tenth want to have occupations like carpentering, tailoring, meson and 
kindred activities for improving their livelihood 

 (Source: VAR of SAPPROS, extracted from Executive Summary, pages 6 – 10) 
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Annex 5: Example success stories from CDC (2 cases) 

(Copied from 3rd quarterly progress report) 

Case 1: Damai Saki Bongso Ghale- Naukunda 

Damai Saki Bongso Ghale has started the 

poultry business by the start up support of 

NRs 10,000 from HOPE project. He brought 

31 local chicks (of two days), chicken wire 

mesh, pot to give water and feed (dana) 50 

kg and constructed a small poultry shed. He 

made poultry shed by using the wooden logs 

and CGI sheet from the earthquake debris. 

Now, the chicken are of two to three 

kilogram. Rooster (male chicken) and hen 

(female chicken) are easily sold around the 

village at the price of NRs. 1500 and NRs. 

1000 respectively. Mr. Ghale had sold 

around 20 chickens and success to earn 

around NRs. 30,000. He is investing his 

earnings in  household use and his 

daughter’s education. He is also saving some 

of the amount to increase the poultry 

business. His family is planning to construct 

bigger poultry shed on his land beside his 

house.  

Family Background and vulnerability:  

Damai Sarki Bongso Ghale resident of Nukunda ward 3, Parchang is a person with disability. His one 

leg does not function well. He has a family of 8 members (4 daughters, 2 sons). Presently three 

members i.e. his younger daughter (reading in class seven), his wife and himself are staying in the 

Parchyang, Naukunda. His two elder daughter are married, one has gone for foreign employment. His 

elder son is also in foreign employment and is married, their family are living in Kathmandu. Elder son 

does not support him. Mr. Bongso’s younger son is also in Kathmandu studying in 11 class, his 

education cost is covered by his employed daughter. Bongos has some land where some of the agro-

products such as rice, maize, millet are produced however, the agro products are not sufficient for their 

family’s food need.  

Success from the start up support by HOPE project:  

Mr. Ghale said,” I get an idea and financial support to start poultry business from HOPE project. If the 

project has not supported me, I would have never started the poultry business.” He added,” I am now 

earning good money from chicken. It is easy to feed, care and does not need too much area of land.” 

Chicken eat waste which we used to throw such as waste of green vegetables/food, waste millet from 

liquor making process (Raksi pareko kodo), waste around home. So there is not extra burden of food 

to provide the chicken beside the feed.” Until now Mr. Ghale is not selling eggs however, he is planning 

to sell in near future.  

“The support encouraged me to start the poultry business and now in the period of 3 to 4 months I am 

thinking about increasing the poultry business” Mr. Ghale said.     

Case 2: Success case study: Ursang Lopchang- Grocery shop, Naukunda-6 

Person with disability (have physical disability) Mr. 

Ghale feeding his chicken. 
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Ursang Lopchang lives in Naukunda RM ward 

no 6 of Rasuwa district. She has four family 

members including her 80 years old (single 

woman/SC) mother in-law. She has small land 

which produce food which is sufficient only for 

three months for the whole family. She went to 

Middle East country two years before for the 

betterment of the family, unfortunately she had 

to return with full of grief instead of money. After 

returning back to home she tried to think to do 

something in the village to secure the future of 

her family but there were no clear ways in front 

of her.  

She had little bit hope when she saw some 

people collecting the information during the 

winter season. After that she frequently came to 

contact with the HOPE team. One day when HOPE social mobilizer came and asked to join the business 

startup training, she nearly jumped. She took the five days SIYB training. This training was life changing 

to her. She choose the grocery business as there were few shops in the village. She also made the 

business plan with the help of HOPE project and became sure about the success of plan. 

Ursang Lopchang started her business in the month Sharawan right after the business plan preparation 

orientation. She got the display rack amounting to NRs 10,000 from the HOPE project and she invested 

Rs. 3,500 to purchase the grocery and started the business. She was happy to use the knowledge 

received during the 5days training. At the beginning she is able sell Rs. 400 per day and invested the 

profit to increase the business. She made her customer satisfied. Now, she is selling Rs. 800 in an 

average daily. She has plan to increase the business adding some grocery like rice, salt, sugar, pearls, 

tea etc. 

She seems her dreams are converting in to reality. 
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Annex 6: Example success stories from DCA (3 cases) 

(Copied from 3rd quarterly progress report) 

Case 1: Towards the prosperous life 

Rural Municipality: Khaniyabas 

Ward:3 

Name: Ful Maya Tamang 

Family: 4 (she, her two sons and one daughter) 

Ful Maya used to live in India with her husband. In 2071 BS, Fulmaya and her family had back to 

Khaniyabs from India with her beautiful 

dreams living together with spouse but 

her bad luck she lost her husband in 

massive earthquake of 2072 BS. 

According to her, she had a very difficult 

5 years in a new environment where she 

has to take care of three children and 

herself. After the death of her husband 

who was the only earning person in her 

family, she had to borrow money from 

her maternal house to build the house 

which was destroyed by the massive earthquake of 2072 BS. The money was insufficient, so she needs 

to borrow more money, which she borrowed from her villagers. She was not able to spend money on 

the education of her children so she had sent her children in a child home in Trishuli. Because of her 

condition, ward selected her as one of the VG of BIHANI. After that, she got 10 different types of seeds 

from BIHANI which gives very 

good production and her daily 

needs for vegetable were 

fulfilled. " Initially, I thought it 

might be a good way for me to 

recover the economic lost but 

was not because of market 

my alone production could 

not enough to send Dhading 

Besi and my local market is 

not enough for my 

production. "Because of this 

was able to connect her house 

with electricity which was deprived previously. After knowing her potentiality that she can do good in 

her job, BIHANI again supported her Rs 14,000 to buy gas, cylinder and necessary utensils to establish 

hotel. In addition to the support from BIHANI, she even burrowed RS 10,000 from local finance to buy 

necessary raw materials for her hotel. After this, she had earned Rs 32,000 in the first month. Usually, 

she serves chowmin, momo, Chatpat in her hotel. I think if my business will run in same way, "I wish I 

will invite my child here and we will stay together again with happy life." She even mentioned that 

if her business goes on like this, she will be easily pay the house loan which she barrow from her 

parental house.  

This story is only of one Fulmaya who was able to do something because of BIHANI. There are still 

many Fulmaya who needs small help for a huge step in their life where BIHANI will be always there 

for necessary help and guidance. 



Annex 6: Example success stories from DCA (3 cases) 

91 

Case 2: One event shows the future steps. 

Mis Sandhya Rai, inhabitant Gajuri-5, is living with her parent under ultra-poor families. Her father was 

identified by BIHANI as a vulnerable group through face to face survey. Project staff did rigorous 

interaction with her family to enhance their income status through their own selected initiatives. Mr. 

Sukra Bdr Rai, mention that he will not be able to do work alone so that it will be better to participate 

her daughter for these initiatives. In close coordination with Gajuri Rural Municipality, BIHANI initiate 

soft toy making training and included her as a participant. She completed 5 days long soft toy making 

training excellently and had been supported by soft toy making material as well."After compilation of 

my training I started to dream become a good trainer in same field and continue the same work 

in future". Government of Nepal had called a notice for skill base training she applied on it through 

evidence and technical support by BIHANI and she started to wait the result. During this period, she 

continued her work and made soft toy earned Rs 2500. She has more than 15 dolls in her house which 

cost approximately 8000.  Sandhya Rai says that she will continue making toys and from the earning, 

she has a plan to contribute to the education of her younger sister and brother in addition to daily 

expenses in her home. Because of the initial soft toy training from BIHANI, she was even able to take 

part in advance level toy making training from “Rastriya Laghu, Gharelu tatha Sana Udhyog Prasishan 

Kendra, Tripureshowr. She even has plan to became a trainer after this training and will teach people 

who are like her and is pleased with BIHANI for the help. 
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Case 3: A first sit 

Name: Sishir Thapa 

Address: Gangajamuna 7, Budhathum 

Age:6 yrs 

Vulnerability: Disable (Red card) 

Six years old Sishir Thapa’s mother 

left him with her grandmother after 

his birth. His mother married another 

man. Sishir Thapa was disabled by 

his birth. His grandmother had taken 

him to many hospitals for his 

treatment, but doctors said that there 

is no treatment for him. Sishir Thapa 

cannot move, sit or stand. After his 

mother left him his old grandmother 

is looking after him. Knowing this, 

BIHANI team went his house with 

expert and observe what can be 

done. The expert team recommend 

him a CP chair and took the 

measurement. After some time of 

measurement, BIHANI handed the 

measured CP chair to Sishir Thapa. 

After this, Sishir Thapa was able to sit 

for the very time after his birth. 

According to his grandmother, Sita 

Thapa, now he has started to laugh 

at people by sitting at that chair.His 

grandmother mentioned that 

because of the CP chair Sishir’s life 

has been easier and so does her. 

Because of this support, she is very 

happy with BIHANI and wished the 

same kind of help to other PwD which 

can bring a tremendous impact on 

the life of PwD and their family. 

Though, through this support Sishir 

Thapa’s family was not able to earn 

money but was able to fill his and his family member life with happiness and joy and this can be counted 

as a huge success for a whole BIHANI project. 

  

Figure: Sishir Thapa and his very first sit after his birth 
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Annex 7: Example success stories from SAPPROS (2 cases) 

(Copied from 3rd quarterly progress report) 

 

Case 1: Life gets easier after 

struggle of long time 

Sita Basnet Mijar, single woman mother 

of two sons residing in Nuwakot district, 

Shivapuri ward no. 7 is 50 years old 

tough women compared to other 

women in that community. Her 

husband passed away 5 years ago due 

to asthma. Due to early demise of her 

husband, her family situation was not 

good as she was responsible to take 

care of her two small sons and the only 

means of earning is working on low 

wages. She had also interest in growing 

vegetables. Though she had not proper 

knowledge, she managed to grow vegetables in her land for feeding her family. Despite the fact that 

she was earning day to day income she always tried to give her sons the best that she could afford. 

She wasn’t living the best life as other neighbors but however she tried to give the best she could. 

Children were growing day by day their expenses were growing too. It was getting hard to manage the 

daily expenses on low wages. She had to take loan from the villagers in order to manage her family’s 

expenses which later she paid off somehow working hard. 

There’s saying that “Time is never the same, anything can happen unknowingly.” Already she was 

struggling with many difficulties but again she had to face the devastating earthquake that hit Nepal in 

2015 where she lost her house and other belongings. She was in a misery thinking what will she do 

with her life and how will she take care of her sons. She somehow managed temporary shelter using 

tent that she received as relief from the government. As time passed, it was getting more difficult to live 

in the temporary shelter due to adverse weather conditions like wind and rain etc. She had saved some 

money from her daily work and with the help of her neighbor; she was able to build a small hut made 

up of wood and tin roof. After a year of earthquake, she built small house with the help of government 

subsidy. She had to take loan to build that house with the landlord (villagers) as government subsidy 

was not enough to build the house.  

In 2019, SAMBODHAN project got 

implemented in Shivapuri Rural Municipality 

in partnership with DIFID, Mott Macdonald 

and 4 consortium partners: SAPPROS 

Nepal, NEPAN, CBM and CODEC. 

SAMBODHAN addresses the needs of 

vulnerable in different wards of Shivapuri. 

Through the program, she got selected in the 

program as she was one of the vulnerable 

single women in her community. As per her 

interest the project supported her with plastic 

tunnel, seeds, other inputs and necessary 

technical support for commercial vegetable 

farming.  
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She says with a big smile “I am proud of what I am doing right now. My life has become easier than 

what it was before. When I see the vegetables growing in my farm, I get so happy. I have customers 

coming to my farm to buy vegetables. I have forgotten all the misery I had faced before, now my life is 

going towards happiness.”  She now makes a monthly income of NRs. 4,000 from open vegetable 

farming. She has also planted tomatoes in plastic tunnel and has good fruit bearing till date. She has 

started to sell tomatoes in local market and expected to earn NRs.40, 000 per season within four month. 

She is planning to pay off the loan of house construction by selling tomatoes and other vegetables in 

her farm.   

Her neighbors say “Now whenever we talk to other people we tell them about Sambodhan program 

which is supporting most vulnerable people. After the earthquake in 2072, there were lot of other 

program in but they have not really perceived in communities like Sambodhan. This program just not 

helps people but helps vulnerable people with disability, single women, and elderly people, internally 

displaced people identifying their proper need.”  

Case 2: Thanks to Sambodhan for being there for me during difficult times 

- Buddhimaya Pariyar 

Buddhi Maya Pariyar set an example of inspiration to elderly people and other members of the 

community who thought that old age is just resting phase.  After the earthquake that hit Nepal in year 

2072 B.S (2015 A.D), a single elderly citizen, Buddhimaya Pariyar of 65 years age residing in Nuwakot 

District of Nepal, Tadi ward no.2 was devastated losing her house and her livelihood means. She started 

living in her neighbor’s house with her son however she built small house with the help of government 

subsidy later. Her son, Krishna Bahadur Pariyar of age 48 is person with disability (Physical, hearing 

and speech impairment) with profound disability (Red card holder) so she had the biggest responsibility 

to take care of her son. Losing her house and her ancestor’s owned tailoring business, she was very 

upset, it was hard for her to survive as machine is only the means of earning. The government 

allowances of single woman and disability was 

not enough for their living. 

When she found out about SAMBODHAN 

program was implemented through supported 

by DFID/Mott Macdonald and SAPPROS, she 

had a ray of hope that she’ll do something in 

order to make her living again. She was a part 

of “Samaj Pariwartan Samabesi Samuha” 

(Samaj Pariwartan Inclusive Self Help Group) of 

vulnerable people through the program 

SAMBODHAN where she was able to share her 

problems and requested to provide her with 

sewing machine so that she can resume her 

work. 

After the discussion with “Samaj Pariwartan 

Samabesi Samuha”, she was provided sewing machine to restore her lost tailoring business. When she 

received sewing machine, she said “I am very happy that SAPPROS gave me a platform to work again, 

I do not have to go far to work. I can stitch clothes for my neighbors by staying home where I can take 

care of my disable son and earn money too. I am very happy that this program came in my life.”  

She says with confidence, “As long as my hand and feet works I’ll continue to work as this opportunity 

that project has provided doesn’t come often.” Now she has neighbors coming from far places (other 

villages) at her place to stitch clothes. She stitches clothes for toddlers, teenagers as well as elderly 

people. The means of payment she takes from peoples includes cash and barter (grains).  Due to this 

she never has shortage of food at her place. After the support she is continuing her business and 

earning around NRs. 6,000/- monthly income .The earning is making her life easier to fulfill the basic 

needs of her family. She has also started savings in self-help group. The day when she will not be able 

to work, she’ll use the savings that she has made sewing clothes in the future.  
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Observing her laborious work, her neighbor says “Buddhimaya has not just set an example in the village 

but she has become an inspiration among the elderly populations of the community.” Lastly, 

Buddhimaya says, “Thanks to SAMBODHAN from bottom of my heart for addressing my needs and for 

being there for me during difficult times. The main thing I learnt is “there’s no such age to start working, 

you just need be laborious.” 
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Annex 8: Various coping strategies of VGs immediately after the EQ 

I. As reported by CDC (VAR, page 32) 

S.N. Coping strategies 

1 Most of the vulnerable groups are surviving with daily wages  

2 Selling property (land, livestock, ornaments etc)  

3 Loan  

4 Remittances  

5 Borrowing (Cash and kind)  

6 Selling vegetables  

7 Reducing food quantity and frequency  

8 Reducing cost in education and health  
 

II. As reported by DCA (VAR, page 73, Table 46) 

Food security strategies of UPHHs 

Strategies 

%age distribution of strategies in different Palikas 

Gajuri Gangajamuna Khaniyabas Total 

N % N % N % N % 

Had food by earning money 
from wage labour 

149 69.6 150 66.1 65 79.3 364 69.6 

Rely on less preferred and 
less expensive foods 

188 87.9 170 74.9 35 42.7 393 75.1 

Borrow food, or rely on help 
from a friend or relative 

157 73.4 144 63.4 33 40.2 334 63.9 

Purchase food on credit 197 92.1 198 87.2 30 36.6 425 81.3 

Consume seed stock held 
for next season 

102 47.7 51 22.5 23 28.0 176 33.7 

Women members in the 
household ate less amount 
of food compared to other 
members 

71 33.2 61 26.9 21 25.6 153 29.3 

Total 214 100.0 227 100.0 82 100.0 523 1 

 

III. As reported by PHASE (VAR, page 51-52) 

Vulnerability  Coping 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; 

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. 
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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 

Food security strategy of UPHH (VAR, page 42, Table 26) 

S.N Strategies 
%age distribution strategies in different Palikas 

Gandaki Ajirkot Dharche Tsumnubri Total 

1 Buy from local markets 97% 83% 65% 53% 76% 

2 Exchange labour with food 23% 61% 27% 56% 42% 

3 Borrow from others 29% 61% 28% 47% 42% 

4 Begging 4% 27% 18% 12% 13% 

5 Depend upon Wild food 1% 2% 3% 24% 8% 

6 Reduce quantity 2% 8% 6% 47% 18% 

7 Sale productive assets 2% 5% 1% 3% 3% 

8 Skip meal 2% 4% 2% 19% 8% 

IV.  As reported by SAPPROS (VAR, page 65, Table 3.89) 

Strategies 
VGs by Palikas 

Shivapuri Tadi Dupcheshwar Total % age 

Labor work at local area 291  176  127  594 87.35 

Labor work at urban area 35 20 8 63 9.26 

Sale of assets 15 3  14 32 4.71 

Other 28  23 8 59 8.68 

Total 339 197 144 680 100 
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