s
Study on Leasehold Farming Options

Under the CS4FS Project — Implemented by JWAS Nepal, Aasaman Nepal, and PAC Nepal
Supported by Welthungerhilfe (WHH) and BMZ

Submitted to
Janaki Women Awareness Society (JWAS) Nepal

Submitted by

Govind Pandit, Kumhar

\’ WELT Aasaman Nepal
- \Z7 HUNGER
s WH H I LFE &

:

4

=X

v Education
X Child Labor

October, 2025



Acknowledgement

It is my great privilege to present the study report entitled “Study on Leasehold Farming Options
in Ganeshman Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini Municipalities, Madhesh Province, Nepal.”
The study was conducted under the “Civil Society for Nature-Based Local Agri-Food Systems
(CS4FS)” Project, implemented by Janaki Women Awareness Society (JWAS) in consortium with
Aasaman Nepal and PAC Nepal, with financial and technical support from Welthungerhilfe
(WHH) and the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ).

This study provided an invaluable opportunity to explore the practical realities, challenges, and
prospects of leasehold farming in addressing the pressing issues of landless and disadvantaged
populations in the targeted municipalities.

First of all, | would like to sincerely thank the procurement committee of JWAS Nepal for giving
me the opportunity to carry out this study. Their trust allowed me not only to conduct a
professional assessment but also to enhance my understanding of the needs of marginalized
communities. | am especially thankful to Mr. Rajan Nepal, Chairperson, and Mr. Bhava Narayan
Jha, Programme Coordinator of JWAS Nepal, for their continuous support, guidance, and
encouragement. | also deeply appreciate the WHH team and all the staff members of JWAS,
Aasaman Nepal, and PAC Nepal for their cooperation, constructive feedback, and suggestions
which greatly helped improve the quality of this work.

My sincere gratitude goes to the local governments, particularly the staff and executive members
of Ganeshman Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini municipalities, for their collaboration and
valuable insights. | am also grateful to the project beneficiaries, respondents, and community
members whose time and insights significantly contributed to this study and made the report
possible.

Govind Pandit, Kumhar

1|Page



Executive summary

The objective of this study was to assess the feasibility of leasehold and alternative farming models
as sustainable livelihood options for landless and near-landless households in Ganeshman-
Charnath Municipality, Sahidnagar Municipality, and Janaknandini Rural Municipality of Madhesh
Province. The study aimed to identify practical farming opportunities, business models, and
guidance to strengthen the resilience and income security of disadvantaged households.

The study applied household surveys, community consultations, focus group discussions, and key
informant interviews to capture both quantitative data and community perspectives. Findings
show that a large proportion of families either own no land or possess only very small plots,
insufficient for subsistence farming. Many households depend on insecure arrangements such as
sharecropping (Adhiya) or daily wage labor, both of which provide unstable and low incomes. For
instance, the Harawa-Charuwa 2020 survey documented 1,232 landless households in
Ganeshman-Charnath, while a recent household study shows nearly half of the surveyed families
own less than two kathas or no land at all. Similarly, Sahidnagar Municipality reported [,782
landless households, with the Laxmipur Musharniya group entirely landless, highlighting severe
vulnerability. Community consultations in Sahidnagar, Ganeshman-Charnath, and Janaknandani
municipalities highlighted the widespread prevalence of landlessness among target households,
with many limited to housing plots or cultivating less than two kathas of marginal land. In
Sahidnagar, all 25 Musharniya households consulted were landless; in Ganeshman-Charnath, 18
of 40 households reported no land ownership; and in Janaknandani, 21 households were entirely
landless

Leasehold farming provides an organized and scalable approach by granting long-term use rights
over degraded, public, or marginal lands, allowing landless families to build sustainable livelihoods.
Opportunities identified include goat rearing, pond-based aquaculture, vegetable production, fruit
farming, and agroforestry, tailored to local resources and priorities. Community consultations
highlighted strong interest in aquaculture in Janaknandini’s Kathal village, where ponds along the
Kamala riverbank present a viable livelihood opportunity through collective management. Goat
rearing has become increasingly common in Godar (Ganeshman-Charnath) and Laxmipur
(Sahidnagar), supported by the availability of communal grazing lands. Vegetable farming shows
strong feasibility in Barmajhiya, Sahidnagar, where private and school lands with irrigation and
market access provide year-round production potential. Pineapple and papaya intercropping in
Mahuwa village further demonstrate long-term profitability, especially through lease agreements
with schools and a matching community contribution. Despite these opportunities, several gaps
remain. Half of households are unfamiliar with leasehold farming, and 75% lack aquaculture skills,
highlighting the need for targeted capacity-building and technical training. Access to veterinary
services, legal facilitation of lease agreements, and market linkages are also critical for
sustainability.

Recommendations
Based on the aforementioned findings and conclusions, the study offers following major
recommendations:
e Raising awareness on leasehold farming through community-level orientations, installation
of hoarding board and radio programs in Maithili/Nepali, complemented by demonstration
plots and exposure visits to showcase successful practices (fodder, vegetables,
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agroforestry), with targeted sessions for women, youth, and local officials to highlight
opportunities for landless households, nutritional benefits, and municipal support
mechanisms.

e Providing targeted training in aquaculture, goat farming, vegetable cultivation, and fruit
intercropping.

e Supporting community-led business models such as group-based pond management and
school-community land lease partnerships.

e Promoting complementary enterprises such as sack and vertical gardening,
vermicomposting, and mushroom cultivation.

e Strengthening access to veterinary, technical, and financial services to ensure long-term
viability

This study highlights that with proper facilitation, leasehold and alternative farming models can
significantly enhance the livelihoods of marginalized families by transforming fallow or marginal lands
into sustainable, income-generating assets.
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| Introduction

1. Background

The Civil Society for Nature-Based Local Agri-Food Systems (CS4FS) project, implemented by
Janaki Women Awareness Society (JWAS) in consortium with Aasaman Nepal and PAC Nepal,
with technical and financial support from Welthungerhilfe (WHH) and the German Federal
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), is being implemented in Dhanusha
District of Madhesh Province. The project aims to strengthen food security, nutrition, and
livelihood resilience through nature-based, climate-smart agricultural practices, with a particular
focus on socially marginalized and economically excluded groups.

The target municipalities Ganeshman Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini are characterized
by significant levels of landlessness, especially among Dalit, Madhesi, |anajati, and other
disadvantaged communities. Many households, particularly those from Mushahar, Chamar,
Khatawe, and Malah groups, either own no land or possess plots too small for subsistence
farming. As a result, they depend heavily on insecure arrangements such as sharecropping (adhiya)
or daily wage labor, both of which provide unstable and low incomes. This structural exclusion
has deepened poverty, food insecurity, and intergenerational vulnerability.

Within this context, leasehold farming offers an innovative pathway to address landlessness and
enhance sustainable livelihoods. By providing use rights over degraded, marginal, or underutilized
land, leasehold arrangements allow landless households to engage in productive farming
enterprises. Such approaches not only contribute to improved household income and food
security but also align with broader priorities of women’s empowerment, social inclusion, and
climate resilience. However, the adoption of leasehold farming models has remained limited due
to gaps in awareness, technical skills, legal facilitation, and institutional coordination.

1.2 Rationale

This study is justified by both demographic realities and policy priorities. Data from the target
municipalities indicate that between [8—44 percent of households are landless, a figure
considerably higsher among Dalit and Mushahar communities compared to the national average.
Although national policies aim to reduce poverty and promote climate-resilient agriculture,
targeted interventions for landless populations are still limited.

This study addresses the urgent need for evidence-based planning to identify viable leasehold and
alternative farming options. It emphasizes regenerative and climate-resilient agricultural practices
such as goat rearing, aquaculture, vegetable cultivation, mushroom farming, and rooftop or
vertical gardening that are both locally relevant and scalable. By doing so, it aims to demonstrate
practical livelihood models that municipalities can integrate into their development planning and
civil society can further replicate.

1.3 Objectives

The overarching objective of the study is to explore and recommend feasible leasehold and
alternative farming options that can sustainably enhance food security, income, and resilience of
landless households in three municipalities of Dhanusha District. Specifically, the study aims to:

e Assess viable leasehold farming models appropriate for landless and near-landless
households.
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1.4

Identify underutilized public or private land that can be brought into productive use
through lease agreements.

Recommend alternative farming practices (e.g., mushroom cultivation, rooftop and vertical
gardening) suitable for land-constrained households.

Examine the potential of collective and regenerative practices such as goat rearing,
aquaculture, fruit orchards, and agroforestry.

Develop business models, risk analyses, and practical guidance to inform pilot
implementation and scaling.

Scope

The study was conducted in Ganeshman Charnath Municipality, Sahidnagar Municipality, and
Janaknandini Rural Municipality, focusing on |10 landless households. It includes: -

Household surveys and socio-economic profiling of landless families.

Mapping of land availability and suitability for leasehold arrangements.

Policy and legal review concerning leasehold land use.

Stakeholder consultations with municipal governments, cooperatives, and community
groups.

Identification of regenerative agricultural options and design of business models.

This report provides a critical foundation for pilot interventions, policy engagement, and long-

term programmatic support.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Landlessness and Household Vulnerability

Landlessness remains one of the most critical barriers to sustainable livelihoods in the Terai
region of Nepal. The Harawa-Charuwa community, concentrated in districts such as Dhanusha,
continues to face systemic exclusion from land ownership. A 2020 survey identified 3,636 landless
Harawa-Charuwa households in Dhanusha, with Ganeshman Charnath Municipality alone hosting
1,232 households. Nearly 53% of these households were reported to be in critically vulnerable
situations, with over 40% lacking food self-sufficiency and only [% managing year-round
production (Dhakal, Karki & Shrestha, 2020)1. This highlights the urgent need for land access
models and sustainable farming alternatives for landless and near-landless groups, particularly
Terai Dalits who make up over 70% of Harawa-Charuwa families.

2.2 Leasehold Forestry and Farming Experiences

Leasehold forestry has been proven to enhance access to resources and strengthen livelihoods
for the poorest households. By providing degraded forest land to small groups of landless
families, leasehold forestry programs increased fodder availability, encouraged stall feeding
practices, and contributed to soil fertility through enhanced manure use (Kanel & Niraula,
2004)2. Building on these principles, leasehold farming has also been piloted as a poverty
reduction strategy.

Case studies from Dhanusha and neighboring districts indicate that land leasing can provide both
food security and income-generation opportunities. Paudyal (2017) observed that agriculture
and livestock remained the dominant livelihood strategies in rural Dhanusha, despite of ongoing
challenges such as illiteracy, large family sizes, and limited land access. More recent studies (Giri
& Goswami, 2024) confirm that informal tenancy and land rental markets are widespread in
Nepal, with sharecropping and fixed-rent contracts being common3. These arrangements can
provide temporary land access for landless households, though policy and legal frameworks
governing leasehold arrangements remain fragmented.

In Bhagwanpur, Siraha, leasehold farming initiatives supported by local governments and NGOs
demonstrated positive changes in women’s food security, income, and empowerment (Ecology
& Environmental Sciences, 2019)4. Such localized successes highlight the potential for scaling
leasehold models through community-based agreements in collaboration with municipalities.

2.3 Regenerative Agricultural Practices

Recent research shows that regenerative agriculture is a climate-smart and sustainable option
for resource-poor farmers. Practices such as the Saguna Rice Technique (Bhadsavle, 2019) have
demonstrated improvements in soil organic carbon, water-use efficiency, and reductions in

I CSRC,2020, Harawa-Charawa, the Bonded Laborers in Agriculture A Study of Three Municipalities of Dhanusha
District in Eastern Terai.

2 (1) Impact of leasehold forestry on livelihood im-provement of local poor and restoration of degraded forests in
Makwanpur district, Bagmati province, Nepal

3 Paudyal, N. P. (2017). Social Status and Livelihood Strategies in Rural Area: A Case Study of Sinurjoda VDC,
Dhanusha. The Third Pole: Journal of Geography Education, 17, 83-98.

4 Success from Lease-based farming-a case study of Dalit women farmer group from Bhagwanpur Rural Municipality
(RM), Siraha, Nepal (Ecology and Environmental Sciences (2573-2919)
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methane emissions5. Similarly, agroecological gap analyses from Nepal’s Terai (Mandal et al,
2023) underscore the need to enhance crop diversity, integrate livestock and forestry, and
improve recycling of farm waste6.

Regenerative farming approaches including conservation agriculture, crop rotation, mulching, and
soil cover have been found to lower input costs, enhance soil fertility, and build resilience against
climate shocks (Das et al., 2022)7. However, adoption remains constrained by limited knowledge
dissemination and the absence of farmer-friendly technical packages.

2.4 Communal and Alternative Farming Options

Fish farming represents one of the most promising communal models for landless families in the
Terai. Dhanusha district, recognized as a national fish hub, has demonstrated economic viability
of polyculture systems, with favorable benefit-cost ratios (Rijal et al., 2024)8. Yet, challenges such
as fingerling shortages, feed costs, and limited technical knowledge remain.

Other innovative landless friendly practices include sack farming, rooftop gardens, and vertical
farming, all of which allow food production without secure land ownership. Research on sack
cultivation of vegetables such as okra in Dang showed profitability with a B:C ratio of 1.54
(Kandel & Puri, 2020)9. Rooftop gardening studies from Kathmandu, Dhulikhel, and Morang
districts highlight their potential to contribute to household nutrition, urban greening, and
climate adaptation, though lack of technical support and policy backing hinders wider adoption
(Thapa et al., 2021; Rawal & Thapa, 202210).

Vertical farming and vermicomposting are also gaining attention. Vertical farming, though capital-
intensive, offers opportunities for year-round urban food production (Gurung et al., 2024)1 1,
while vermicomposting enhances soil health and reduces waste through organic recycling (Walia
& Kaur, 202412).

2.5 Policy and Institutional Responses

The Government of Nepal has recognized landlessness as a structural barrier to poverty
alleviation. The Land Issue Resolving Commission (2020-2025) has distributed over 4,800 land
ownership certificates and registered more than one million applications from landless and
informal settlers (Deuja, 202513). While this is progress, widespread landlessness requires
additional solutions like leasehold agreements, communal farming, and regenerative practices for
landless households.

5 Giri, M., & Goswami, B. (2024). Agricultural L.and Rental Arrangements in Nepal: Incidence, Forms, Determinants, and
the Current Legal Provisions. Asia-Pacific Journal of Rural Development, 34(1), 7-33.

6 AGROECOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES AND ITS GAPS IN ADAPTION IN TERAI FARMING SYSTEM, NEPAL
7 Recent advances in regenerative sustainable agricultural strategies for managing soil carbon and mitigating climate change
consequences

8 Karkl N. P. (2010). Flsh farmmg in Nepal trends, opportunmes and constraints

10 Assesement of the linkage of urban green roof% nutritional supply, and diversity status in Nepal

1 Gurung, L., Rawal, J. S., Puspa, R. C, Joshi, G. R., & Mandal, A. (2024). Vertical farming in urban agriculture:
Opportunities, challenges, and future directions. Big Data Agric, 6, 89-95

12 Walia, S. S., & Kaur, T. (2024). Beneficial role of vermicompost: nuttient content in vermicompost and success stoties.
In Earthworms and vermicomposting: species, procedures and crop application (pp. 135-146). Singapore: Springer Nature
Singapore

> myrepublica.nagatiknetwork.com/news/a-roadmap-to-ending-landlessness
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3 Methodology

3.1 Study Design and Approach

The study employed a mixed-methods approach, integrating both quantitative and qualitative
techniques to provide a comprehensive understanding of leasehold farming options for landless
and marginalized households. This approach allowed for triangulation of findings and validation
across multiple data sources. Quantitative data were collected through household surveys (HHS),
while qualitative insights were derived from key informant interviews (Klls), community
consultation meetings (CCMs), stakeholder consultations, and field observations. The entire data
collection process was supported by trained field staff to ensure accuracy and inclusivity.

3.2 Methods Applied

3.2.1 Literature Review

A review of relevant literature, policy documents, and previous studies was undertaken to
understand the socio-economic conditions of landless families, their livelihood patterns, and
access to agricultural resources. This secondary data provided a contextual foundation for
designing field tools and interpreting primary findings.

3.2.2 Household Surveys (HHS)

A structured survey was conducted among | 10 landless and marginal households across three
municipalities. Questionnaires were developed in Nepali, pre-tested for clarity, and administered
using the KOBO Toolbox. The survey collected quantitative data on land access, agricultural
productivity, income, and household socio-economic profiles. Among respondents, 95.5% were
women-headed households and the majority were illiterate (105 respondents). 64 households
were completely landless, while 45 owned small land parcels. In terms of livelihood practices, 48
engaged in leasehold farming, 39 in adhiya (sharecropping), and 8 in mankhet, though only 2
households had received formal leasehold support—highlighting a significant implementation gap.

Table | socio-economic profile of surveyed households.

Indicator Total Households (n=110) Number Percentage (%)
Gender of household | Female 105 95.50%
head Male 5 4.50%
Literacy Status lliterate 105 95.50%
Literate 5 4.50%
Fully landless 64 58.20%
Land Ownership Limited land 45 40.90%
Other | 0.90%
Leasehold farming 48 43.60%
Farming Practice Adhiya 39 35.50%
Mankhet 8 7.30%
No farming I5 13.60%
Received Leasehold | Yes 2 1.80%
Support No 108 98.20%
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3.2.3 Community Consultation Meetings (CCMs)

Four community consultation meetings were organized across
Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality, Sahidnagar Municipality,
and Janak Nandini Rural Municipality. Each session included 20—
25 participants, primarily from Dalit, Madhesi, Janajati, women-
headed, and landless households. The discussions explored
feasible livelihood options such as leasehold farming, sack
farming, mushroom cultivation, vermicomposting, goat rearing,
fish farming in community ponds, rooftop/vertical farming, agro- . ;
processing, and container gardening. = ¥ )X
Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) tools were employed to Landless women HHs of Godar
ensure inclusive dialogue, collective prioritization of options, :
and community ownership of outcomes.

3.2.4 Key Informant Interviews (Klls)

A total of 15 Klls were conducted with key stakeholders, including municipal mayors, ward chairs,
agriculture officers, landowners, and representatives of CSOs/NGOs. These interviews focused
on assessing local government support, land availability, landowners’ willingness to lease land, and
challenges related to rent, contract duration, and risk-sharing.
Insights emphasized the need for legal safeguards, trust-building mechanisms, and institutional
facilitation to promote sustainable leasehold farming.

3.2.5 Stakeholder Consultations

Validation workshops and consultative meetings were held with cooperatives, CSOs, NGOs, and
municipal representatives. These engagements helped align study findings with local development
priorities, promote coordination, and foster shared ownership of proposed interventions.

3.2.6 Field Observations and Transect Walks

Field visits were conducted across diverse landscapes—forest edges, riverbanks, public lands,
fallow plots, uplands, lowlands, and flood-prone areas—to identify potential sites for leasehold
farming and regenerative agricultural practices. Observations supported the spatial mapping of
opportunities and constraints at the community level.

3.3 Data collection Tools and Instruments
Data collection utilized a combination of digital and participatory tools, including:
e KOBO Toolbox for digital household surveys.
e Structured questionnaires for quantitative data on land and livelihoods.
e Checklists and PRA tools (e.g., ranking, mapping, matrix scoring) for community
consultations.
e Semi-structured interview guides for Klls and stakeholder consultations to ensure both
flexibility and consistency across interviews.

3.4 Sampling Strategy
A combination of purposive and random sampling was adopted to ensure representation of
marginalized and landless groups across the study areas.
e Household Surveys:
I 10 households were randomly selected across the three municipalities, ensuring
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inclusion of Dalit, Madhesi, Janajati, women-headed, and leaseholder households. Each
interview lasted 20-30 minutes. (Survey questionnaire are included in Annexes 2)
e Community Consultation Meetings:
Four purposively selected communities were engaged through participatory discussions
involving 20-25 participants each, randomly including marginalized households. Each
meeting lasted approximately 60 minutes and was complemented by site observations.
e Key Informant Interviews:
A total of 15 KllIs (around five per municipality) were conducted with municipal and
community stakeholders, lasting around 45 minutes each, using a standardized checklist.

3.5 Data Analysis
A triangulated data analysis approach was applied:
¢ Quantitative data from household surveys were analyzed using descriptive statistics to
develop socio-economic profiles and identify livelihood trends.
e Qualitative data from CCMs, Klls, and stakeholder consultations were transcribed, coded

thematically, and analyzed using a content-based approach.
The integration of both data types enhanced the validity, reliability, and depth of the study
findings.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

The study strictly followed ethical research protocols. Informed verbal consent was obtained
from all participants prior to data collection. Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained
throughout, with all data aggregated to prevent identification of individuals. Participation was
entirely voluntary, and respondents had the right to withdraw at any stage. Data were securely
stored and utilized solely for research and reporting purposes, ensuring adherence to responsible
data management and privacy standards.

3.7 Limitation of the study

The study faced some limitations, mainly relying on primary survey data because complete
government records on landless households were not available. Resource limitations restricted
the sample size to 100 households, which, while representative, may not fully capture the diversity
of landless populations across the Municipality. Despite these limitations, the study presents
robust evidence and actionable recommendations for strengthening livelihoods through inclusive
leasehold farming initiatives.
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4 Context Analysis

4.1 Overview of Landlessness in Madhesh Province and Dhanusha District
Landlessness remains a critical problemin Madhesh Province, particularly in Dhanusha District.
According to the Agriculture Census 2021/22, the average farm holding size in Nepal has declined
to 0.19 hectares, with holdings in the Terai highly fragmented. About 33% of holdings in the Terai
are below 0.5 hectares, while 47% fall between 0.5 to 2 hectares. Fragmented land holdings
restrict mechanized farming, income generation, and agricultural productivity, increasing
vulnerability among smallholder and landless households.

Within the project municipalities Ganeshman Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini, the study
identified three categories of land status among households: 47% are fully landless, 53% hold less
than two kathas of land (semi-landless), and ultra-poor households often rely on rented plots.
Landlessness is particularly acute among marginalized groups such as Dalits (e.g., Mushahar,
Chamar, Khatawe, Malah), Janajatis, and women-headed households.

4.2 Socio-Economic Profile and Income Patterns of Landless Households

Based on 2021 census data for the Dhanusha District of Nepal, the three study municipalities
Ganeshman Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini, together host a population of over 125,000,
with relatively balanced sex ratios (91-95 males per 100 females). Literacy levels, however,
remain low, averaging below 65 percent, with Janaknandini (56.8%) and Sahidnagar (57.8%)
performing below Ganeshman Charnath (64.9%). Social composition is highly diverse, with Dalits
constituting about | 1-12 %, Janajatis around 9-10 %, and the majority (nearly 80 %) falling under
the “others” category, primarily composed of Terai caste groups such as Yadavs, Telis,
Koiri/Kushwaha, and Dhanuk, as well as Muslims and other smallholder communities.

According to the suvery conducted during this study, household income patterns highlight
significant inequalities across social groups. Dalit households are the most economically
vulnerable, with 72-78 % surviving on less than NPR 10,000 per month across the three
municipalities. By comparison, Janajati households show relatively better distribution, with 30-37
% in the medium-income range and 5 % in the high-income group. Households categorized as
“others” demonstrate the greatest economic diversity, with around 12—15 % earning more than
NPR 25,000 per month, though nearly half still fall into the low-income category.

Agriculture Farming is important for livelihoods but is limited by small and divided land plots.
National data from the Agriculture Census (2021/22) shows average holdings of just 0.55 ha and
parcel sizes of around 0.19 ha, similar to what was observed in the study area. In Janaknandini,
holdings average 0.7-0.9 ha, but fragmentation limits productivity. As a result, farming is mostly
for subsistence, and households depend more on migration, remittances, daily wage work, small
trade, and seasonal non-farm jobs to earn a living.

Overall, the demographic and income data show the main challenges faced by Dalits and
marginalized groups: low literacy, limited access to land, and heavy reliance on insecure, low-
paying jobs. At the same time, it shows that alternative farming models—like leasehold,
communal, and regenerative practices—can help reduce livelihood risks for landless and
smallholder households. Baseline survey data highlight clear socio-economic disparities across
social groups and municipalities:
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4.3

Income Distribution: Data

collected during this study Low Income (<10000)/Month

shows that low income (< ggy

NPR 10,000/month) ... 759 _— 78%

dominates among Dalit _ ’ 65%
households (Ganeshman 60% 58%

Charnath 75%, Sahidnagar 00%

72%, Janaknandini 78%) and = % 40% 42% 4%
Janajatis (60%, 58%, 65%), 0%

while “Others” (BCs and 30%

other advantaged groups) 20%

show higher median  10%

incomes. High-income o

households (> NPR Dalit Janajati Others Dalit Janajati Others Dalit Janajati Others
25’000/m°nth) remain rare Ganeshman Charnath Sahidnagar Janaknandini RM
across all groups, peaking at

| 5% among “Others” in Figure 1 Income (<NPR 10,000) distribution of palika by castewise

Ganeshman Charnath.

Agricultural Income: Survey data shows that, Dalit households generate average annual
incomes of NPR 65,000 from fish farming, NPR 57,500 from goat rearing, and NPR 75,000
from fruit/vegetable farming. Janajati households earn higher (fish: NPR 95,000; goat: NPR
80,000; fruit/vegetable: NPR 105,000), while BC households earn the most (fish: NPR
125,000; goat: NPR 120,000; fruit/vegetable: NPR 160,000). The differences are due to
variations in market access, ability to invest, and productivity.

Legal and Policy Frameworks for Leasehold and Communal Land Use

Nepal’s legal framework provides multiple instruments for addressing landlessness:

4.3.1 Federal Level:
Constitutional Provisions: Articles 25 and 51 guarantee the right to land and equitable
resource use.
Land Act 1964 and Land Rules: Govern ownership, tenancy, lease agreements, and
registration.
National Land Policy 2019: Emphasizes tenure security, equitable access for marginalized
groups, and land administration reforms.
Forest Act 2019 (2076) and Leasehold Forest Rules: Provide the basis for community
forestry and leasehold forestry programs, targeting landless and ultra-poor households.

4.3.2 Provincial Level (Madhesh Province):
Encourages cooperative leasehold farming for youth and women entrepreneurship in
vegetable, goat, and poultry farming.
Provincial ministries support local governments to identify unused public land, facilitate
lease agreements, and provide technical, material, and financial support.

4.3.3 Local Government Level:
Municipalities in the project area practice temporary or informal lease agreements, often
coordinated through NGOs.
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¢ Initiatives include lease-based vegetable cultivation, goat rearing, and fish pond use for
ultra-poor households.

Legal gaps persist, including unclear land tenure, limited inclusion of marginalized groups, and
weak recognition of cooperative or communal farming models, all of which constrain equitable
resource use and sustainable livelihoods.

4.3.4 Local Government Perspectives on Land Access and Regenerative Agriculture
Local governments recognize the potential of leasehold and communal land use to improve
livelihoods for landless households:

e Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality: Supports lease-based vegetable farming, goat rearing,
and fish ponds; formalization of lease agreements with community forests is under
discussion.

e Sahidnagar Municipality: Implements partnerships with NGOs and cooperatives; identifies
municipal unused lands for targeted Dalit and women-headed household interventions.

e Janaknandini Rural Municipality: Maps public and school land for lease-based farming;
supports goat, fruit, and seasonal vegetable cultivation; faces challenges with legal
documentation and land verification.

Municipalities emphasize the need for participatory planning, technical support, and secure lease
agreements to make the most of regenerative agriculture. The main challenges are the prevalence
of verbal or informal leases, lack of standard guidelines, and limited ability to manage leasehold
arrangements.

4.3.5 Gaps, Risks, and Recommendations
Key gaps identified include:

e Fragmentation between land and forest laws, creating overlaps in agroforestry and
communal land management.

e  Weak legal recognition of non-forest communal lands, exposing them to encroachment.

e Equity and inclusion gaps in leasehold programs; benefits to the target groups are limited
due to elite capture and poor enforcement.

¢ |nadequate municipal capacity for land-use planning, mapping, and grievance handling.

Policy and program recommendations:

e Harmonize land and forest legal instruments for integrated management of leasehold
and communal lands.

e Map and register communal lands participatory to secure rights and prevent
encroachment.

e Strengthen governance and inclusion in leasehold/community user groups (membership
transparency, conflict-resolution, gender quotas).

e Clarify land tenure agreement to support livelihood financing for leasehold farmers.

e Build municipal technical and administrative capacity for sustainable land management.
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5 Finding and Analysis

5.1 Livestock Initiatives with Land
Auvailability and Leasehold Options

Among severed |10 household, the data on
land ownership in Ganeshman-Charnath

2 2B 2 .
Municipality, Sahidnager Municipality, and 20 8
Janaknandini Rural Municipality reflect the
pressing challenges for landless and near- 10 0o 1
landless households, making leasehold farming 0 ———

a highly relevant option for sustainable Own Little Land No Land Rented Land
livelihood development.

In Laxmipur, Sahidnagar Municipality, g Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality = Sahidnager Municipality
community-managed grazing lands along the g janaknandini rural municipality

Kamla riverbank provide a promising
opportunity for goat rearing under a leasehold
model, with twenty-five households from the Musharniya (Sada/Mushahar) community showing
interest. In Godar (Sahanitole), Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality, communal grazing areas and
community forest lands are similarly available to support goat enterprises, attracting strong
interest from nineteen households (see Annex 10.3 for details).

Regarding lease feasibility, in Laxmipur, both private land (25 katha from Mr. Bishanidev Yadav
Bhattarai) and institutional land (5 katha from high school premises) have been identified as
potential lease options, and ward leaders have confirmed their willingness to negotiate formal
agreements. In Ganeshman-Charnath, communities currently utilize grazing lands informally,
which could be formalized into structured leasehold arrangements with proper facilitation (Annex
10.3).

Legal and policy considerations highlight that informal use of communal land exposes landless
households to tenure insecurity. Formal lease agreements supported by ward offices, local
schools, and cooperatives would provide legal recognition and protect investments in goat
rearing. Alignment with Nepal’s Leasehold Forestry Program and MoALD land access policies
further ensures policy support for allocating land to landless groups. Goat farming under these
arrangements is expected to generate regular income, improve household nutrition, and promote
women’s engagement; however, veterinary support, establishment of fodder plantations
(minimum two katha per household), and vaccination campaigns against PPR are essential to
mitigate disease risks.

Land Ownership HHs

30

Figure 2 Landownership status by HHs in working Palika

5.2 Crop Diversification

In Barmajhiya, Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality, approximately 200 bigha of government river
ridge land is available, although much of it is currently encroached by local elites. Twenty-one
landless households from the Chamar and Muslim communities have expressed readiness to
engage in vegetable production, including tomatoes, cucumbers, and leafy greens, provided formal
leasehold arrangements are secured (see Annex 10.3). Market access through nearby hubs such
as Barmajhiya, Sabaila, and Birendranagar, combined with cooperative aggregation, makes
diversification into vegetable farming commercially viable. Potential risks include land tenure
disputes, which require legal facilitation and institutional support to ensure secure lease
agreements and safeguard the interests of landless farmers.
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5.3 Aquaculture

In Kathal, Janaknandani Rural Municipality, four government ponds, each exceeding one bigha in
size, have been identified as potential leasehold sites for fish farming. Twenty-one households
from the Sada and Mahara communities have prioritized aquaculture as their preferred livelihood
option (see Annex [0.3 for details). These households have requested lease agreements of five
to ten years to ensure stability and adequate returns on investment.

Current knowledge levels in aquaculture are low, with approximately 75% of households lacking
technical skills in pond management, feeding practices, and disease control. There is a clear need
for structured training programs to build capacity in these areas. The communities have
demonstrated strong ownership by committing 10—15% of the required investment costs. Fish
farming offers a nutrition-sensitive and income-generating livelihood option; however, its success
depends on effective capacity building, access to quality fingerlings and feed, and reliable market
linkages.

5.4 Fruit Farming

In Mahuwa village, fruit farming, including papaya—pineapple intercropping with some banana
cultivation, is emerging as a viable enterprise (see Annex 10.3 for details). Favorable agro-climatic
conditions, coupled with rising market demand, support the potential for expansion. The Muskan
Agriculture and Livestock Farmers Cooperative (contact: Arun Mandal) and local traders, such
as Swati Adhikari Traders, are providing essential inputs and post-harvest support. Cooperative-
based aggregation has further enhanced market competitiveness and profitability for farmers in
the area.

5.5 Socio-Economic Profile of Target Families

o Landlessness:
Ganeshman-Charnath  Municipality has 1,232 and
sahidnagar has 1,782 landless households (Harawa-
Charuwa Survey, 2020), with a total 40 surveyed Otter (wag loborsassonal migration).
household conducted during this study period shows 22 oax
households owning less than 2 kathas and 18 fully
landless., while all 25 households in the Laxmipur
Musharniya group are landless as per this HH survey. In
Janaknandani Rural Municipality, out of 45 suvery HHs 21 ‘ o
households are fully landless, 23 own only housing plots,
and one household has rented land. Livelihoods largely
depend on sharecropping (66.6%), cultivation of degraded
land (33.3%), wage labor, or seasonal migration, contributing Figure 3 Current livlihood strategy of surveyed HHs
to food insecurity. Leasehold farming offers a tenure-secure,
pro-poor option for sustainable livelihoods.
5.6 Viable Regenerative Agricultural Practices for Landless Families
Leasehold Farming Models:-
Highly relevant across all three municipalities, providing land access for goat rearing, vegetable
farming, fruit farming and aquaculture.

Livelihood Strategies of Landless Households

Cultivation of degraded land

Sharecropping

Other Practices ldentified:
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Goat rearing on communal land: Practiced in both Ganeshman-Charnath and Sahidnager,
involving 19 and 25 households respectively. Enhances collective resource use and social
cohesion.

Fish farming in community ponds: Strong interest in Kathal, but technical capacity gaps must
be addressed.

Sack, Rooftop, and Vertical Farming: 50% awareness level; requires training and
demonstrations. Suitable for vegetables and nutrition-sensitive crops.

Mushroom Farming: High potential, with >80% households across municipalities reporting
available space.

Vermicomposting: Low-cost, eco-friendly practice widely feasible for landless households.
Supports vegetable production and reduces input costs.

Agroforestry and Value Addition: 75% expressed partial interest; requires targeted technical
support and awareness campaigns.

Container Gardening: Very low adoption due to lack of awareness, resource constraints, and
perceived unsuitability.

5.7 Feasibility Analysis of Business Models

Goat Rearing:

» Laxmipur (Sahidnager) — 25 interested
households, supported by communal grazing
land and potential private/institutional lease
land.

» Godar-Sahanitole (Ganeshman-Charnath) 19
interested households, leveraging community
forest grazing areas.

Vegetable Farming (Barmajhiya):

> 21 households identified. ~200 bigha of
government land available but occupied by
elites. Lease facilitation and irrigation support
are critical.

Aquaculture (Kathal, Janaknandani):

> Four ponds available (>I bigha each). 2I
households prioritized pond fish farming.
Requires secure lease agreements, capacity
building, and technical backstopping. Detail is
provided in Annex 10.3

Fruit Farming (Mahuwa):

> Papaya—pineapple intercropping, backed by cooperatives and private sector traders.
Scalable with market support and improved post-harvest systems.

Across the three municipalities, leasehold farming seems as a vital livelihood strategy for landless
and near-landless households. Goat rearing, pond fish farming, fruit farming and vegetable
cultivation under leasehold models have the strongest potential, provided that land access is
secured through formal agreements, and that communities receive structured technical support,
veterinary services, and market facilitation.
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5.8 Communal and Cooperative Options

The evidence from Ganeshman-Charnath, Sahidnagar, and Janaknandini shows strong potential

for collective farming approaches. Landless and near-landless households, who currently depend

on insecure systems such as adhiya (sharecropping) or wage labor, have shown readiness to
engage in cooperative or group-based farming if secure leasehold arrangements are provided.

Prominent opportunities include:

e Goat rearing on communal land: In Ganeshman-Charnath (19 households) and Sahidnagar (25
households), communities have already initiated or expressed commitment to goat breeding
by pooling grazing resources and labor. This collective approach reduces costs, enhances
disease control, and improves market integration.

e Fish farming in community ponds: In Janaknandini (Kathal village), marginalized households
(Mushahar and Chamar) have prioritized fishpond leasing under group arrangements. Formal
5-10 year agreements, backed by technical support, are demanded to ensure long-term
sustainability and profitability.

e Mushroom and vegetable production via cooperatives: Survey data from all three
municipalities indicate availability of space and household interest in mushroom farming, with
potential for community-based production sheds where individual households lack space.
Similarly, Barmajhiya communities have shown interest in cooperative vegetable production
on leasehold land, with clear market linkages nearby.

e Fruit farming and agroforestry through cooperatives: Papaya—pineapple intercropping and
mixed agroforestry models are being promoted under cooperative leadership, e.g., Muskan
Agriculture and Livestock Farmers’ Cooperative in Mahuwa. Post-harvest aggregation and
collective marketing are key opportunities here.

These findings highlight that collective, cooperative, and leasehold-based models not only
overcome the problem of fragmented landholdings but also strengthen bargaining power, market
linkages, and long-term livelihood security for marginalized groups.

5.9 Material and Input Support Needs

Across the proposed enterprises, a consistent gap lies in access to inputs, tools, and technical

knowledge. Beneficiaries emphasized that without material support and capacity building, most

landless families cannot sustain farming enterprises. The following needs are identified:

e Pond Fish Farming: Fingerlings, feed and feeding equipment, water-testing kits, nets, and basic
pond management tools. Long-term lease agreements and subsidies are also critical.

e Goat Rearing: Improved goat breeds, fodder seeds/seedlings, veterinary medicines, PPR
vaccination support, construction materials for goat sheds, and improved housing designs.

e Fruit Farming (Papaya, Pineapple, and agroforestry systems): Quality seedlings/suckers,
organic manure/compost, mulching materials, drip irrigation sets, and fencing support for crop
protection.

e Vegetable Farming (leasehold and vertical): Seasonal vegetable seeds, bio-fertilizers, bio-
pesticides, low-cost irrigation kits (drip/sprinkler), hand tools, and plastic tunnels for off-
season production.

e Mushroom Farming: Spawn, compost, low-cost mushroom sheds, humidity/moisture control
kits, and training on post-harvest handling.

e Vermicomposting: Earthworms, containers/pits, crop residues, and technical guidance on
composting cycles.
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In addition to inputs, households require technical training in farm management along with
buinsess and financial literacy class, disease control, and market-oriented production. Exposure
visits and regular extension services would strengthen adoption and sustainability.
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6 Business Model options

A range of business model options were identified through consultations with beneficiary
households, local authorities, cooperatives, and market actors. The selection reflects household
interest, availability of land and natural resources, profitability potential, and institutional backing.
The models particularly emphasize enterprises that can be collectively managed through leasehold
arrangements by landless and marginalized groups.

6.1 Goat Rearing (Leasehold Livestock Enterprise)

In Laxmipur Musharniya (Sahidnagar Municipality) and Sahanitole, Godar (Ganeshman-Charnath
Municipality), a total of 44 households expressed strong interest in goat rearing. Under this
model, smallholders would collectively manage goat production on leased or communal land, with
improvements in breeds, fodder plantation, and veterinary support.

The cost-benefit analysis indicates that a household investing in two goats over an |8-month
cycle would require an average expenditure of NPR 37,000, with projected returns of NPR
104,000, yielding a net profit of approximately NPR 67,000. Risks include common diseases such
as foot-and-mouth disease, peste des petits ruminants (PPR), and internal parasites, which
necessitate preventive vaccination and veterinary services. Market demand for goat meat remains
consistently high, particularly during festivals, and collective marketing offers opportunities for
value addition, including goat milk products and meat processing.

6.2 Vegetable Farming (Leasehold Land Cultivation)

In Barmajhiya Rabi Das Tole (Ganeshman-Charnath Municipality), 21 households from the
Chamar and Muslim communities prioritized vegetable farming as a livelihood option. The
enterprise model involves cultivating high-value crops such as tomato, cucumber, and leafy greens
on government-leased land, supported by irrigation and collective input procurement.

On average, cultivation on one katha of land per season requires an investment of NPR 14,000
and generates an income of approximately NPR 75,000, producing a net profit of NPR 61,000.
Production risks are primarily linked to pest infestations (e.g., borers, aphids, whiteflies), plant
diseases (blight, mildew), and price fluctuations in local markets. With improved agronomic
practices, grading, packaging, and potential storage facilities, vegetable farming offers high market
potential, particularly in Barmajhiya, Sabaila, and Birendranagar Haat Bazaars.

6.3 Pond Fish Farming (Aquaculture)

In Kathal (Janaknandani Rural Municipality), 21 households have expressed strong interest in
aquaculture, supported by the availability of four government ponds (each exceeding one bigha
in size) suitable for lease. The proposed model involves collective pond management with training
on aquaculture techniques, supply of fingerlings, and provision of feed.

The financial assessment for one katha of pond area shows an investment requirement of NPR
25,000, generating revenues of approximately NPR 90,000, and yielding a net profit of NPR
65,000. Risks include bacterial, viral, and fungal infections associated with high-density stocking,
which can be mitigated through bio-security protocols and technical supervision. Demand for fish
is steadily increasing in both local markets and cross-border trade with India, and value-addition
opportunities exist in cold storage, collective processing, and improved marketing practices.

23 | Page



6.4 Fruit Farming (Papaya, Pineapple, and Dragon Fruit Intercropping)

In Mahuwa (Janaknandani Rural Municipality), 25 households organized under the Muskan
Agriculture Cooperative, with support from Swati Adhikari Traders, are exploring opportunities
in fruit farming. The model promotes intercropping of papaya, pineapple, and dragon fruit on
leasehold land, ensuring diversified production and year-round harvesting.

The two-year financial projection for one katha of land requires an investment of NPR 63,500,
with expected revenues of NPR 204,000, and a net return of NPR 140,500. Although input
requirements are comparatively higher, particularly for irrigation and nutrient management, the
enterprise benefits from a favorable agro-ecological environment and strong cooperative linkages.
Market opportunities for fresh fruits are growing rapidly in urban and peri-urban areas, with
additional potential for processing into juices, dried fruit, and packaged products.

6.5 Comparison of Leasehold and Landless Enterprise Models

While leasehold enterprises such as goat rearing, vegetable farming, pond fish farming, and fruit
production offer higher profitability and scalability, they are resource-intensive and dependent on
secure access to land and institutional facilitation. On the other hand, landless household-based
enterprises such as mushroom cultivation, rooftop, sack gardening, and vermicomposting require
minimal land and investment, making them well-suited for nutritional security and supplemental
income. However, their income-generating potential remains modest and market linkages are
limited.

Table 2 : Comparative Overview of Leasehold vs. Landless Enterprises

Aspect

Leasehold Enterprises
Vegetables, Fruits)

(Goat,  Fish,
Sack Gardening, Vermicompost)

Minimal

Landless Enterprises (Mushroom, Rooftop,

Land Requirement

Moderate to High

Income Potential

High (NPR 60,000—140,000 per cycle/HH)

Low to Moderate

Market Linkages

Strong (formal traders, cooperatives)

Weak to Moderate

Risks

Disease outbreaks, pests, elite capture of land

Limited awareness, drop out

Scalability

High with institutional support

Moderate, mainly complementary

Leasehold-based models emerge as the most viable options for collective enterprise
development, while landless practices provide complementary opportunities for household-level
resilience.

6.6  Feasibility Analysis by Enterprise Model
A feasibility assessment was conducted using multi-criteria analysis, which included household
interest, availability of land and natural resources, technical requirements, market demand, and

risks. The results are summarized in the matrix below.

Table 3: Enterprise Options for Leasehold Farming — Feasibility Ranking

Enterprise Household | Land/Resource Market Technical Institutional Feasibility
P Interest Auvailability Potential | Complexity | Support Rank
. Strong  (wards,
. . Adequate grazing land | Very . .
Goat Rearing | Very High (leasehold/communal) | High Medium schools, . Very High
cooperatives)
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. Four government . Moderate
l;::r:in Fish High ponds available (>1 | High mief;l]lum to (requires High
& bigha each) & technical training)
. . Moderate
e g0 b e e | Gon | o
& P y needed) &
School and Strong
Fruit Farming | Medium cooperative land; | High Medium (cooperative  + | Moderate
favorable climate private trader)
Mushroom &
Other Household/rooftop Medium to | Weak  (limited | Low to
Moderate Moderate | | .
Landless space High awareness) Moderate
Practices

Overall, goat rearing and pond fish farming demonstrate the highest feasibility as collective
leasehold enterprises across the three municipalities, followed by vegetable and fruit farming.
Household-based landless practices are important as complementary livelihood activities but
remain secondary in terms of income generation and scalability.
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7 Stakeholder Prospective

7.1 Local Government Units
Engagements with ward chairpersons and municipal representatives showed both opportunities
and challenges for scaling up leasehold farming initiatives for landless and marglnallzed households
e In Barmajhiya Rabi Das Tole (Ganeshman-Charnath
Municipality), Ward Chairman Mr. Nand Kishor Yadav _*
emphasized the acute landlessness of Chamar and Muslim
households, most of whom own only | Dhur to 2 Kathas of
land insufficient for sustainable livelihoods. While
approximately 200 Bighas of government land is available in
the nearby river ridge area, this land has largely been
encroached upon and captured by elite individuals,
restricting access for vulnerable groups. Efforts are
therefore underway to negotiate leasehold arrangements
either on government land or private parcels, including land

owned by influential local actors. —

e A recurring concern raised by local representatives is
irrigation, particularly during the peak agricultural season
(approximately four months). To address this constraint, requests were made for the
installation of handpumps at 3540 feet depth within leasehold clusters, alongside reliable
electricity connections to operate water extraction systems. Such investments are seen as
critical for ensuring agricultural productivity and sustainability.

e Ward Chairperson Mr. Tejilal Yadav (Sahidnagar-1)
highlighted the livelihood needs of around 150 Mushahar
households in his ward, emphasizing the urgency of
initiating leasehold farming. He confirmed that private
landowners are willing to lease their land but strongly
recommended that agreements be signed with legally
recognized organizations such as NGOs, cooperatives, or
CBOs. This arrangement, he argued, would ensure
transparency, accountability, and long-term sustainability
of land management and payments. His proactive stance
demonstrates strong institutional backing for scaling up

KII h Mr. Tejilal Y:
e In Janaknandini Rural Municipality, Ward-4 Chairperson s with Mr Tejilal Yadav,

Mr. Bishanu Dev Shah Baniya committed to facilitating leasehold access to unused land
belonging to a local high school. A total of 17 Bighas (5 Bigha + 12 Bigha blocks) has been
identified, and both the Ward Office and School Management Committee have expressed
willingness to lease the land for a five-year period. This timeframe aligns with the production
cycle of fruit crops, offering stable conditions for household income generation and
reinvestment.
e For successful implementation, the following needs were emphasized:
e Fencing: To safeguard crops from stray animals and encroachment.
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e Irrigation Infrastructure: Bore wells, water storage tanks, and drip systems to optimize
water use.
e Electricity Access: Already available in certain sites, enabling efficient pumping and
irrigation.
These commitments from local government provide a critical enabling environment for leasehold
farming. With coordinated support, initiatives in areas such as Mahuwa village represent
transformative opportunities for landless families to achieve agricultural productivity, income
stability, and improved livelihoods. Moreover, these pilots could serve as replicable models for
other landless communities across the Terai region.

7.2 Community Cooperatives and Farmer Groups
Discussions with local farmer cooperatives and informal producer groups underscored their
potential role as key intermediaries in implementing leasehold farming. Cooperatives are viewed
by both local government and communities as credible institutional partners that can:
e Serve as the formal entity for lease agreements, ensuring collective accountability in land
management and payments.
e Mobilize members for group-based farming, reducing risks of conflict and strengthening
cohesion among beneficiary households.
e Provide basic services such as input supply, record-keeping, and financial management,
which are critical for sustaining farming operations.
o Facilitate market linkages through collective marketing and negotiation with buyers.

However, cooperatives expressed the need for capacity building in governance, record-keeping,
and agribusiness management, to ensure they can effectively fulfill these roles.

7.3 NGOs and Technical Experts

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and subject-matter experts play an essential role in
bridging gaps between communities, government institutions, and private landowners. Their
perspectives emphasized:

e The importance of participatory land mapping and tenure documentation to minimize
disputes and ensure clarity in land use rights.

e The need for technical training in climate-smart and regenerative agriculture, enabling
landless households to adopt practices that enhance productivity while ensuring
environmental sustainability.

e The value of continuous facilitation and monitoring, especially during the first two years
of leasehold farming, when households are most vulnerable to crop failure or
mismanagement.

e NGO:s also highlighted the necessity of social inclusion measures, ensuring women, Dalits,
and marginalized groups are meaningfully represented in cooperatives and leadership
positions.

7.4 Private Sector Actors
Private sector stakeholders including local landowners, agro-vets, and market traders
demonstrated openness to collaborating within the leasehold farming model, under certain
conditions. Key insights included:
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e Landowners’ Perspective: Willingness to lease land if agreements are facilitated through
recognized organizations, ensuring secure payments and responsible land use. This reflects
concerns around trust and long-term accountability when dealing directly with individual
households.

e Agro-Input Dealers: Interest in providing seeds, fertilizers, and equipment on a credit or
group-purchase basis, provided there is reliable repayment through cooperatives.

e Market Traders and Buyers: Expressed strong demand for vegetables, goat meat, and
fruits, but emphasized the importance of consistent supply, quality standards, and
aggregation mechanisms to make procurement efficient.

The private sector thus represents a critical partner for ensuring both the input supply chain and
output market linkages, but their engagement is contingent on the presence of strong
intermediary institutions (e.g., cooperatives or NGOs).

Overall, the perspectives gathered from local government representatives, cooperatives, NGOs,
technical experts, and private sector actors agreed on a shared recognition of leasehold farming
as a viable pathway for improving the livelihoods of landless and marginalized households. Local
governments provide a strong enabling environment and commitment to land access, while
cooperatives and farmer groups are positioned as the most trusted institutional vehicles for
managing agreements and collective farming activities. NGOs and experts bring in technical know-
how and facilitation support, ensuring that social inclusion and climate-smart regenerative
agricultural practices are mainstreamed. Meanwhile, the private sector offers critical input supply
and market access, contingent upon reliable production and aggregation mechanisms. Taken
together, these insights highlight the need for a multi-stakeholder, institutionally secured
approach that combines land access, capacity building, infrastructure investment, and market
linkages. Such an approach will not only strengthen the sustainability of leasehold farming
initiatives but also provide a scalable model for replication across municipalities.
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8 Recommendations

The recommendations focus on strengthening the feasibility of leasehold farming, providing
immediate support for alternative landless enterprises, enhancing technical capacity, and enabling
supportive policy and institutional frameworks. These measures aim to ensure sustainable
livelihoods for landless and marginalized households while facilitating scalable, income-generating
enterprises.

8.1

8.2

Institutional and Policy Support

Leasehold Facilitation: Local governments should develop formal policies to support
leasehold farming, including clear municipal guidelines for identification, allocation, and
management of leasehold lands. Formalized agreements with NGOs, cooperatives, or
CBOs can enhance accountability, reduce conflicts, and provide tenure security.

Legal and Financial Backing: Establish long-term lease arrangements (3—5 years or more)
and facilitate access to microfinance, revolving funds, and government subsidies for input
provision, irrigation, and infrastructure.

Market and Value Chain Development: Support linkages with local and cross-border
markets, cooperatives, and traders to ensure aggregation, value addition, and fair pricing
of leasehold products.

Social Inclusion and Equity: Prioritize ultra-poor, Harawa-Charuwa, Dalit, women-headed
households, and marginalized groups to ensure equitable access to resources and benefits.
Climate-Resilient Practices: Promote sustainable farming practices, integrated pest
management, and efficient irrigation methods to enhance productivity under changing
climatic conditions.

Inputs and Resource Support

Specific inputs are required for each enterprise to ensure successful implementation:

8.3

Goat Rearing: Improved breeds, fodder seeds/seedlings, PPR vaccines, shed materials, and
leasehold subsidies.

Pond Fish Farming: Fingerlings, fish feed, pond management tools, water testing kits, and
leasehold subsidies.

Fruit Farming: Quality papaya, pineapple, and dragon fruit saplings, organic manure,
mulching materials, and irrigation support.

Vegetable Farming: Seasonal seeds, organic fertilizers and bio-pesticides, irrigation
systems, and protective materials (plastic sheets, low tunnels).

Landless Enterprises: Spawn/seeds, compost, containers, and small tools for mushroom
cultivation, rooftop gardening, sack gardening, and vermicomposting.

Capacity Building and Training Needs

Structured training programs are essential to enhance technical skills, productivity, and enterprise
management:

Goat Rearing: Breeding management, shed design, fodder production, disease prevention,
and farm record-keeping.

Pond Fish Farming: Pond site selection, water quality management, stocking & feeding
techniques, disease control, harvesting, and marketing.
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e Fruit Farming: Sapling selection, spacing, fertilization, irrigation management, pest and
disease control, harvesting, and post-harvest handling.
e Vegetable Farming: Seasonal crop selection, soil preparation, composting, irrigation,
pest/disease control, harvesting, grading, and market-oriented packaging.
e Landless Enterprises: Crop-specific cultivation, organic practices, pest management, and
market-oriented techniques.

8.4

Recommended Business Models and Feasibility

This table presents the resource, training, and policy support needs of key enterprises, along with
their feasibility. Goat rearing and vegetable farming emerge as the most immediately
implementable options, while pond fish farming and fruit cultivation require stronger technical
and institutional support. Landless enterprises (e.g., mushroom, rooftop, sack gardening) offer
complementary opportunities with modest income potential. Land availability status in Annex
10.3. The following enterprises were assessed for short-, medium-, and long-term feasibility:

Table 4 Feasibility of Recommended Leasehold & Landless Enterprises

. Required Training/Capacit Policy & Institutional .
Enterprise Type , AInIngrt-apactty Y Feasibility/Notes
Inputs/Resources | Building Support
Improved breeds, | Breed selection, .
. . High; short-to-
veterinary breeding management, | Secure lease ;
- . . medium term
medicines, fodder | shed hygiene, fodder | agreements, municipal
. , o e returns, strong
Goat Rearing seeds/seedlings, cultivation & | facilitation,
Lo : . I . market  demand,
PPR  vaccination, | preservation, disease | microfinance, link to ) .
. . requires veterinary
shed construction, | prevention, record- | welfare schemes
. . support
leasehold subsidies | keeping
Fingerlings, fish | Pond site selection, | Formal lease | High; medium-term
feed, feeding | water quality, species | agreements, technical | returns, requires
. . equipment, water | selection, stocking | supervision, municipal | technical
Pond Fish Farming quipmen . g P . P
testing kits, pond | density, feeding, | support, microfinance, | knowledge &
management tools, | disease management, | collective pond | biosecurity
leasehold subsidies | harvesting & marketing | management measures
Land preparation,
. . Secure long-term
planting & spacing, . . .
. . N Lo leases, cooperative | Medium-to-high;
. . Quality  saplings, | fertilization, irrigation .
Fruit Farming . . management, subsidy | long-term returns,
organic scheduling, R
(Papaya + . support for irrigation | strong market
. manure/compost, | pest/disease . . . .
Pineapple .o & inputs, alignment | potential, requires
, irrigation systems, | management, : Co
Dragon Fruit) . . . with irrigation &
mulching materials | harvesting, post- - . ;
. municipal/provincial maintenance
harvest handling,

market linkage

policies

Vegetable Farming

Seasonal seeds,
organic fertilizers
&  Dbio-pesticides,
irrigation systems
(drip/sprinkler),

Crop selection, soil
preparation,

composting, irrigation
scheduling, IPM

pest/disease control,

Lease agreements,
irrigation &
infrastructure support,
microfinance,
cooperative
coordination

High;  short-term
returns, suitable for
landless
households,

requires market
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small tools, plastic | harvesting, grading & linkage and

sheets/low tunnels | packaging management
Cultivation techniques, .
Landless . d - Medium; low land
. climate-smart Municipal support for .
Enterprises Seeds/spawn, ) . . requirement,
practices, pest/disease | land access, technical :
(Mushroom, compost, . . . modest income
. management, record- | guidance, integration .
Rooftop, Sack | containers, small A . ; .| potential,
. keeping, = marketing, | into food security
Gardening, tools complementary to

Vermicomposting)

business and financial | schemes
literacy class

8.5

Policy Advocacy and Coordination

Develop municipal and provincial legal frameworks for land access and security for
landless households.

Lobby for unused public, riverbank, and degraded forest lands for productive leasehold
farming.

Implement policies prioritizing Dalits, Janajatis, women, and ultra-poor households.
Promote agricultural extension for training, veterinary services, and climate-resilient
practices.

Provide business and financial literacy class to farmer for enhancing their skills in managing
their enterprises effectively.

Facilitate collective marketing, cooperatives, and value chain linkages for leasehold
products.

By combining institutional support, targeted inputs, structured training, and enabling policies,
leasehold farming models offer high feasibility for income generation and livelihood improvement.
Complementary landless enterprises provide additional food security and small-scale income.
Coordinated efforts among local governments, cooperatives, NGOs, experts, and private sector
actors will maximize impact, reduce risks, and create scalable, inclusive, and sustainable livelihood
pathways for landless and marginalized households.
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9 Conclusion

The study demonstrates that diversified livelihood options, including goat rearing, pond fish

farming, fruit cultivation, and vegetable farming offer substantial opportunities to improve the

socioeconomic status of ultra-poor and landless households across the target municipalities. Each
enterprise presents unique advantages:

e Goat Rearing leverages communal grazing lands, riverbanks, and fallow areas, providing a low-
cost, high-return enterprise with rapid reproductive cycles, making it a reliable source of
income.

e Pond Fish Farming benefits from the availability of government and private ponds, high market
demand, and relatively low input requirements, offering both economic and nutritional
benefits to participating households.

e Fruit Farming, particularly intercropping pineapple, papaya, and dragon fruit, presents long-
term income generation opportunities, capitalizing on favorable agro-climatic conditions and
cooperative support systems.

e Vegetable Farming ensures year-round production, rapid turnover, and immediate cash flow,
particularly when supported by reliable irrigation systems such as drip or sprinkler irrigation,
which allow for consistent water supply even during dry seasons.

Challenges identified include land tenure insecurity, encroachment on government and
community lands, infrastructure gaps (such as irrigation and fencing), susceptibility to pests and
diseases, and market price volatility. Additionally, technical knowledge gaps and limited access to
quality inputs can constrain productivity and profitability if not addressed.

Pathway to benefit at Least 100 Landless Families: By adopting a coordinated approach that

integrates institutional support, capacity building, secure leasehold arrangements, and market

linkage development, the project can scale these enterprises effectively. Targeted interventions
should include:

e Formalized Lease Agreements: Secure land tenure for groups of landless households to enable
sustainable investments.

e Capacity Building and Training: Equip farmers with technical skills for improved livestock,
aquaculture, fruit, and vegetable management.

e Input and Infrastructure Support: Provide access to quality seeds, fingerlings, improved
breeds, irrigation, and farm tools.

e Market Linkages and Value Chain Development: Facilitate aggregation, processing, and
improved access to both local and cross-border markets to strengthen value chains.
Additionally, provide capacity-building training in business literacy and financial management
to enhance the skills of farmers and cooperatives in managing their enterprises effectively.

¢ Inclusive Participation: Prioritize ultra-poor, Dalit, women-headed, and marginalized
households to ensure equitable benéefits.

Through this integrated pathway, the project has the potential to enhance income security,
promote food self-sufficiency, and strengthen community resilience for at least 100 landless and
marginalized households, creating a replicable model for inclusive and sustainable rural
development.
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Annex- | : Assessment matrix

Stud . Tools / . Responsible Expected
Y — Sampling & Data Collected | Data Analysis P P
Component | Obijective / Purpose ;. Instruments . Entity / Data Output /
Participants / Key Variables Method
/ Method Used Collector Outcome
Socio-
To establish . ; .
Review of policy | economic
contextual . Core study | Contextual
. documents, trends, land | Thematic
. understanding of . . - . team  (lead | background and
Literature . Not  applicable | academic access policies, | synthesis and
. landlessness, socio- researcher framework for
Review ; o (secondary data). | reports, and | gender contextual :
economic conditions, . . . and technical | tool
. secondary inclusion, analysis.
and leasehold farming . o expert). development.
. . literature. institutional
policy environment.
arrangements.
10 randomly Field
To collect | selected Gender, enuUMerators
quantitative data on | households KOBO Toolbox; | literacy, land L Socio-economic
. . Descriptive (JAWAS )
Household | land access, farming | across pre-tested ownership, . ' profile of
. . o statistics Nepal field
Surveys practices, income, | Ganeshman- structured livelihood type, surveyed
: ) . RS (frequency, staff)
(HHS) and socio-economic | Charnath, questionnaire in | income, access | ' o) supervised b households
conditions of landless | Sahidnagar, and | Nepali. to  leasehold | P g respearch Y (Table 1).
households. Janaknandini support. .
S coordinator.
Municipalities.
4 consultations; Prioritized
. . . " | PRA tools | . " List of
To identify feasible | 20-25 ; livelihood . JAWAS S
. L - (ranking, . Thematic ' prioritized
Community | livelihood and | participants each . options, . Nepal field | | "
. . .| mapping); synthesis and livelihood
Consultatio | leasehold farming | from Dalit, : challenges, . staff and .
) . ; ... | consultation . participatory Cn options and
n Meetings | options through | Madhesi, Janajati, . community . municipality .
; checklist; group . ranking .| community-
(CCMs) community women-headed, . . perceptions, ; representativ .
s discussion analysis. based action
participation. and landless . preferred es. .
guides. : . strategies.
groups. interventions.
. I5 Klls (=5 per . Institutional
Key To gather insights . ( P Semi-structured . Lead Stakeholder
. municipality) . . roles, land | Thematic .
Informant from institutions and | . interview O researcher perspectives on
. with mayors, . availability, content - .
Interviews stakeholders on . checklist and : and municipal | enabling
. ward chairs, | . . . lease  terms, | analysis. o
(Klls) leasehold farming . discussion guide. | . focal persons. | conditions  for
agriculture risk-sharing,
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support and | officers, support leasehold
challenges. landowners, mechanisms. farming.
CSOs/NGO:s.
To validate findings S Project team .
Stakeholder '8 - Workshop Validation o H ol Locally validated
. and align | Municipal . Qualitative in .
Consultatio . . notes, feedback | feedback, policy : . findings and
recommendations officials, . synthesis and | coordination
ns [ = . templates, alignment, . . agreed
s with local | cooperatives, : comparative with local | . .
Validation plenary partnership . implementation
: development CSOs, NGOs. . . . . review. government
Meetings o discussion guide. | commitments. pathways.
priorities. offices.
. Conducted . o . "
Field . . . . . Site suitability, . Field Identified and
. To identify potential | across  diverse | Observation Spatial .
Observation | . : land use type, . technical mapped
sites for leasehold and | landscapes checklist, GPS observation . .
s and . . . access to . team with | potential
regenerative farming | (upland, lowland, | mapping, photo | . =~ and narrative
Transect . . irrigation  and . support from | leasehold
practices. fallow, forest | documentation. analysis. L
Walks . markets. local farmers. | farming sites.
edge, riverbank).
Socio-
To synthesize and . . .
. Y Combined Excel/SPSS  for | economic . Consolidated
interpret both o oo Triangulated Lead .
Data L. dataset from | quantitative; indicators, o evidence base
. quantitative and - descriptive researcher
Analysis o : surveys, manual and | livelihood . for
. qualitative findings for | . g . . and thematic | and data .
(Integration) . interviews, and | thematic coding | trends, . recommendatio
comprehensive : I analysis. analyst. .
: consultations. for qualitative. stakeholder ns and reporting.
understanding. .
perceptions.
To ensure ethical Core
- Consent status, L .
. compliance, Verbal consent ) Verification research Ethical and
Ethical - . privacy .
. .| confidentiality, and | All study | script; and team and | responsible data
Considerati - - assurance, data . .
voluntary participants. confidentiality ) documentatio | JAWAS handling
ons S protection . ' Lo
articipation rotocol. . n review. epa ield | maintained.
rticipat tocol Nepal field tained
practices.
throughout the study. staff.
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Annex-2: Questionnaires and checklists

|. Household Survey Form
HTIT A: TIATT STTRRT (General Information)
qué%l"ﬁ ATH:
JUTER! 3R
() 2¢—30 (@) 33-Yo (1) Y% Hdoear ATFY
aurdenr fA&T TR:
(@) 31&R et (@) WATAS (1) ATCITHG (9) T
quTSen! UREREHAT HEET HEAT Hid &2
() 2-3 (@) ¥-& @) L a1 Fer
UTShT A FaTdice e
et STOIN S (W) B STII HTSTAT forwant (31) 3Tt 2 STI97E) TATE STI9T
B: forstar 3muTRa Wl (Leasehold Farming Practices)
qurgel forsTaT forey Wl a7e] d1uent &
() & (@) 3
I T A, PeA-ged Ueheh! forsT Well I1e] HTDT
(%) Rooftop gardening (&) Vertical gardening (IT) Mushroom Wdll (&) 3=

8. U rooftop gardening 31% HURT ! () (W) TSt

Vertical gardening I JUTSHT TRAT TATA (FAAN/PISH! BT5) U T2
@) (@) &= () e FEHFA
Mushroom &dY 31 & H'Q'Iéﬁ?TElﬁ'éT a1 e e =

@) (@) B

. aurser forst Wl anfar aeer ar arfore aTse] sTuet

@) & @) Bt
TUTERY 3rgeraa forst Wt e GRreT FdeTeer SuAan &
(@) ARG (@) AN g (1) NI IR (9) 3T
HTIT C: AHfed P HFATH (Communal Agriculture Practices)

. CUTSERT IMSAT HTofeeh P IATH goon?
@) o (@) goet (@) ST TAED &
dUTS o AIHfED FUAT ATST UTeled IJHTDT
@) & (@) Brset
. WD TUHT IR UTelel Il Aeegeon?
@) & (@) grget (1) TeRhT ST
TdUTE NS agroforestry (G AR WelT) & & et ATRT B2
@) (@) &

WD PV HIATHDT AT TUTS Pl FABTIHT e ITeT Teefgeon?

(&) TEPRI TEAT (W) IM3UTTerRT () NGO/INGO (%) 31 foreTeT Hag
ATSen! faraRaT Aefed Wl 16T AT HIsar & geo?

(e) TECT AT (W) AT JelAvera (1) N 3cured (@) &
qUTs TR, IEENT a1 Fea! Aerae defed P Geaedl Gl TEdIT UT5gHud o7
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(@) & (@) elg
20. T YA URTHID! B U $ UDRD! RN &) A () S3/2RG (1) USRI () HIGH/FHB0T

2. Kll Forms
T A: HfFEIA ToRaTcen afer foreram 3maTRa el (Leasehold Farming)

| dUTSehT 8T I fohareTel T&aT O &
(@) N (@) FTH (@M I (&) 2T S

2. A FhaTATEC BTl Pel-Pel UehNeh! Terst Wil 16 3T Bel?
(%) Rooftop gardening (31) Mushroom @elr
(W) Vertical gardening (=) AP TS

3. fors @ st nfoY 3maeass Aaes (Ui, 1, @15, arfers 3nfe) Test FUAT 3ueey
() QU FUAT B (@) 3RS T (71) S (@) uTeT

4. HfAET PUDBEEDT SN rooftop @T vertical gardening SUYH B Heed TUTSDI HeATShe & BN
() AcTed 3UYh (3T) 3UGh B
(T) B TGHFH 3D () STy ST

5. Mushroom Wcllehl AT TSI Uge el o
() Gl (@) ACIH (1) PHide (@) B

6. fosT QAT Thel geehT oo FTF Al & &
() STIIMTRT 37T (1) arferd aar urfafas a=
@) T ugwr () TR 37T

7. UTSH! HEATS HIAEA TS forst Wit oY oot TehRep! TGN INI B
@) & @) &

HTIT B:H'I?-ﬂ%‘cﬁ Q?ﬁ HFITH (Communal Agriculture Practices)

8. TUTSH! HIYETTAT THfed P HFATHEE (STEct: FATST UTeled, IRAT UTeldT, agroforestry) TATCAHAT Sel?
() B (@) B (1) UTeT B

9. D WltehT aTfay STaT (IM3TTTIhTIT, ATt aT st forsTaT) 3ueey IRTSTH &

(@) T (@) BF (IT)FA HSd &
10. Pond-based HTEST UTelcTehl o119 HHGTIAe! 3T HIT T HId UTThT Sel?

() & (@) & (3T) 8T TS
1. SiaTcrep! fehe AT SR UTeTel 3ot 3UGeh 37T B

@)@ @) & (31) 37TTrR wUaAT
12. Agroforestwqﬂéaﬂ?‘fwa?mmwmj

(oP) GETRIGUT SHrhat (1) TP FUH oA

(@) arferd T 31gara (€T) AT T
13. FTHfD P JEATHATS SN TATSA HET DR & &N

(@) Tehrd T faara (1) ISR ug=

(@) 97 e (€T) AT T
14, TUTSH! TaRHAT Tfeed PV HIATHEEe! HIAGIT [haTAD! SHaAEAAT GUR ATSH TFS?

() 31T () FFA

(T) PN TeTFH () UTeT B
5. HfFEIA fohaTa Af&id Aafed Wl TXBR/IMBUTTH/NGO o THEd! HIFDT Weldl Bel?

() Agcaerdy (1) =T |ieh e

(@) T () Pt ffepT S
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3.  Community Consultation Meeting Discussion (CCM) Form

A. forsar 3maia e siaraes
. CUTSATS SIAUHT forel Wl 3EATHERAR SRR &

@ @) &
2. JUTEH TRAT Sl F9iET (Rooftop gardening) I Tfthel TFHTIAT &2
@ (@) &
3. U Sde! EATETe SeUTG folgTue o
(@) & (@) BT
4. H'Q'Ié?l'lé Vertical Farming/Gardening & & Hedd SRR B
@S @) &
5. Mushroom Wl 1] HUHT B
(@) & (@) BT
6. Torstan Al 71t TTEIgeo W Pt faehey WU e fecjgeon
(%) Mushroom @i (dT) Rooftop gardening
(W) Vertical gardening () UTeT S
7. forar @ 71t 3Ugh HafY FA & HR dUS TS ATFTBRY B2
@) ¢ au (@) 3 a¥Har aer
@) 3-s au (@) UreT S
8. ot 3nafa W 77 EXPRY T a1 ol UTges Hedl duTses STl &7
@ @) &

B. @To{fedh HT¥ 3IFITH (Communal Agriculture Practices)

9. AUTSH! HHE a1 TIAHT ATH[ed ST Y TR

(@) & @) erg
10. TUTS H3feh TUHT HTST UTeTeT Il FTHD Gegeor
(@) & (@) erg
1. dUSers OREdy 3T HATST UTeld! A o
(CRs] @) &
12. TTHfED TUSAT SRAT UTeleT I1ET o FTT HAEIT SGG=o?
(&) EE/ERT 37T @) AR FA
(W) STITCTeh! Ugd FHEAT (&) QT fore=oT FHEr
13. Agroforestry (Egﬁraa) 3TITHAT JUTSh! AT Hid B2
&) W (@) 8 A @) ¥
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Annex-3: Land Availability and Potential for Leasehold Farming / Business

Promotion
Potential Beneficiar
Location / Name of Person/ | Contact | Land Area Current | Farming/ Tarl Iet Remarks /
Municipality Institution Details Available Status Business y arg Challenges
: (HHs)

Options

Leasehold Prefers formal
sahidnagar [ Mr. — Bishanidev | g0/, Landowner z?/r;m;:§ble fruit (Ig—z 5 | sgreement with

Municipality- | Yadav Bhattarai 946 25 Katha agreed to oagt 1,‘0 q deti Kath.a I\%G O/Coob:

I, Laxminagar | (Private Landowner) lease & . : P;
plantation, each) land is currently
mixed farming) barren

Sahidnagar School Management | 9807882 Ward ;ﬁrgneil;able oat Needs formal

Municipality- | Committee (via | 401 / 5 Katha office fodderg’ & 2 HHs approval from

l, High | Ward Chairman, Mr. | 9844021 SUDDOItive lantation school

School Land | Tejilal Yadav) 745 PP P ’ authority
seasonal crops

School Accountant: ;i?:eh0|d Requires
.. | Mr. Manoj Yadav Idle / : Hequir
Janaknandini (9804800420) unused farming irrigation
RM, Khajuri o . o (papaya, ~80-100 support &
Ward Chairman: Mr. | 12 Bigha | positive . -

Secondary Bishun Dev Shah commitme pineapple households electricity

High School Baniya nt intercroppi for water

ng), goat pumping
(9807878405) fodder
Govt Pond fish

Kathal, :nvd's farming  (viable 810 Pond bund

Janaknandini | Ward Chairman: Mr. | 9845832 | 4 ponds (> | Evailable livelihood), HHs(2 per strengthening &

RM  (Govt. | Suryadev Yadav 804 Bigha each) e community P technical

positive : pond) .
Ponds) cooperative training needed
support .
fishery
200 Bigha | Landless Leasehold .

Ganeshman ) Major

governmen | (Chamar & | farming (cereal

Charnath t land (river | Muslim) crops oat | 150-200 encroachment

Municipality, | Ward Chairman Mr. . I PS, g by elites;

o . N/A ridge area; | families fodder, household .

Barmajhiya Nand Kishor Yadav . . requires

. partly with | | vegetables); s e
Rabi Das L2 negotiation &
Tole encroached | Dhur-2 irrigation legal facilitation
) Katha each | support needed
Private

Sahidnagar barren land Leasc.ehold La.n.downer

Municipality- Mr. Ram Sunder ~75  Katha Idle, farming ~10 willing but

| Laxmiour Yadav (Local | N/A (owned b potential (vegetable, goat | household | requires

l"’lusharni 5 Stakeholder) Bishanidevy lease rearing, fruit | s organized
Y Yadav) cultivation) group for lease
Muskan Agriculture | Cooper | Fruit farms Ongoin Papaya— ~15-20 Needs  post-
Mahuwa & Livestock Farmers | ative under fruif & pineapple household harvest storage
Village Cooperative ~ (Mr. | contacts | developme initiative intercropping, s (through &  marketing
Arun Mandal, | available | nt improved post- g linkages
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9862169379); Swati harvest mgmt., | cooperativ
Adhikari Traders aggregation e)
(seeds & fertilizers)
Fruit farming Requires
Janaknandini Idle, (papaya, irrigation
RM (High Ward-4. Chairman: 9807878 | 5 Bigha + mutually plr'meapple), ~120-150 | infrastructure;
School, 2 | Mr. Bishanu Dev 405 12 Bigha agreed for | reinvestment household | good
blocks of | Shah Baniya g lease (5 | potential, s institutional
land) years) livelihood support already
stability assured
Annex-4: List of beneficiaries and stakeholder consulted and interviewed
SN Name Organization/Group Address/Location Position/Role Tools
I Mr. Blsh:.mldev Yadav Private Landowner Laxrr.1||.1ag'f1r, Sahidnagar Landowner Kl
Bhattarai Municipality
. Woard Chairman, . e Local Government
2 | Mr. Tejilal Yadav Ward No. | Sahidnagar Municipality Representative Kil
Accountant, Khajuri .
3 | Mr. Manoj Yadav Secondary High Janaknandani Rural School Kl
Municipality Representative
School
4 Mr. Bishun Dev Shah Ward Chairman, Janaknandani Rural Local Government Kl
Baniya Woard No. 4 Municipality Representative
5 | Mr. Suryadev Yadav Ward Chairman Kath.al., Janaknandanl Rural | Local Gover'nment K|
Municipality Representative
. Barmajhiya Rabi Das Tole,
6 Mr. Nand Kishor Ward Chairman Ganeshman Charnath Local Gover'nment Kl
Yadav S Representative
Municipality
Mr. Ram Sunder Laxmipur Musharniya, Local Resource
7 Yadav Local Land Expert Sahidnagar Municipality Person Kl
Proprietor, Muskan
8 | Mr. Arun Mandal Agrlculture and Mahuwa Village Cooperative Leader | KlI
Livestock Farmers
Cooperative
. - Trader (Seed & . . .
9 | Ms. Swati Adhikari Fertilizer Supplier) Mahuwa Village Agri-input Supplier | Kl
[0 | Mr. Ram Babu Yadav Former Mayor Sahidnagar Municipality Local Leader Kl
[l | Mr. Sarban Yadav Beneficiary Farmer Laxn.1||.3ur: Sahidnagar Leasehold Farmer Case study
Municipality Interview
25 Households - Laxmipur Musharniya, Goat Rearing Household
12 | (Sada/Mushahar Beneficiary Group . L L
. Sahidnagar Municipality Beneficiaries Survey / CCM
Community)
19 Households . Godar Sahanitole, Goat Rearing Household
13 . Beneficiary Group Ganeshman-Charnath o
(Landless Community) o Beneficiaries Survey / CCM
Municipality
14 (ZLIaIde?:::g(olds Beneficiary Grou Barmajhiya, Ganeshman- | Vegetable Farming | Household
4 P Charnath Municipality Beneficiaries Survey / CCM

Marginalized)
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Kathal Village, . .
‘ I5 | 21 Respondents Beneficiary Group janal.<n.anc!ar%i Rural EZ:gfiilisalli::rmmg SHuc:'l\J/:;hloéIdCM ‘
Municipality
Annex-5: List of Beneficiaries identified as Landless Families from 3
municipalities
SN Location Benéeficiaries Gender Land
I Laxmipur, Sahidnagar | Somani Devi Sada Women Landless
2 Municipality Maheshwar sada Women Landless
3 Phul Kumari Sada Women Landless
4 Sarita Devi Sada Women Landless
5 Pramila Devi sada Women Landless
6 Kushum Devi Sada Women Landless
7 Golo Devi Sada Women Landless
8 Gangiya Devi Sad Women Landless
9 Bulain devi sada Women Landless
10 Rajkumari Devi Sada Women Landless
I Sangiyan Devi sad Women Landless
12 Srasawati Devi sada Women Landless
13 Mangli Devi Sada Women Landless
14 Bika Devi Sada Women Landless
15 Sita Devi sada Women Landless
16 Binita Devi Sada Women Landless
17 Rina Devi sada Women Landless
18 Runo Devi sada Women Landless
19 Chandra Kala Devi sada Women Landless
20 Ram Kumari Sada Women Landless
21 Chandrika Devi Sada Women Landless
22 Sangita Devi sada Women Landless
23 Rinku Devi Sada Women Landless
24 Budho devi sad Women Landless
25 Binita Devi Sada Women Landless
26 Barmajhiya, Babita Devi Mahara Women | katha
27 Ganeshman- Julekha Khatun Women 2 Katha
Charnath

28 Municipality Rabina Khatun Women 6 Dhur
29 Renu Mahara Women 5 Dhur
30 Amrita Mahara Women 2 Dhur
31 Foram Rabi Das (Chamar) Women 10 Dhur
32 Ram Kali Mahara Women | Katha
33 Bindi Rawat Women 2 Katha
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34 Sagair Devi Mahara Women | katha
35 Rajbati Kumari Mahara Women 4 Dhur
36 Chandra Kala Mahara Women 4 Dhur
37 Rekha Devi Mahara Women 4 Dhur
38 Lalita mahara Women | Dhur
39 Ranjita Mahara Women 8 Dhur
40 Sunita Mahara Women | Katha
4] Meharo Khatun Women 10 Dhur
42 Nashima Khatun Women 2 Katha
43 Jashima Khatun Women | Katha
44 Devkala Mahara (Bauki) Women 7 dhur
45 Sita Devi Mahara Women 5 Dhur
46 | Godar, Ganeshman- | Manita Sahani Women | Katha
47 Charnath Radha Sahani Women 10 Dhur
Municipality - - —

48 Kabita Devi Sahanii Women | Katha
49 Rina Sahani Women | katha
50 Ram Jhari Devi Mandal Women 10 Dhur
51 Mamta Sahani Women | katha
52 Rina Devi Sahani Women 10 Dhur
53 Kabita Devi Sahani Women 2 katha
54 Aasha Sahani (A) Women 10 Dhur
55 Aasha Sahani (B) Women 5 Dhur
56 Lalita Devi Sahani Women 7 Dhur
57 Gita Devi Sahani Women 10 Dhur
58 Pulam Devi Sahani Women 10 Dhur
59 Nagina Devi Sahanii Women 10 Dhur
60 Munai Devi sahani Women | katha
61 Gulab Bati Devi Sahanis Women 2 katha
62 Komal Devi sahani Women | Katha
63 Sita Devi sahnai Women 10 Dhur
64 Santi Devi Sahani Women 1.5 Katha
65 | Kathal, Janak Nandani | Manjula sada Women | Dhur
66 RM Anekha Kumari sada Women 0-0-0
67 Sabitri Devi sada Women 0-0-0
68 Shiriya Devi Mahar Women 0.5 Dhur
69 Ram sati sada Women 2 Dhur
70 Poonam Devi Mahara Women 2.5 Dhur
71 Paro Devi mahara Women 0-0-0
72 Gangiya devi sada Women 2 Dhur
73 Hema Sada Women 3 Dhur
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74 Asmita Yadav Women 10 Dhur
75 Ram Pukar mahara Male 0-0-0
76 Sabitri Devi mahara Women 10 Dhur
77 Puran Sauda (Chairperson) Male [.5 Dhur
78 Gujari Devi sada Women 2 Dhur
79 Arebiya devi sada Women 0.5 Dhur
80 Muneshawari sada Women 2 Dhur
8l Lila Devi Sada Women | Dhur
82 Khaiki Devi sada Women 3 Dhur
83 Rubi Devi Sada Women [.5 Dhur
84 Armiya Devi sada Women | Dhur
85 Mahuwa, Janak Shiv Devi Mukhiya Women 0-0-0
86 nandinin RM Raj Devi Mandal Women 0-0-0
87 Nirmala Devi Mandal Women 0-0-0
88 Anarsi Devi Thakur Women 0-0-0
89 Bipiya Paswan Women 0-0-0
90 Sharita Devi Mahara Women 0-0-0
9l Bhagmain Devi mandal Women 2 Dhur
92 Shila Devi Mandal (A) Women 0-0-0
93 Shil Devi Mandal (B) Women 0-0-0
94 Anita Mukhiya Women 2 Dhur
95 Ram Piyari Devi Thakur Women 0-0-0
96 Rampaita Das Tatma Women 0-0-0
97 Shova Kumari Das Women 0-0-0
98 Panchi Devi Women 0-0-0
99 Amirti Devi Mahara Women 0-0-0
100 Rina Devi Mahara Women 0-0-0
101 Mala Kumari Women 0-0-0
102 Param Shila Devi Mahara Women 0-0-0
103 Sunita Khatawe Women 0-0-0
104 Chandra Bati Devi Khatawe Women 0-0-0
105 Sangita Devi Khatawe Women 0-0-0
106 Sabita Devi Women 0-0-0
107 Sakali Devi Khatawe Women 0-0-0
108 Rebiya Khatawe Man 10 Dhur
109 Ayodhi Khatawe Man 0-0-0
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