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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current report is part of a broader baseline study 
comprising of three independent but interrelated 
studies, namely, ‘Organizational Status and Need 
Assessment of Agriculture Cooperatives and Farmer 
Groups Active in the LCPV Area’, ‘Market Survey Report: 
Linking LCPV Products to Market in Pokhara’ and the 
‘Household Baseline Survey Report’. The household level 
baseline survey was conducted with the following two 
objectives: 1) generate quantitative and qualitative 
baseline figures/values at household level for 
given indictors, as agreed in the proposal, against 
which endline values will be compared with; and 2) 
utilize the baseline information in refining project 
interventions, which directly contribute to project 
outputs and outcomes. A random sample of 355 out of 
4015 households was selected, and interviewed using 
structured questionnaire in November/December 
2019. The project team devised outcome and output 
indicators-based questionnaire eliciting information 
related to individual and household profile, production 
and area under keystone species, and sources of cash 
income at household level. Additionally, as a part of 
baseline study, the project team conducted cost of 
production study of keystone species in representative 
households, which is included in household survey 
report.  

The household baseline study findings reinforce 
that the project is rightly focusing smallholder farms 
(0.54±0.02 ha) largely managed by women managers 
(65.5%). Profile analysis of mangers reveal that women 
managers tend to be younger but less educated 
than their male counterparts. However, the findings 
indicate that there is no gender difference in access 
to cooperative memberships, training and capacity 
building opportunities, at least in terms of number 
of participation, which dictates that the development 
organizations probe beyond numbers and focus 
attention on quality of participation and outcomes 
derived therefrom in their analyses. 

Nine keystone species (rice, coffee, foxtail millet, 
fresh vegetables, fruits, honey, shiitake mushroom, 
fish, and local chicken/goats) have been identified 

for marketing purpose. The household survey elicited 
relevant information on all keystone products, but 
cost of production data was collected for seven and 
two (fruits and local chicken/goats) were discarded. 
Fresh vegetables (n=343; 97%) and fruits (n=255; 
72%) are the keystone items widely cultivated by the 
project beneficiaries, with the potential of surplus 
production making to the market. Jethobudho rice is 
another item, which is relatively widely grown by the 
farmers (n=129; 36.3%), commanding premium price 
in the market. Analysis indicates that the project will 
have to make concerted efforts to expand the number 
of farmers as well as the area under coffee (n=80; 
22.5%) to achieve scale of trade through Packaging 
House. Having said the above, however, the primary 
focus of the project will be to expand the area under 
foxtail millet (n=7; 2%), increase the number of 
farmers producing Shiitake mushroom (n=11; 3%) and 
honey (n=84; 23.7%), and establish linkage between 
coffee producers and Packaging House because these 
products have higher potential to generate income at 
household level. Increase in fish production will be 
dealt separately through sustainable management of 
lake resources through cooperatives. While promoting 
keystone species/commodities, the project will apply 
Good Agricultural Practice (GAP). Livestock will not be 
the focus of the project in terms of interventions.     

In order to promote equitable distribution of benefits 
accruing to value chain actors, it’s absolutely crucial 
to understand the cost of production of different 
commodities, which will allow producers to demand 
fair price for their products from intermediaries. Cost 
calculation is equally helpful for producers to identify 
different cost centres where input cost can be reduced 
without compromising the quality of produce. Inclusion 
of cost of production as an integral part of baseline 
study is a new practice at LI-BIRD, so the staff have 
benefited as much as the farmers in understanding 
the importance of the exercise. Cost of production 
analysis amongst keystone commodities reveal that 
all but one keystone commodities generated positive 
return on investment. Shiitake mushroom generates 
the highest net income followed by coffee, honeybee, 



fresh vegetables and rice. The foxtail millet is the only 
keystone commodity generating negative net return.

The baseline study analyzed the income contribution 
of keystone commodities vis-à-vis to overall household 
income. The findings indicate that households have 
multiple sources of income with remittance being 
the most dominant source followed by income from 
business, regular salary and pension. As it stands, 
the contribution of agriculture to household income 
is minimal though in a few cases the contribution 
is significant. Live animals and livestock products 
provide a better source of income than vegetables, 
cereals and fruits. By focusing on coffee, foxtail millet, 
shiitake mushroom, honeybees, and fresh vegetables, 
the project is confident that we can increase income 
from these commodities by at least 3-4 folds from 
the baseline figure thereby making agriculture as 
important source of income and generating self 
employment at household level.  

Finally, based on the findings and subsequent 
analyses, the following recommendations have been 

proposed for immediate action: 1) the project must 
ensure proportionate participation of women in all 
capacity building events such as technical trainings, 
leadership and management trainings, exposure 
visits, and their access to services; 2) develop business 
plan for cooperatives and farmers’ groups focusing on 
crops/species with comparative advantage and with 
the potential to at least triple or quadruple income 
from keystone agriculture enterprises; 3) build 
capacity of staff on various aspects of commercial 
farming, value addition, and marketing; 4) promote  
good agricultural practice (GAP) on keystone crops 
as quickly as possible to ensure that quality produce 
reaches consumers; 5) make necessary preparations 
at the earliest to initiate Packaging House so that the 
local products can hit the markets, which will advance 
Unified Landscape Branding (ULB) and operationalize 
Biodiversity Conservation Fund (BCF); and 6) 
undertake revision of specific activities of the project 
as per the needs identified in the household baseline 
study and other two companion studies, namely Need 
Assessment Study of Cooperatives, and Market Study 
of Selected Restaurants and Hotels in Pokhara Valley. 
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MARKET-LED APPROACH TO SUSTAINALBE MANAGEMENT OF AGROBIODIVERSITY 
FOR LIVELIHOOD OUTCOMES: HOUSEHOLD BASELINE STUDY REPORT 

1.	 INTRODUCTION 

The Lake Cluster of Pokhara Valley (LCPV), declared as 
10th Ramsar Site of Nepal on 2 February 2016, consists 
of nine lakes, namely Phewa, Kamalpokhari, Gunde, 
Khaste, Neureni, Dipang, Maidi, Begnas, and Rupa, 
covering 261.6 km2 of basin area and 8.97 km2 of water 
body. The LCPV site is endowed with rich biodiversity, 
including agricultural and aquatic biodiversity. 
Cultivating local agrobiodiversity offers various 
benefits to farmers, such as nutritious and safe food, 
resilience to bio-physical shocks and climate changes, 
and promotes local culture. Despite these benefits, 
loss of agrobiodiversity, fish species and wetland 
habitat, and unabated pollution remain concerns in 
the LCPV. Low productivity of local agrobiodiversity 
crops and fish species, low consumer awareness 
regarding nutritive value of local agrobiodiversity, 
limited diversification of marketable agrobiodiversity 
products, and government policy favouring modern 
varieties are some of the underlying causes of loss of 
agrobiodiversity. 
	
In order to improve the situation, Local Initiatives for 
Biodiversity, Research and Development (LI-BIRD), in 
partnership with 10 public, private and cooperative 
entities, with financial support from Darwin Initiative 
(Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs, UK), is implementing a three-year project 
“Market-led approach to sustainable management 
of agrobiodiversity for livelihood outcomes” in 
LCPV area from June 2019 to May 2022. The project 
is expected to contribute to improved livelihoods 
of 3,000 smallholder farmers through application 
of ecologically sound and scalable market-based 
solutions to agricultural and aquatic biodiversity 
management in LCPV area.

There is an increasing demand for certain 
agrobiodiversity products in the market. Historically 
valued products such as the aromatic rice Jethobudho, 
the medicinal rice Anadi and the delectable fish 
Sahar have become more lucrative due to demand 
out-stripping supply. Nutritious grains such as finger 

millet, foxtail millet and buckwheat can have a revival 
in a health conscious marketplace with investment in 
processing and supply chains. New fruit crops such as 
avocado and kiwi can be a good fit for the LCPV climate, 
low labour availability context and the popularity of 
these fruits in urban markets. The project attempts to 
capitalize on increasing demand of agrobiodiversity 
products in regional market by sourcing products from 
local producers thus directly contributing to improve 
their livelihoods. The project aims to scale up the 
market-led approach, Unified Landscape Branding 
(ULB), where local fresh produce, processed products 
from the LCPV will be marketed under a unique place-
based label – Unified Landscape Brand – in local, 
regional and national markets to generate income. 
A certain percentage of the profit generated from 
the business will be reinvested in watershed and 
biodiversity management in the region thus creating a 
self-sustaining mechanism for conservation of natural 
habitat of lakes, which is at the centre of wetland 
biodiversity. 

The working approach of the project includes public-
private-cooperative-civil society partnership model 
where multi-stakeholder partnerships with public 
entities, private sector actors, cooperatives, and civil 
society organizations are forged to mobilize local 
resources and foster stewardship for sustainable 
management of agricultural and wetland biodiversity. 
As one of the preliminary activities of the project, a 
baseline study has been conducted for understanding 
ground situation, establishing benchmark values, and 
generating valuable information to develop need-
based project interventions.  

2.	 OBJECTIVES OF BASELINE STUDY

The LCPV-DI project conducted the baseline study with 
the four interconnected objectives: 

•	 Generate quantitative and qualitative baseline 
figures/values both at household, group/
cooperative, ecosystem and institutional levels for 
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given indictors, as agreed in the proposal, against 
which endline values will be compared with;  

•	 Assess the status and capacity needs primarily 
of farmer groups and cooperatives that would 
inform the project for developing customized 
capacity building interventions leading to 
sustainable stewardship of biodiversity resources 
in the LCPV area; 

•	 Gauge the market demand, supply and price 
dynamics of local products in Pokhara market to 
promote agricultural produce from the LCPV area; 
and 

•	 Utilize the baseline information in refining project 
interventions, which directly contribute to project 
outputs and outcomes. 

3.	 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF 	
	 THE BASELINE STUDY

The baseline study comprised of three discrete yet 
interconnected studies, namely household baseline 
survey, groups and cooperatives’ need assessment 
exercise, and market study, for gathering baseline 
data from multiple sources (Figure 1). Three separate 
reports based on individual studies will be produced 
followed by a synthesis report. The baseline report on 
household survey is the second amongst four reports 
produced by the LCPV-DI project. 

While developing the conceptual framework for 
the baseline study, the project team reviewed the 
proposal, logical framework and major interventions 
followed by several rounds of discussion to arrive at the 
detail methodology, as outlined in Figures 1 and 2. The 
team charted the deliverables (outcome and outputs) 
and the indicators, and collectively agreed what would 
be the most effective instruments and efficient ways 
to collect relevant information. Analysis of the logical 
framework indicated that certain indicators had no 
requirement to collect baseline information, whereas 
for other indicators relevant data had to be collected 
employing appropriate instruments. A brief summary 
of three separate studies that comprise overall 
baseline study has been presented below. 

Household baseline survey: A household survey 
of 355 randomly selected households was conducted, 
and the data directly contributed to assessing the 
current status on Outcome level indicator, i.e. at least 
70% increase in income of 3,000 households from 
the sale of agrobiodiversity products by the end of 
the project. Similarly, the household level data also 
contribute to Output 1.3 indicator, i.e. at least 3,000 
households increase area under, and productivity of 
local crops and varieties. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of LCPV-DI baseline study, 2019.
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Farmers’ groups/cooperatives capacity need 
assessment: The action comprised capacity need 
assessment at institutional level, and the assessment 
findings directly contribute to Output indicators 
3.1 (community manage biodiversity information 
centre and sale of unified landscape brand products 
generate revenue worth GBP 12,000 per annum for 
biodiversity conservation and lake pollution control 
efforts) and Output indicator 3.3 (designated area 
protected as habitat increased from 5 ha to 20 ha in 
LCPV area). The capacity need assessment exercise 
employed four instruments: questionnaire survey; 
key informant interviews with cooperative managers/
board members; documents analysis of cooperatives; 
and, SWOT (strength, weakness, opportunity and 
threat) analysis with cooperative members. 

Market Study: The market study comprised of mar-
ket appraisal of hotels, restaurants and homestays in 
the LCPV area where the project expects to establish 
direct link between producers and buyers. These en-
tities have been identified based on their willingness 
to cooperate in unified landscape brand model. The 
study contributes to Output indicator 1.1, i.e. at least 
50% of the import (from outside LCPV) substitution 
of food items achieved. The market study employed 
short questionnaire to elicit some quantitative data, 
whereas key informant interviews generated relevant 
information on preferences and requirements for food 
items that suppliers need to comply with, and finally a 
rapid market assessment of wholesalers1  and retailers 
(fruits and vegetables) in Pokhara was accomplished.  

____________________________________________________
1  The relevant information on fruits and vegetables in Pokhara Agriculture Whole Market was accessed by LI-BIRD team for analysis. The    	
    findings may be presented in the market study report.
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4.	 METHODOLOGY APPLIED FOR 	
	 THE HOUSEHOLD BASELINE 	
	 STUDY

A household survey of 355 randomly selected 
households was conducted in November/December 
2019. The data and findings thus generated directly 
contributed to assessing the current status on 
Outcome level indicator and Output 1.3 indicator, as 
already discussed in preceding Section 3 (Conceptual 
Framework of Baseline Study). In household survey, 
there were three major actions: administration 
of ‘household questionnaire for keystone crops/
species’ (fish, rice, coffee, foxtail millet, honey, fresh 
vegetables, fruits, mushroom, etc.); collecting relevant 
data on ‘cost of production’ of keystone crops from 
selected households2; and, ‘trend analysis using 
dataset from the secondary sources’ on vegetables 
and fruits in Pokhara market. 

4.1.	 Sampling Frame and Sample Size

The project is operational in parts of three 
municipalities: Pokhara Metropolitan City, Annapurna 
Rural Municipality and Rupa Rural Municipality, and 
encompasses 42 farmers’ groups and cooperatives 
with total membership of 4015 households, which 
comprised the sampling frame ‘universe’. The sample 
size of 351 households was determined by using 
“Raosoft (http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html)” 
calculator at 95% confidence interval and 5% margin 
of error. A sample of 358 households was draw using 
simple random sample, and 355 households were 
interviewed (Annex 1). A proportionate number of 
households was determined from each farmers group 
and simple random sample procedure was applied to 
select individual households for interviews. However, 
we have noticed that fishery cooperatives/groups 
account for 51.81% of all households in the sampling 
frame, which represent a single keystone commodity – 
fish, so a certain modification in apportioning sample 
to groups was achieved to ensure fair representation 
from farmers’ groups producing other keystone 
crops, such as rice, coffee, fresh vegetables, fruits, 
foxtail millet, honey etc. Hence, though fishery groups 
represented 51.81% of all households, the project 
team decided to apportion only 20% weightage while 
drawing sample for this category and remaining 80% 
sample was assigned for members cultivating other 
keystone commodities.   

For the second component of the household survey, 
i.e. cost of production study of representative 
households, the project team purposefully identified 
farmers, having practical experience of producing the 
commodities of interest to the project, for indepth 
recording of cost components at household level. 
A total of 36 households (Jethobudho = 6; Anadi 
= 4; Coffee = 6; Foxtail millet = 4; Honey = 4; Fresh 
vegetables = 12; Shiitake mushroom = 2; Fish = 1 
cooperative) were interviewed to determine the cost 
of production of different commodities from the LCPV 
area. Cost of production of fruits (Kiwi and Avocado) 
and livestock were not performed because the former 
commodity is relatively new to the community with 
limited experience of farmers on cultivating the, while 
the latter one is not a priority for the project. 

4.2.    Questionnaire Design, Pre-test 	
          and Questionnaire Administration

The survey questionnaire was designed by the project 
team with the help of the consultant, who took lead 
in developing tablet based survey format using KoBo 
Toolbox. The questions in the questionnaire were kept 
simple and objective focusing on the project outcome 
indicator (household income) and output indicator 
(area, production and productivity of keystone species). 
Once the questions were designed in KoBo suite, a 
pre-test was conducted to assess the suitability of the 
format, and based on pre-test results some tweaking 
of questions was performed. The final questionnaire 
was produced in both English and Nepali (bi-lingual) 
for field administration. Subsequently, two project 
field staff and four enumerators (On-the-Job trainees) 
were trained on using the application to gather relevant 
data at the household level. Before administering the 
questionnaire to sampled households, a few rounds 
of test-runs were conducted to build confidence of 
enumerators under the supervision of project staff 
and the consultant. Actual field administration of 
questionnaire to sampled households took place 
between 12 November 2019 and 20 December 2019. 
The filled questionnaires were checked by field staff 
on daily basis for quality control, and completed 
questionnaires were uploaded/consolidated on 
weekly basis. 
_________________________________________________
2  Using key informant interviews and experts’ knowledge, the project 
team identified a number of households who are recognized to 
cultivate sizeable area of keystone crops for detail cost of production 
data collection. 
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Figure 3. Enumerators administering the household questionnaire in Begnas area, 2019

The project team prepared the checklist to include 
major costs (seeds/saplings, land preparation, capital 
inputs, manure and fertilizer, labour for intercultural 
operations and post-harvest handling, etc.) while 
producing the keystone commodities. The checklist 
was provided to project frontline field staff, and they 
collected relevant data through indepth recording 
of cost components at household level. The cost 
of production study of representative households 
was concluded in 36 households (Jethobudho = 
6; Anadi = 4; Coffee = 6; Foxtail millet = 4; Honey = 
4; Fresh vegetables = 12; Shiitake mushroom = 2; 
Fish = 1 cooperative) to produce a comprehensive 
cost of production database for different keystone 
commodities in the LCPV area. The exercise was 
conducted on 2-10 January 2020. 

4.3.	 Data Analysis and Interpretation 

The data analysis was performed by the consultant 
with inputs from project team. Data analysis was 
performed using R statistical package. The project 
team applied primarily descriptive statistics (mean 
or median, standard deviation and skewness) to 
present the sample statistics as well as to estimate the 
parameters of interest for the population households. 
Where relevant cross tabulations and chi square tests 
(χ2) were performed to statistically compare the group 
results, and interpreted accordingly. 

4.4.	 Limitation of the Baseline 		
	 Household Survey

One of the limitations of the baseline household survey 
is that the sample has been drawn from different 

farmers’ groups and cooperatives, so the inferences 
drawn will be applicable to the group and cooperative 
members and may not extend to the wider population 
in the LCPV area. However, this exercise is consistent 
with our objective to work through existing farmers’ 
groups and cooperatives. 

Another limitation of the study is that some of 
the keystone crops, e.g. foxtail millet, honey and 
mushroom, are limited to a few farmers’ groups and 
cooperatives, so the random sample may not have 
picked cultivating farmers in the study, which might 
limit drawing inference about the population. 

The results/findings on cost of production of different 
keystone commodities are based on producers’ recall 
and estimates, which invariably is prone to human 
errors (under and over estimation) but difficult to 
overcome. However, the study team members have 
attempted to reduce the error by drawing cross 
references to other similar studies as well as seeking 
experts’ opinion on the matter.  

5.	 FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, the findings generated from the primary 
data source (household survey) have been presented 
with ensuing discussions, and where applicable 
findings have been compared and contrasted with 
district level and national level statistics. While 
discussing the findings, efforts have been made to 
relate the activities proposed in the proposal and 
analyze what needs to be modified to reflect the needs 
and aspirations of the community as well as to meet 
project targets. 
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The sub-sections under findings and discussion 
include: describing the socio-economic profile of the 
respondents followed by household profile in the 
LCPV area; presenting the status of keystone crops 
in the LCPV area in terms of number of households 
involved, area cultivated and production realized; 
calculation relating to the cost of production of 
keystone species, which forms the primary basis for 
price negotiation while interacting with the market; 
and monetary contribution of the keystone species to 
household income.  

5.1.	 Socio-economic Profile of 	 	
	 Respondents and Households in 	
	 the LCPV Area

Understanding the salient features of the respondents 
and the households targeted by the project comprise 
the starting point for effective programming. The 
respondents of the household baseline survey were 
the male or female members of the household who 
effectively worked as manager on the farm. Prior to 
administering the survey questionnaire, interviewer 
actually asked household members who made farm 
related decisions and performed agricultural tasks on 
regular basis. The subsequent interview was conducted 
to the household member actively managing farm. 
Hence, the profile of the farm manager in terms of 
gender, age, education, membership in cooperative, 
and participation in training and visits have been 
documented and presented in Table 1 and Figure 3. 

Table 1. Profile of respondents included in household baseline study, 2019
SN Parameter Category Male Female Total

1 Gender Male and Female 122 (34.4%) 233 (65.5%) 355 (100%)
2 Age 23 – 35 years 8 (6.6%) 48 (20.6%) 56 (15.8%)

36 – 55 years 56 (46.3%) 139 (59.7%) 195 (55.1%)
> 55 years 57 (47.1%) 46 (19.7%) 103 (29.1%)

3 Education Illiterate 4 (3.3) 35 (15.0%) 39 (11.0%)
Literate 8 (6.6%) 39 (16.7%) 47 (13.2%)
Basic 37 (30.3%) 74 (31.8%) 111 (34.1%)
Secondary 54 (44.3%) 67 (28.8%) 121 (34.1%)
College/University 19 (15.6%) 18 (7.7%) 37 (10.4%)
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Figure 3. Profile of respondents in terms of membership in cooperatives and participation in training and visits, 2019
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Out of 355 respondents interviewed, 122 (34.4%) were 
men and 233 (65.6%) were women, which indicates 
that almost two third of the households are women 
managed, confirming the extent of feminisation of 
agriculture in Nepal (Upreti, et al., 2018; Gartaula, et al., 
2010). The second individual parameter that we have 
recorded was the age of respondents disaggregated by 
gender (Table 1). The average age of man managers is 
53.61±1.03 years whereas that of woman managers is 
45.59±0.79 years. In terms of education, almost 60% 
man managers have secondary or higher education 
degrees whereas only 36.5% woman managers have 
secondary or higher education. In fact, 15% of woman 
managers are illiterate, which poses a major hurdle 
while accessing credit and technical services from 
formal institutions, and while interacting with markets. 
The χ2 tests have revealed that the difference in gender 
for education (p=0.000) and for food self-sufficiency 
(p=0.006) are statistically highly significant, implying 
that men and women managers will have to be dealt 
with separately while designing project interventions, 
especially the capacity building actions. 

The baseline study also looked into respondent’s 
membership in cooperatives, and their access to 
training and capacity building events (Figure 3). 
Literature suggest that women have less access to 
productive assets (land) and credits (WLE, 2017), 
and face substantial challenges while performing new 

role as farm managers. Hence, it was imperative that 
we collect relevant information on capacity building 
events attended by respondents. The results suggest 
that difference in access to capacity building events 
such as various trainings (men = 48.4%, women = 
42.9%) and exposure /learning visits (men = 36.9%, 
women = 36.1%) by men and women is statistically 
non-significant in both the cases (p=0.327 and 
p=0.877 respectively). One of the main reasons for 
better than average results in gender dimension 
is that the settlements are in close proximity to 
regional hub – Pokhara – where government, non-
government agencies and cooperatives have several 
targeted women empowerment programmes to 
women groups and cooperatives. However, the result 
informs researchers and development professionals 
to move beyond obvious numbers and explore the 
quality of participation and result-oriented capacity 
building interventions, and analyze how the capacity 
building interventions translate into better livelihood 
outcomes, and elevated status and wellbeing of 
women in the society.  

While analyzing the household profile we wanted to 
disaggregate the data (land holding, family size and 
food sufficiency months) by keystone crops the project 
is focusing on (Table 2). As mentioned earlier, fish has 
been excluded from the list in the table because fish 
farming is practiced in lakes by cooperatives. 

Table 2. Profile of respondent’s household across keystone commodities, 2019 
SN Keystone 

Species
No. of 
HHs*

Average Land 
Holding (ha)

Family Size Food Sufficiency 
(months)

Major Occupation

1 Rice 129 0.62±0.04 5.33±0.20 9.93±0.27 Farming (91.5%), Business (4.7%), 
In-country job (3.9%) 

2 Coffee 80 0.73±0.06 5.85±0.30 7.18±0.46 Farming (91.3%), Business (5%), 
In-country job (3.8%) 

3 Foxtail Millet 7 0.85±0.13 4.86±0.70 10.57±0.95 Farming (100%)
4 Fresh 

vegetables
343 0.55±0.03 5.25±0.12 7.63±0.22 Farming (91.8%), Business (5.5%), 

In-country job (2.3%), Daily wages 
(0.3%)

5 Fruits 255 0.59±0.03 5.33±0.14 7.53±0.25 Farming (91.4%), Business (5.5%), 
In-country job (3.1%) 

6 Honey 84 0.75±0.06 5.48±0.24 8.15±0.41 Farming (94.0%), Business (3.6%), 
In-country job (2.4%) 

7 Mushroom 11 1.02±0.20 5.55±0.59 9.82±0.24 Farming (100%)
 

* Multiple response table – HHs usually produce more than one keystone species/crops so total number of HHs may exceed the 
number of HHs surveyed.
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Analysis of the Table 2 contents reveals that an 
overwhelming majority of respondents (>91%) across 
the keystone species have reported farming as their 
preoccupation, which highlights the subsistence 
nature of agriculture substantiated by the food 
sufficiency months (>7 months/year), i.e. number of 
months a particular household is self-sufficient in food 
items from own production. A few households also 
reported agribusiness, hotels and restaurants, grocery 
shops and regular jobs as major occupations. The 
maximum number of farmers reported to be engaged 
in cultivation of fresh vegetables (n=343) and fruits 
(n=255) albeit in predominantly subsistence scale. 
Farmers cultivating mushroom and foxtail millets have 
higher agricultural land holdings, i.e. 1.02±0.2 ha and 
0.85±0.13 ha respectively. Whereas farmers cultivating 
fresh vegetables (0.55±0.03 ha) and fruits (0.59±0.03 
ha) have relatively lower land holdings. There is a 
stark difference in landholding size between male 
managers (0.70±0.05; n=117) and female managers 
(0.45±0.03; n=220), which is statistically highly 
significant (p<0.000).   

5.2.	 Status of Keystone Species in the 	
	 LCPV Area

The LCPV-DI project is focusing on marketing of locally 
produced (preferably indigenous crop species) 
cereals, fresh vegetables, fruits, honey, mushroom, 
spices, and fish and animals to local, national and 
international markets. The Output indicator 1.3 
states that ‘at least 3000 households increase 
area under, and productivity of local crops 
and varieties’, hence the number of households 
cultivating different keystone crops, area under these 
crop varieties and production form the benchmark 
figures against which endline results will be compared 
with. Moreover, these figures inform the project team 
what and where to target project interventions. 

Table 3. Status of keystone crop and animal species in terms of area and production, 2019
SN Keystone Species Crops/Variety Households Average 

Area (Ha)
Average 

Production (t)
1 Rice Jethobudho and Rato Anadi 129 0.17±0.02 0.5±0.05
2 Coffee Coffea arabica 80 0.05±0 0.09±0.02
3 Foxtail Millet Local 7 0.05±0 0.05±0.01
4 Fresh vegetables Rayo, Tomato, Cucumber, Beans, 

Gourds, Potato, etc. 
343 0.13±0.05 0.76±0.08

5 Fruits Banana, Orange, Papaya, Kiwi, 
Avocado, Pineapple, Lime etc.

255 0.03±0.0 0.26±0.04

6 Honey (No. of hives) Apis cerana 84 1.99±0.23 0.01±0.0
7 Taro Local 86 0.01±0.0 0.07±.0.01
8 Big cardamom - 17 0.37±0.29 0.003±0.001
9 Mushroom (No. of balls) Oyster mushroom 11 7.73±3.36 0.02±0.01
10 Goat (Number) Jamuna Pari, Improved breed, 

Khari 
166 5.80±0.33 -

11 Chicken (Number) Local, New Hampshire 65 13.74±3.26 -
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Nepal spends huge sums of money (NPR 278 million 
in FY 2018/19) on importing Basmati or fine type rice 
(nepalisansar.com). Hence, in case of rice, the project 
intends to market high value local rice varieties such 
as Jethobudho and Rato Anadi having good market 
demand and premium price. The data show that out 
of 355 sampled households, 129 (36.3%) farmers 
in Pokhara valley grow these varieties in small plots 
(0.17±0.02 ha) and produce on average 0.5±0.05 
ton/household rice for both home consumption and 
market purpose. The baseline study has identified 
renowned production areas from where quality 
rice will be sourced, processed and packaged for 
marketing in local and national markets contributing 
to import management or substitution, to some 
extent. Based on the findings, the LCPV-DI project will 
interact with farmers’ groups and cooperatives and 
negotiate advance bookings for harvest in October/
November 2020. 

Recent years have witnessed a surge in coffee culture in 
Nepal contributing to increased area and production, 
with about 513 tons coffee produced in Fiscal Year 
2017/18. About 60% of the coffee produced in Nepal 
is consumed domestically while the rest is exported 
to various countries (myRepublica, 21 January, 2019). 
The LCPV area comprises suitable coffee growing 
regions (800 – 1300 masl) in Nepal with ready market 
in Pokhara. However, the number of households 
(n=80; 22.5% of sampled HHs), area under coffee 
(0.05±0.0 ha) and average production/HH (0.09±0.02 
ton) confirm subsistence-oriented production scale. 
Hence, in partnership with local governments and 
cooperatives, the LCPV-DI project is adopting three-
pronged approach to sustainable coffee production 
and marketing in Pokhara valley. First, we will expand 
the coffee area at household level in existing coffee 
growing areas, and explore new areas where coffee 
plantation can be introduced at scale, and provide 
required seedlings on 50% cost share basis. Second, 
introduce Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) in coffee 
value chain to ensure quality, safe and heathy food for 
consumers. And, finally, work towards establishing link 
between coffee cooperatives and Packaging House for 
application of Unified Landscape Branding in coffee. 

Foxtail millet [Setaria italica (L.) P. Beauv.] known as 
Kaguno in Nepali is valued for nutritional contents 
such as protein (12.3%), mineral (3.3% - calcium, 

phosphorus and iron) and vitamin (ß-carotene and 
B-vitamins, esp. riboflavin, niacin and folic acid), and 
its ability to withstand harsh growing conditions, e.g. 
drought tolerance and thrives in low external input 
environment (Ghimire, et al. 2018). As reported by 
Gurung et al (2016), the number of farmers and the 
area under foxtail millet have steadily decreased 
over the years because of change in land use pattern, 
outmigration of youths, change in food habits, easy 
access to rice, lack of research and policy support, 
etc. Currently, only a few farmers (n=7) cultivate 
foxtail millet but the project intends to revalourize 
foxtail millet by promoting its health benefits to urban 
consumers. In partnership with culinary school, we 
will explore diversity in recipes to appeal to consumers 
from different walks of life thereby expanding market 
for the value added foxtail millet products. Additionally, 
the project in partnership with LI-BIRD’s other projects 
will conduct action research (varietal trial) to identify 
most promising cultivar and develop Good Agricultural 
Practice (GAP) for wider adoption amongst farmers. 

The Pokhara wholesale market imported more than 
40 different vegetable types worth 38,058 metric tons 
in 2018 (Rana and Basnet, 2019). Of the 26 major 
vegetable types, potato occupied the prime position 
with 8,577.9 ton (22.54%) transaction, followed by 
tomato (4,953.8 tons; 13.01%), onion dry (4,831.9 
tons; 12.7%), cabbage (2,010.5 tons; 5.28%), 
cauliflower (1,837.1 tons; 4.83%), green peas (1,513.6 
tons; 3.98%), radish (1,230.8 tons; 3.23%), and 
cucumber (1,065.6 tons; 2.8%). The project intends to 
focus production of fresh vegetables using GAP during 
monsoon and post-monsoon season in mid-and-
high hills (>1200 masl) capitalizing on comparative 
advantage accorded by the geographic location of 
the project sites. Almost 97% of the sampled HHs 
grow fresh vegetables though their engagement is 
at subsistence level with 0.13 ha area allocated and 
producing an average of 0.75 ton vegetables per 
household. The project will closely work with farmers’ 
groups in suitable locations to increase farmer number 
as well as increase area under fresh vegetables plus 
diversify vegetables grown to include carrots, broccoli, 
coriander, mushroom, green peas, capsicum etc. in 
addition to broad leaf mustard, cucumber and gourds, 
which form the mainstay of fresh vegetables in hilly 
regions of Pokhara valley. 
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In case of fruits, 22 different types of fruits enter 
Pokhara wholesale market in different seasons with a 
combined volume of 14,768.5 tons in 2018 (Rana and 
Basnet, 2019). Amongst the 22 fruits, banana (4,481.6 
tons; 30.35%) is traded the most, followed by orange 
(2,017.7 tons; 13.66%), apple (1,846.4 tons; 12.5%), 
watermelon (1,685.3 tons; 11.4%), pomegranate 
(1,129.6 ton; 7.65%) and grapes (994.9 ton; 6.74%). 
Analysis suggests that production pockets in and 
around Pokhara have suitable agro-climatic conditions 
to expand areas on banana, orange, pineapple, 
papaya, pear, kiwi, avocado, and guava. Almost 72% of 
sampled households grow some fruit trees for home 
consumption as well as to sell surplus production. 
However, given the short term nature of the LCPV-DI 
project, we would be better off targeting short duration 
fruits such as banana, pineapple, papaya and kiwi. 
Hence, the project would aggressively partner with 
farmers’ groups and cooperatives and even individual 
farmers for establishing orchards of the preferred fruit 
species. 

Honey produced in Nepal primarily come from two 
species of honey bees, namely Apis cerana and Apis 
mellifera. In FY 2015/16 Nepal produced approximately 
3,500 metric tons of honey and exported only six tons 
through formal channel (Zoder, 2017). The baseline 
survey indicates that 84 HHs (23.7%) maintain on 
average 1.99 bee hives giving average production of 
10 kg/year, which is extremely low. Honey production 
in the project area will be promoted in conjunction 
with fruit and vegetable farming because of the 
complementary nature of these enterprises. Moreover, 
presence of honey bee colonies is an important 
indicator of pesticide free cultivation of fruits and 
vegetables, which aids to biodiversity conservation in 
the LCPV area.   

Shiitake mushroom (Lentinula edodes) cultivation 
is relatively new in Nepal as compared to oyster 
(Pleurotus sajor caju) and button (Agaricus bisporus) 
mushroom production, which started in 1974. 
Mushroom cultivation in Nepal is predominantly 
practiced by small producers with 2,750 households 
producing 9,300 tonnes of fresh mushroom in 2016 
(Raut, 2019). In the LCPV-DI project area, we are 
targeting production of Shiitake mushroom amongst 
the farmers but individuals will have to produce 

mushroom in at least 500 logs so that technical 
assistance is feasible, and reasonable harvest can 
be made thereby contributing to household income. 
Utilization of abundant natural resources (logs) to 
produce high value Shiitake mushroom for tourism 
industry as well as domestic market would be our 
priority in short term. Meanwhile, opportunities for 
export will also be explored during the life of the 
project.   

Nepal is inching towards self-sufficiency in fish 
production, which was expected to be achieved by 
FY 2018/19, however it might take another couple of 
years to realize that goal. The annual fish production 
in Nepal for 2018 was 58,443 metric tonnes with 
productivity of 4,914 kg/ha from 11,894 ha (CBS, 
2018). Terai region of Nepal accounts for majority of 
the fish produced in Nepal, however, other potential 
areas for fish production in hills and mountains such 
as lakes and reservoirs (hydropower dams) have also 
been identified (Parajulee Karki, 2016). In the LCPV-DI 
project, we intend to astutely utilize the nine nature-
gifted lakes for fish production to make Pokhara 
valley self-sufficient in fish, which seems a feasible 
target to aim for in medium term (5-year). Capacity 
strengthening of fishery cooperatives in conjunction 
with strong collaboration with Pokhara Metropolitan 
City and Gandaki Provincial governments have 
been identified as ways forward to achieve the self-
sufficiency target. The project will facilitate preparation 
of business plan for cooperatives, and based on the 
business plan cooperatives will seek co-investment 
from third parties including municipality and provincial 
governments. 

5.3.	 Cost of Production Analysis for 	
	 Keystone Species

Overwhelming majority of farmers in Nepal operate 
at subsistence level, which is also true for farmers 
in the LCPV area, where maintaining a record of 
expenses and income is seldom practiced. However, 
this practice needs to change and farmers must 
keep records of all expenses and income when they 
transit from subsistence production to commercial 
production. The shift constitutes the major behaviour 
change for smallholder farmers and perhaps the 
most difficult one to achieve, yet incredibly important 
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when agriculture production is to be treated as 
business venture. Only when farmers have clear 
understanding of their cost of production of certain 
commodity, they could utilize that information to bring 
about operational efficiency in what they do, use that 
information for price negotiation with third party or 

make informed decision on farm gate price (Rana et 
al., 2019). With that background, the project team 
collected relevant information on ‘cost of production’ 
from representative farmers, and the result is 
presented in Table 4, with more detail in Annex 2.  

Table 4. Cost of production for keystone species in LCPV-DI project area, 2019
SN Production 

parameters
Rice/ 

Ropani 
(n=7)

Coffee/ 
Ropani 
(6 year) 
(n=7)

Foxtail 
Millet/ Hall 

(n=4)

Fresh 
Vegetable 

(n=42)

Honey/ 
hive 

(3 Year) 
(n=4)

Shiitake 
Mushroom 
(1000 logs), 

n=2

Fish (107 ha), 
n=1 Rupa 

lake

1 Land 
preparation

1938 3950 3950 1203  -  -  -

2 Manure/
Fertilizer

2411 14808 4750 2383  -  -  -

3 FYM/logs 
transporta-tion

 - 6866 1700 -  - 18529  -

4 Purchasing of 
Logs

 -  - - - - 53823 - 

5 Seed/saplings/
fingerlings

209 2167 63 505  - 32353 4350000

6 Seeding 1089 2600  782  - 31308  

7 Intercultural 
opera-tion

1398 12666 3400 2245 5042 242831 5525000

8 Top dressing /
feed /cutting 
and pruning

1226 4083  570 380  900000

9 Harvesting/
Threshing/
cleaning

3923 21333 2500 1578 4303  658000

10 Capital items  - - - 2509 1800 94117 1467800

11 Other costs  -  -  - 176  -  2400000

12 Plant protection  - 5100 - 1328  -  - - 

Total investment 12194 68473 16363 13284 11525 472961 15300800

Total income 20757 123235 9000 28010 32253 1494118 27541440

Net profit 8563 54762 (-7363) 14726 20728 1021157 12240640
 

Note: For vegetables, combine figures of different vegetables has been presented here; 1 USD=NPR 113.76; 1 GBP=NPR 147.00
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The exercise on cost of production has been an 
immense learning experience for the project team. The 
costs apportioned to different production parameters 
have been done by the producer farmers themselves 
at the prevailing market prices. While calculating the 
cost of production of a given commodity (except for 
fish farming), we have taken the common land unit 
(500 m2) that an individual can manage full-time and 
his/her time has been costed accordingly. All keystone 
commodities except foxtail millet generate positive 
return on investment (Table 4). Shiitake mushroom 
generates the highest net income (NPR 1,021,157 per 
1000 logs) followed by coffee (NPR 54,762 per 500 
m2), honeybee (NPR 20,728/hive), fresh vegetables 
(NPR 14,726 per 500 m2) and rice (NPR 8,563 per 500 
m2). In case of foxtail millet, the net return is negative 
(NPR -7,363 per 500 m2), which is what farmers have 
been voicing all along. This finding has compelled 
the project team to adopt multipronged approach3  
to promote foxtail millet in the area. The available 
information will be extremely useful to convince 

Table 5. Household income from different sources in the LCPV-DI project area, 2019
SN Items (Income Sources) No. of 

Household
Average Income 

(NPR)
Median Income 

(NPR)
Income Range  

(NPR)
1 Cereals 69 22,860±3,474 14,000 200-169,000

2 Vegetables 215 32,993±6,312 9,000 125-863,250

3 Fruits 100 13,387±2,189 5,050 140-142,600

4 Live animals/Poultry 176 45,715±6,561 22,000 2,000-800,000

5 Animal Products 132 62,601±7,606 32,400 2,000-480,000

6 Salary/wages 91 331,008±22,876 300,000 17,000-1,596,000

7 Remittance 117 627,299±52,577 480,000 20,000-3,500,000

8 Business 81 353,550±43,247 180,000 5,000-1,800,000

9 Pension 127 119,207±15,304 36,000 6,400-984,000

10 Others 60 104,953±25,132 17,600 200-1,200,000
 

Note: 1 USD = NPR 113.76; 1 GBP = NPR 147.00

farmers on increasing the acreage under profitable 
commodities, diversify their products, and negotiate 
farm gate price to intermediaries. 

5.4.	 Income Generated from Keystone 	
	 Species in the LCPV Area

Smallholder farmers like any other individual aspire 
for decent income from what they do, i.e. farming. This 
is what project promised to deliver (Outcome indicator 
1.1): ‘At least 70% increase in income of 
3,000 smallholder farmers from the sale of 
agrobiodiversity products by end of project’. 
Hence, the household baseline survey established 
the benchmark income figures from various sources, 
to be compared with towards the end of the project 
life (Table 5). The Table 5 provides sources of income, 
number of households deriving income, average 
income, median income and income range from 
different sources.  

_________________________________________________
3  Promotion of foxtail millet will entail: 1) identifying higher yielding cultivar and widely promoting its cultivation (action research); 2) 
reducing cost of production through mechanization, i.e. use of tractor for tillage, and testing and promoting mechanical weeder (subsidy 
from government in machinery items); and 3) increasing the whole grain recovery (currently at 65% with the possibility to increase to 80%) 
through efficient milling process.
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Analysis of the Table 5 clearly show that households 
have multiple sources of income, with a minimum of 
one and a maximum of seven having an average of 
3.31 sources. About 85% households derived some 
cash income from farming albeit miniscule amount 
compared to other sources. On average, combined 
income from farming (cereals, vegetables, fruits, 
and livestock) amounted to NPR 87,438 with huge 
range values (minimum = NPR 375 and maximum 
= NPR 1,254,700) indicating that some households 
have transitioned from subsistence to commercial 
agriculture, with agriculture (especially fresh 
vegetables and poultry) as mainstay income source. 
Remittance is by far the major source of income for 
households (33%), with the highest average income 
amongst different sources worth NPR 627,299 
(minimum = NPR 480,000 and maximum = NPR 
3,500,000), directly impacting the wellbeing of family 
members in terms of increased consumption level, 
better access to education, health care, housing etc. 
(Ojha, 2019). Business (23%) and service (25.6%) 
sectors also contribute significantly to household 
income (Table 5). Almost 36% households receive 
pension on average NPR 119,207 per annum from 
different agencies.  

In order to develop impactful interventions for the 
keystone species, the project team collected the 
current production status viz. number of households 
involved, area under the crop, livestock number, and 
the income generated from the sale of the produce 
(Table 6). Analysis of the figures in the Table 6 clearly 

Table 6. Income generated from various agrobiodiversity products in LCPV-DI project area, 2019
SN Keystone Species Households Average Sold Quantity (t) Average Income (NPR ‘000)

1 Rice (Jethobudho and Anadi) 32 0.40±0.07 37.23±6.47
2 Coffee 65 0.10±0.03 9.47±2.41
3 Foxtail Millet 3 0.02±0.01 2.0±00
4 Fresh vegetables 213 0.66±0.11 32.66±6.46
5 Fruits 64 0.34±0.07 11.49±2.06
6 Honey 23 0.02±0.01 15.61±5.97
7 Taro 9 0.07±0.0.02 2.97±1.04
8 Big cardamom 2 0.003±0.0 1.95±1.05
9 Goat (live animal) 128 3.08±0.17 25.89±1.86
10 Chicken and eggs 20 20.45±9.13 21.34±7.89

indicates that maximum number of households 
(60%) are engaged in fresh vegetable production and 
sale (0.66 ton/year) that generates on average NPR 
32,600 per household. Though in terms of income 
realized at household level, rice tops the list with 
average income of NPR 37,230, however the number 
of households engaged is small (n = 32). Livestock 
comprise an important source of income at household 
level, however, the project is not specifically focusing 
on livestock resources except for their contribution 
in homestays. Coffee, fruits and honey seem to 
have moderate number of households engaged 
with moderate level of income realization. Shiitake 
mushroom does not feature in household income list. 
Contribution of foxtail millet in household income is 
negligible (NPR 2000/annum) as it currently stands.        

Based on the above findings, the major impetus of 
the project will be on expanding the area and the 
number of households under foxtail millet because of 
impressive demands in the market. Another important 
reason for focusing foxtail millet is the conservation 
value attached to it as the crop has been repatriated 
from Lamjung district. In case of coffee, the project will 
focus on expanding the area under coffee plantation 
to new suitable areas as well as expansion of areas 
amongst the current growers, which will increase 
production in medium-term. While for the short-term, 
delineating interested coffee producer groups to link 
their production to Packaging House for marketing 
their produce and provision of technical backstopping 
support would be a priority. 
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As mentioned earlier, in case of fruits, the project will 
primarily focus on increasing area under short duration 
fruits such as banana, papaya and lime. But, at the 
same time, some interested farmers will be identified 
for cultivating avocado and kiwi for diversification of 
fruits availability through the packaging house to meet 
the market demand. Convincing honey producers to 
sell their produce through packaging house would be 
the most challenging task for the project because the 
product is sold instantly on-farm at much higher price 
as the supply is limited. Perhaps it would be wise for 
the project to identify a few larger producers so that 
surplus could be channeled through the packaging 
house. For Shiitake mushroom the intervention is 
simply to promote the cultivation through training 
farmers on the technology and encourage them to 
market through packaging house. 

Negotiation with fishery cooperatives to supply 
packaging house with fresh fish daily on rotational 
basis would be a priority for the project. Not all lakes 
are in productive stage and some lakes still need 
considerable investment before they start producing 
reasonable quantity of fish for marketing. Hence, 
developing individual business plan for managing 
these lakes for income generation and biodiversity 
conservation will have to be prioritized. 

6.	 CONCLUSION AND 			 
	 RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1.	 Conclusion 

The baseline survey of 355 sampled households 
was accomplished using structured questionnaire in 
November/December 2019. The field administration 
of questionnaire was done by the LCPV-DI field staff 
and interns hired in the project. Instead of conducting 
a generic baseline study, the project devised outcome 
and output indicators based questionnaire eliciting 
information related to individual and household 
profile, production and area under keystone species, 
and sources of cash income at household level. 
Additionally, as a part of baseline study, the project 
team conducted cost of production study of keystone 
species in representative households, which has been 
included in the report.  

The findings of the baseline study reinforces that 
the project is rightly focusing smallholder farms 
(0.54±0.02 ha) largely managed by women managers 
(65.5%). Profile analysis of mangers reveal that women 
managers tend to be younger but less educated than 
their male counterparts. However, there is no gender 
difference in access to cooperative memberships, 
training and capacity building opportunities, at least 
in terms of number of participation, which compels 
that the development organizations probe beyond 
numbers and focus attention on quality of participation 
and outcomes derived therefrom. 

Among the nine keystone species (rice, coffee, 
foxtail millet, fresh vegetables, fruits, honey, shiitake 
mushroom, fish and local chicken/goats) identified in 
the project, the baseline study was able to elicit relevant 
information on all but two (fruits and local chicken/
goats). Fresh vegetables (n=343; 97%) and fruits 
(n=255; 72%) are the keystone items widely cultivated 
by the project beneficiaries, with the potential of 
surplus production making to the market. Jethobudho 
rice is another item, which is relatively widely grown by 
the farmers (n=129; 36.3%), commanding premium 
price in the market. Analysis indicates that the project 
will have to make concerted efforts to expand the 
number of farmers as well as the area under coffee 
(n=80; 22.5%) to achieve scale of trade through 
Packaging House. Having said the above, however, 
the primary focus of the project will be to expand 
the area under foxtail millet (n=7; 2%), increase the 
number of farmers producing Shiitake mushroom 
(n=11; 3%) and honey (n=84; 23.7%) because these 
products have higher potential to generate income at 
household level. Increase in fish production will be 
dealt separately through sustainable management of 
lake resources through cooperatives. Livestock will not 
be the focus of the project in terms of interventions.     

Since the project promotes equitable distribution of 
benefits accruing to value chain actors, it’s absolutely 
crucial to understand the cost of production of different 
commodities, which will allow producers to demand 
for fair price on their products from intermediaries. 
While the cost calculation also helps producers to 
identify different cost centres where input cost can 
be reduced without compromising the quality of 
produce. Inclusion of cost of production as an integral 
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part of baseline study is a new practice at LI-BIRD, so 
the staff have benefited as much as the farmers in 
understanding the importance of the exercise. Analysis 
of cost of production of keystone commodities reveal 
that all but one keystone commodities generated 
positive return on investment. Shiitake mushroom 
generates the highest net income followed by coffee, 
honey, fresh vegetables and rice. The foxtail millet is 
the only keystone commodity generating negative net 
return.

Finally, the baseline study analyzed the contribution of 
keystone commodities vis-à-vis to overall household 
income. The findings indicate that households have 
multiple sources of income with remittance being 
the most dominant source followed by income from 
business, regular salary and pension. As it stands, 
the contribution of agriculture to household income 
is minimal though in a few cases the contribution is 
significant. Live animals and livestock products provide 
a better source of income than vegetables, cereals and 
fruits.  
   
6.2.	 Recommendations 

The following recommendations have been proposed 
for immediate action based on the findings and 
subsequent analyses. While proposing the action 
points the project team have taken into consideration 
the project timeframe and the available human 
resources to accomplish the tasks. 

•	 Women constitute almost two-third of the 
managers at household level making important 
decisions on agriculture matters. Therefore, 
the project staff must ensure proportionate 
participation of women in all capacity 
building events such as technical trainings, 
leadership and management trainings, exposure 
visits, and their access to services. Where 
relevant, the project staff must make extra 
efforts to introduce and promote gender-specific 
interventions that reduce the drudgery of women 
at grassroots level.  

•	 Without further ado, develop business plan 
for cooperatives and farmers’ groups 
focusing on crops/species with comparative 
advantage and with the potential to at least triple 

or quadruple income from keystone agriculture 
enterprises while at the same time generating 
decent employment at local level. Focusing on 
fresh vegetables, coffee, honey, foxtail millet and 
Shiitake mushroom have the potential to deliver 
on the above.

•	 Many a times it’s assumed that the project would 
already have staff with required skillset. But, it’s 
often not true, especially so while dealing with 
commercial agriculture in value chain approach, 
which happens to be a relatively recent induction 
in development discourse. Therefore, capacity 
building of staff on various aspects of 
commercial farming, value addition, and 
marketing would be a prerequisite for them 
to proficiently deliver technical backstopping 
support to individual producer, farmers groups 
or cooperatives, as and when needed. 

•	 Promotion of good agricultural practice 
(GAP) on keystone crops as quickly as 
possible to ensure that quality produce reaches 
consumers. The Government of Nepal is in a 
process of rolling out GAP, so the project must take 
initiative to be the early adopters and contribute 
to the process. LI-BIRD needs to develop human 
resources to engage effectively in promoting GAP.

•	 Make necessary preparations at the earliest 
to initiate Packaging House so that the 
local products can hit the markets, which will 
advance Unified Landscape Branding (ULB) and 
operationalize Biodiversity Conservation Fund 
(BCF). This action will have to be accomplished 
by the first half of the second year of the project 
so that the project would have enough time to 
review and refine the mechanism and procedures 
for smooth operation post-project period.

•	 Revision of specific activities of the 
project as per the needs identified in the 
household baseline study and other two 
companion studies, namely Need Assessment 
Study of Cooperatives, and Market Study of 
Selected Restaurants and Hotels in Pokhara 
Valley. 
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ANNEXE 1. 
Sampling from Groups/Cooperatives for Household Baseline Survey, 2019

SN Name of group Total HHs Sampled HHs

1 Annapurna Tajha Tarkari Utpadhan Krishak Samuha 25 4

2 Asal Krishak Samuha 19 3

3 Begnas Matsya Jalari Samuha 43 2

4 Betyani Organic Farmers Group 18 3

5 Bhabisya Hamro Hatma Krishi Sahakari Sastha Limited 234 34

6 Deurali Krisak Samuha 27 4

7 Deurali Organic Krishi Sahakari Sashtha Limited 207 31

8 Dhalepipal Taja Tarkari Utpadhak Samuha 28 4

9 Dhan Bli Pocket Cherta 38 6

10 Dharmasala Ama Samuha 17 3

11 Dipang Tal Krishi Utpadan Sahakari Sanstha 279 9

12 Ghaderi Mishrit Ama Samuha 12 2

13 Gunde Batabaran Sanrakshn Tatha Fishery Cooperative Sastha 288 10

14 Harabhara Farmers Groups 25 4

15 Harpan Phewa Matche Sahakari 92 3

16 Harpanbari Tea Sahakari Sastha Badaure Tamagi 39 6

17 Himali Women Group 32 5

18 Inderni Group 23 3

19 Jagriti Krisak Samuha 36 5

20 Kahure Farmers Group 52 8

21 Kamal Pokhari Sarmchain Samittee 11 1

22 Khastetal Matchya Tatha Krishi Sahakari Sastha Limited  503 17

23 Khola Beshi Samudayak Bikash Samuha 23 3

24 Khusi Namuna Cooperative/Nawajoti Farmers Group 88 13

25 Machhapuchare Group 21 3

26 Maidi Lake Conservation Committee 11 1

27 Manakamana Group 18 3
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SN Name of group Total HHs Sampled HHs

28 Nagesawori Krishi Sahakari 93 14

29 Nirmal Coffe Utpadhak Sahakari Sastha 136 20

30 Pachabhiyaa Homestay 25 4

31 Panchadham Cooperative 74 11

32 Pargatisil Krisi Utapadak Cooperative 49 7

33 Pragati Farmer Group 23 3

34 Rupalake Restoration and Fishery Co-operative Ltd 853 28

35 Sayankhudi Mahila Krishk Samuha 31 5

36 Shree Krishak Milan Saving And Credit Sahakari Sastha Limited 257 37

37 Shree Machhapuchhre Utam Coffee Utpadak Sahakari Sastha Limited  66 10

38 Shree Namuna Praggarik Krishi Sahakari Sastha 63 9

39 Shree Sherachar krishi Co-operative 66 10

40 Thulo Khet Krishak Samuha 30 4

41 Tiju Bot Mahila Samuha 13 2

42 Uppalo Talbesi Tol Bikas Sastha 27 4

 Grand Total 4015 358
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The Lake Cluster of Pokhara Valley (LCPV)
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