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Poverty and its Measurements
Poverty is a state of persistent deprivation of persons or households with regard to minimum basic requisites of livelihood such as food, housing, clothing, security, etc. 
Poverty incidence is measured in headcounts – number and percent of people failing to meet the poverty threshold indicator value defined for each country. The headcount may be tagged or untagged, the former to be used for targeting. There are two basic premises in poverty reporting. The one used by the World Bank in its World Development Report (WDR) is based on disposable annual income derived fron Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and the other one used by UNDP in its Human Development Report (HDR) is the Human Development Index using literacy rate as the education variable; life expectancy at birth as health variable and annual disposable income at Purchase Parity Prices (PPP) as income variable. Although the HDI is a more sound manifestation of poverty because of the inclusion of the social indices and purchase parity corrected income, the country level poverty assessments generally use disposable income or consumption because of its simplicity in assessment. Poverty estimates are usually constructed from household survey data. The head of a household is typically asked about income and/or consumption levels, and these are used as the measure of well-being (World Bank 2001). Most governments have established national “poverty lines” by compiling and pricing a basket of goods meant to reflect the basic human necessities, such as food, clothing, and housing. Many countries have a “food” or “absolute” poverty line calculated from a food basket representing minimum nutritional requirements, and a “basic needs” line that is slightly higher (Deaton 2004:; Coudouel et al. 2002).Since income is more prone to under-reporting during the survey, the consumption measure is more often used. 

There is some degree of correlation between the two measures of poverty such that the international poverty/prosperity rankings using both methods are more or less similar.

A globally accepted threshold income level is $1 a day for extreme or ultra poverty and $2 per day for general poverty which was started since 1990. Almost half the world’s population lives on less than $2 per day; more than a billion live on $1 or less (Table 1). Despite significant progress in world agriculture in terms of technologies deployed and outputs realized during the past 40 years, some 854 million people worldwide remain undernourished and food insecure. An estimated 614 million of these are sited in Least Developed Countries. This explains the nexus between development and poverty. Poverty at this scale is not acceptable for two reasons – i) In the 21st century where the development in science and technology has reached the new height, it is unbecoming for a large number of people in the world to remain persistently in a state of deprivation; and ii) mass poverty ripples the well-being of even the non-poor because the extreme poor fall easy prey to destabilizing and insurgent forces. Nepal has sufficiently witnessed the cost of poverty during the recently concluded decade long conflict. 
Income, health, education are aspects of poverty in the sense that the poor are often lacking in all these aspects simultaneously. The varying aspects of poverty are generally self-reinforcing, making it all the more difficult to move out of poverty. In addition, the poor often live in dangerous and degraded environments, since that is all they can afford. They are thus the most vulnerable to violence, crime, and natural and economic catastrophes. The poor often lack assets to fall back on, thus limiting a poor person’s planning horizon - how far ahead they can plan or foresee is often determined by when food will run out. Hence, when a household or a country falls into spiraling poverty and debt-trap, it is not easy to come out of it.
The poorest region in the world is Sub-Saharan Africa. Number wise, however, South Asian region tops the list. Within South Asia region (Table 1), Nepal is the poorest country on both HDI and income measure- Bhutan surpassing Nepal by a fair margin in the recent past.
Table 1: Change in Poverty Levels in Various Regions of the World, 1981 and 2001

	
	Population
	Living on $1/day (million)
	Living on $2/day (million)

	
	2001 (million)
	1981
	2001
	∆ (%)
	1981
	2001
	∆ (%)

	East Asia and the Pacific
	1,823
	796
	271
	-66
	1,170
	864
	-26

	East Europe and Central Asia 
	474
	3
	18
	468
	20
	94
	363

	Latin America and the Carribean
	518
	36
	50
	40
	99
	128
	30

	Middle east and North Africa
	300
	9
	7
	-22
	52
	70
	35

	South Asia
	1,378
	475
	431
	-9
	821
	1,064
	30

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	673
	164
	316
	93
	288
	516
	79

	Global
	6,127
	1,382
	1,093
	-26
	2,450
	2,736
	12


Sources: Chen and Ravallion 2004. 

Despite many merits of the poverty threshold income measure—not least its simplicity—some argue that looking only at income risks impoverishing the debate about poverty. There are at least 4 stances under which the income measure may prove incomplete and less acceptable picture. 

i) The national poverty threshold income in Nepal will not buy a same package in Kathmandu and Mugu

ii) The income measure does not reflect the genesis of a person or households’ poverty.   

iii) Since outcome from an activity i.e. the income, is necessary but not a sufficient condition for welfare or impact (Poverty reduction), it may not be an adequate measure. For example, the income may be spent on wasteful consumption rather than on education, health and asset of the family. This is illustrated in Figure 1.
iv) Income measures in household survey are prone to misreporting.
	Figure 1: Poverty Reduction Dynamics
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Recently, a more holistic, multi-dimensional perception of poverty has emerged, drawn from interviews with the poor themselves. Definitions of poverty have expanded to include the economic, social and psychological burdens of daily survival on the bottom rungs of society. This broader conception is described by Amartya Sen as a lack of capabilities that enable a person to live a life he or she values, encompassing such domains as income, health, education, empowerment, and human rights (Sen 1999).
Figure 2: MPI and Income Measure of Poverty of Selected Countries
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A new set of internationally comparable data put together by researchers at the Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative at the University of Oxford tries to take Mr Sen’s ideas about “the need for a multidimensional view of poverty and deprivation” seriously. Aided by the improved availability of survey data about living conditions for households in over 100 developing countries, the researchers have come up with a new index, called the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), which the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) will use in its next “Human Development Report” in October. The results of the new approach compared with the income measure is shown in Figure 2.
The MPI assesses a range of critical factors or “deprivations” at the household level: from education to health outcomes to assets and services.  The index ranges from zero to one, with low value meaning low MPI. It ranks countries based on MPI. The MPI value reflects both the incidence (percentage of people who are poor) and intensity (the average number of depravations each household faces) of poverty. Education, health and living standard are the three main indicators. Education is composed of two sub-indicators: years of schooling and child enrolment. Health is composed of two sub-indicators: mortality (any age) and nutrition. Living standard is composed of six sub-indicators: electricity, sanitation, drinking water, floor, cooking fuel, and asset ownership.

It uses 10 indicators to measure three critical dimensions of poverty at the household level: education, health and living standard in 104 developing countries. These directly measured deprivations in health and educational outcomes as well as key services such as water, sanitation, and electricity reveal not only how many people are poor but also the composition of their poverty. The MPI also reflects the intensity of poverty – the sum of weighted deprivations that each household faces at the same time. A person who is deprived in 70% of the indicators is clearly worse off than someone who is deprived in 40% of the indicators. A household is counted as poor if it is deprived on over 30% of the ten indicators used. Researchers can then calculate the percentage of people in each country who are “multidimensionally poor”. 

The benefit of the new measure is that it looks at many aspects of poverty at once. One problem with considering just one indicator is that some deprivations may be a matter of choice. As Mr Sen has argued in his work on poverty, what matters is not whether a person eats “enough” but whether he eats whatever he does out of choice. Fasting is fine; involuntary starvation is not. But the number of people choosing to be malnourished, illiterate, lacking in basic possessions and drinkers of dirty water all at once is probably fleetingly small and a person deprived along many of these dimensions surely counts as poor. 

By and large, as the chart shows, countries’ poverty rates as calculated using the MPI differ quite a lot from those based on their $1-a-day rates. In India, for instance, many more people lack basic things, as measured using the MPI, than earn less than $1.25 a day. The opposite, however, is true of Tanzania, which is doing better at getting its people fed, housed and educated than its income-based poverty rate would suggest.

Since the MPI is calculated by adding lots of different things up, it is possible to work backwards and see what contributes the most to poverty in specific places. In sub-Saharan Africa, the material measures contribute much more to poverty than in South Asia, where the biggest contributor is malnutrition. The authors argue that having this information readily accessible makes it easier for development agencies and governments to decide what to focus on. The MPI also does a better job of uncovering long-term trends. Successful reforms in health or education increase earnings only many years into the future but will show up quickly in the MPI poverty rate. 

Dimensions and Magnitude of Poverty in Nepal
Nepal is a multicultural, multilingual and multiracial mix of households in different proportions of the total population of 23.1 million in 2001. But the source and magnitude of livelihoods, i.e. poverty, differ considerably across various categories. Although the state laws propound equal rights for all, in practice these have not been practiced seriously giving rise to denial of fai share of rights to many which has implications on continuing intergenerational poverty.
Most important dimension is absolute poverty and relative poverty. The government defines a package of minimum basic needs and values the total package using the respective price of each component of the package. The total value of this package thus represents the minimum disposable earning requirement to fulfill the basic needs. This is the poverty threshold income level and the households failing to meet that level of income are called poor. This is precisely the definition of income poverty adopted by all countries. In Nepal, the threshold level of income at the time of conducting the National Living Standard Survey (NLSS-II, 2003/04) was estimated at Rs.7,695 per capita per year in 2003 prices. While the package remains more or less the same, the threshold income generally increases over time due to price/inflation factor.

Another dimension, based on the level of poverty, is poor and ultra-poor. It can also be the poverty deciles or quintiles. This is related to the depth of poverty. The level can also be defined as hardcore or poorest, medium poor and poor. The ultra-poor is specifically defined as those households who have the disposable income level which is less than half the threshold poverty level income.

The third dimension is that based on geographical distribution of poverty. It is called spatial poverty and interspersed poverty. Spatial poverty is the situation when the poverty is concentrated within a small geographical area. This generally occurs in remote and inaccessible areas (e.g. districts in Karnali zone) where the transaction costs are very high leading to a situation of lack of competitive production. Interspersed poverty, on the other hand, is the co-existence of poor and non-poor in different proportions in a given geographical area. This occurs due to differentiated income earning opportunities.
According to a recent World Bank report, Nepal is the twelfth poorest country in the world. In the South Asian region, Nepal has now become the poorest – Bhutan recently having overtaken it by a fair margin. NLSS-II revealed that 30.8 percent of the total population of Nepal was living below the poverty line in 2003-04 because of their inability to earn Rs. 7,695 per capita per year at current prices.  Although this proportion is 11 percentage points less than the poverty level found in NLSS-I, it is still considerable. Table 2.1 shows the decomposition of poverty status by rural-urban divide and regional spread. 

	Table 2:  Poverty Head count in Nepal, 1995/96-2003/04

	
	1995-96 (%)
	2003-04 (%)
	Change (percentage points)

	Nepal
	41.8
	30.8
	-11.0

	Urban                      
	21.6
	9.6
	-12.0

	Rural                       
	43.3
	34.6
	-8.7

	Ecological Belts

	Mountain  
	57.0
	32.6
	-24.4

	Hills
	40.7
	34.5
	-6.2

	Terai                          
	40.3
	27.6
	-2.7

	Source: Nepal Living Standards Survey 2003-04


Poverty declined most in mountain districts and least in the Terai. In 1995-96 mountain districts were the poorest, but by 2003-04 they had overtaken the hills in this respect. The seriousness of rural poverty is highlighted by the NLSS II, which showed that only one in ten people in the towns and cities were living below the poverty line in 2003-04, while one in three were living in poverty in the rural areas. The fact that poverty is primarily a rural phenomenon in Nepal is underscored by the fact that about around two-thirds of the population is employed in agriculture, but this sector generates just one third of GDP. 
The Gini-coefficient (which shows inequality of income distribution) increased from 0.34 to 0.41 between 1995/96 and 2003/04, indicating that the gap between rich and poor had grown. 
According to the Human Development Report of 2006, although the human development index of Nepal has risen from 0.513 in the earlier year to 0.527, Nepal still remains as the country with the lowest HDI in South Asia, and is placed at the 138th position in the global human development index.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recent estimate by NPC has indicated the income poverty declining by further 6-7 percent from the 2003-04 level. However, The MPI shows a very high poverty level of 64.7 percent, the highest in the South Asian region as shown in the following Two Tables. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3: Poverty Situation In South Asian Region Using MPI
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Table 4: Poverty Situation In Nepal Using MPI Measure, 2006
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Problems and Challenges
The Historical Backlog
Beyond equality, there is an issue of historical backlog – the poverty and deprivation induced by grossly inequitable treatment and denial of opportunities imposed upon some sections of society such that poverty and exclusion have continued across the generations.
The Development Strategy in Agriculture is not pro-poor

Agriculture id the broadest sector of the economt having potential for poverty reduction, particularly in rural area. The government strategy on agricultural development is guided by APP which is itself not a pro-poor strategy. 

Confusing Definition of Landlessness

There are two data sets in Nepal dealing with the extent of land holdings, the Population Census and the National Sample Census of Agriculture. Each gives a different figure for landlessness (Tables 3.1 and 3.2), because each of these censes is based on different populations: the entire population in the first case and the agricultural population in the second. Hence the proportion who are landless nationally is 18.4 percent, but this includes the urban areas, where landlessness per se is not an issue. This can be seen by comparing the figures for the most urbanized region, Central (CDR), with the rest of the county. Landlessness in CDR is almost 28 percent, while in the rest of the country it is less than half that level, 13.3 percent. Given the definition of a ‘valid holding’ used in the agricultural census, it is not surprising that the figure is less than one percent. Hence no valid estimate is available of the percentage of the rural population who are landless.

Reverse Equalization Model in Decentralization

There is a strange anomaly at the centre of the decentralization agenda in Nepal In many countries the devolution package contains an ‘equalization scheme’ whose purpose is to allow poorer districts to receive a higher share of development resources, in order to boost their development process and enable them to catch up. In Nepal, not only does such scheme not exist, but the way that the devolution  package is managed means that there is effective discrimination against poorer districts. This is because in poorer districts the devolved administration is least developed, and they find it difficult to meet the requirements for certain funds. Hence some of the poorest districts had a serious cuts in the development budget allocation in 2009, while the affluent districts received relatively larger share (see Box 1). This is effectively preventing local governments from carrying out their poverty reduction programmes.

	Box 1. Reverse Equalization

Eight districts of Nepal were refused grants for development by the Ministry of Local Development in 2009 because they could not fulfill the criteria for resource allocation. These criteria include, among other things, holding council meetings on time, fixing the ceilings of annual programme and budget, participatory allocation of the  budget in the district, auditing and publication of the budget, review of progress every four months, delimitation of administrative expenditure and details of internal resources. These districts include Siraha, Saptari, Sarlahi, Mahottari, Bara, Kapilvastu, Bardiya, Mugu which are ranked very low in national development indices. Another 28 districts received only administrative expenses and minimum development expenses while 18 districts, including Kathmandu and Lalitpur, were provided with an addition 20 percent as they did well on these criteria.

Source: The Himalayan Times, August 5, 2009)


Restricted Choice Set

An example of a restricted choice set was found in Ramechhap district. A dalit household had borrowed Rs.11,000 from the revolving fund to raise goats. The Purchase committee of the CO procured 4 cross-bred goats (locally called lamkane or long-eared Jamunapari) for her from a distant village. The household is so poor that it could not meet the family day-to-day needs without working on wage every single day. So, they had neither time nor resource to manage the goats. After about 10 months, neither the size nor the number of goats increased. The goats were valued at Rs.7,000 and the loan would be due within two months. The household does not know what to do. This case was analysed to find that it exactly fitted with the case of lack of informed choice. The lesson from this will help avoid such cases in the future. The case is analysed with the help of economic model in the following paragraphs:

There are found two distinct biological/genetic technologies with contrasting characteristics with regard to the response to inputs/management regime. The first is the local Technology (local crop varieties, local breeds of animals/birds) which responds less to the management regime but is hardy enough to guarantee some output even under low management regime. In economic terms, this is equivalent to high intercept coefficient and a low marginal return coefficient. On the other hand, there is improved technology having virtually the opposite characteristic – low or almost zero intercept and high slope (marginal response). If both response curves are plotted together, it would look like the figure presented in Figure 2. The response characteristics of the technologies are embedded in the seeds. 

Figure 1: Technology Adoption Path with two Contrasting Technologies in an Enterprise 
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The model essentially shows that, for the poor to adopt the improved technology, the management regime must be above x4. Otherwise, the return would be much less than even the local technology. The case household, who could not reach X4 level of management regime which suggests that she should have rather kept local goats which would have been better for their management regime. In fact, their management regime was below x1 level. 

Lack of Meaningful Organization of the Poor
The poor in Nepal are not meaningfully organized using appropriate model of socialization. Hence, they are not in a position of lobbying for policies or programmes in their favour. The policies for the poor are formulated by the non-poor which increases the chance of such policies protecting the rights and privileges of the non-poor. A right mobilization strategy is discussed below.

Assessing Social Capital in Baseline for Tailoring Social Mobilization Package

The purpose of social mobilization is to enhance the social capital (trust and reciprocity) in the communities which is necessary to establish and manage the public and community goods. Hence, how can the social mobilization begin without first estimating the social capital. In fact, the social mobilization package can not be a straight-jacket one. It should be tailored based on the needs and social capital level of the community. The needs can be ascertained by appropriately designing the baseline. A 15 variable model for estimating social capital has been presented in Table 9. 
Table : Estimating Social Capital
	S. No.
	Variable
	Answer codes
	Received value
	Weight
	Weighted received value

	1
	House density
	3-Dense, 2-Medium, 1-Sparse
	 
	1
	0

	2
	Average years of schooling
	3-High (>5) 2-Medium (2-6) 1-Low (<2)
	 
	1
	0

	3
	Quarrel frequency
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	4
	Level of alcohol use
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	5
	Level of court cases
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	6
	Level of security expenses
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	7
	No. of social institutions
	3-High, 2-Medium, 1-Low
	 
	1
	0

	8
	Service nature of social institutions
	3-Good, 2-Medium, 1-Not good
	 
	1
	0

	9
	Help level from neighbours
	3-High, 2-Medium, 1-Low
	 
	1
	0

	10
	Existence of labour exchange system
	3-High, 2-Medium, 1-Low
	 
	1
	0

	11
	Level and composition of participation in social gatherings
	3-High, 2-Medium, 1-Low
	 
	1
	0

	12
	Previous level of social mobilization
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	13
	State of public goods
	3-Good, 2-Medium, 1-Not good
	 
	1
	0

	14
	Participation and quality in village infrastructure
	3-High, 2-Medium, 1-Low
	 
	1
	0

	15
	Rating of the village for matrimonial purpose
	1-High, 2-Medium, 3-Low
	 
	1
	0

	 
	TOTAL
	 
	 
	 
	0


Note that 3 categorization levels for each indicator have been proposed for simplification purpose. One may opt to fine tune social capital assessment by increasing the categorization levels to more than 3. The higher the number, more precise will be the assessment. In the same vein, one may even opt to add or delete one or more indicators.
Social Capital Categorization

The maximum score that a village (or any geographical unit whole social capital level is being assessed) is 45 – maximum possible value of 3 each for 15 indicators (assuming the equal weight for each indicator). Following social capital value ranges for 5 levels of social capital have been proposed (Table ).  

Table : Social Capital Level Categorization

	Category
	Value range

	Very low
	< 20

	Low
	20- < 25

	Medium
	25- < 30

	High
	30- < 35

	Very high
	35 or more


 AUTONUM  \* Arabic 
Note that equal weights have been proposed for all 25 indicators. One may opt to have unequal weights for different indicators, particularly depending on the level of importance of the indicator in influencing/contributing to the level of social capital. There are several possibilities. A prior PRA exercise can be done with the community to determine the majority/consensus weights for each indicator. If this is done in every community, the basis of comparing social capital level across communities will not be uniform. Different weights can still be given to the indicators without having to sacrifice uniformity in comparison. This can be done by providing the same weights for the indicators in every geographical unit whose social capital is being assessed.
Also note that if weights are given to indicators, then the maximum score that can be obtained by a unit may change from the proposed 45 to some other number. This can be standardized to make the maximum score equal to 1 or 100.  

Tailoring SMP for communities
SMP refers to Social Mobilization Package. After having the social capital level assessed, the social mobilizer of the Partner Organization will compile the assessment sheet of each CO to design the social mobilization process and message contents for each CO.  Before this, the SM will have been trained by PAF on how to tailor a SMP for a community.

In doing so, s/he will review the scores obtained on each social capital indicators and determine the process and the content. For example, if the average level of education is low, the message is more effectively delivered in pictorial form. The language to be used must be simple and message deliberations slow taking much longer time. Following the same process will be a waste of time in a community with higher level of education. Similarly, if the score in voluntary participation for village public work is low, there should be clear message on the importance of group work. Again, if the score on composition of participation in village public works is low, there will be extra need for gender and ethnic sensitization related messages.  Yet again, if the alcohol/narcotics use is found to be high, the evil consequences of these should be highlighted. If the wasteful expenditures are high, income/expenditure arithmetic must be exercised with the households to demonstrate that they would have been in much better shape if they had controlled wasteful expenses. Thus, score obtained on each indicator can guide some content or some process in social mobilisation. 

Let us link this to error type. If members in a community are highly illiterate and the social mobilization is done verbally, fast and in literary language, it will be a TYPE II ERROR like not carrying umbrella when it is about to rain (more costly error). On the other hand, If members in a community are literate and the social mobilization is done using pictorials, slow and in very simple language, it will be a TYPE I ERROR like carrying umbrella when there is no possibility of rain (error because it will take unnecessarily long time but less costly). 
Straight-Jacket Intervention Models

The nature of poverty of a person or household differ by genesis or root cause. In poverty alleviation interventions, these facts are ignored knowingly and unknowingly. Instead, straight-jacket models are applied irrespective of the nature of the poverty. Such practice may often be counter productive from poverty reducing perspective.
Distorted Rights on Public and Community Goods
In Nepal many use rights on public and community goods like water sources, are governed by  prior appropriation right which means that who ever uses the resource first will have the right. It is the rich households who can make investment on using the water source and thus can claim rights on these resources. Infact the rights on such resources should have been equal for both and the rich. The poor have been relinquishing the rights on public and community goods because of being poor.  
The Way Ahead
Correcting the Historical Backlog

As discussed earlier, some section of the society such as women, dalit, janajati, have been denied access to rights and properties historically. In order for them to be able to compete in equal footing such backlogs have to be duly compensated through inclusion and quota.
Agricultural Development Strategy to be Pro-poor

The Agricultural Development Strategy of Nepal is guided by APP. The APP document itself claims that the strategy is not pro-poor, rather it is a progrowth strategy. Hence the APP strategy needs to be redeemed to make it pro-poor. 
Expanding the choice set
The set of activity and process choices of the poor has to be expanded through training, exposure visits and the knowledge on preliminary feasibility assessments.
Mobilization and Organization of the Poor
The poor need to be socially mobilized using tailored social mobilization as discussed earlier. The need to be institutionally organized in a meaningful way to be able to exercise their rights.
Genesis based Intervention

Suggesting appropriate interventions linked to the geneses of poverty is also a form of helping the poor households to make informed choices. In this case, the information is the correct identification of poverty genesis and choices are suggested from the list of appropriate interventions capable of combating the real genesis of poverty.    

Table : Geneses of Poverty, Data/Indicator for Identification and Appropriate Intervention

	Genesis
	Cause/Data/information
	Indicators
	Appropriate intervention

	Exploitation
	Interest rate on loans

Wage much less than the marginal return
	 Social capital value

Wage rate differences for same work
	Awareness, Empowerment, Linkage

	No land
	Landholding, Calamity 
	Per capital irrigated land equivalent
	Skill training, long term loan for land purchase, arrangement for rent/contract of land

	Less per capita land
	Big family size
	Per capital irrigated land equivalent
	Skill training

	Low productivity
	Access to inputs, access to credit, access to extension, extent of improved farming, creditworthiness, irrigation availability
	Average crop productivity, percent irrigated land, percent external inputs in farming
	Linking to input delivery agencies, Revolving fund, irrigation support

	Disaster
	Last 10 years natural disaster occurrence and effects
	 Vulnerability index, Average annual percent income lost due to disaster
	 Disaster awareness, early warning system, disaster mitigation measures

	Prolonged illness in the family
	Days lost due to illness
	Proportion of lost workdays, premature deaths and disabilities
	Health and nutrition support

	High transaction cost
	Bargaining power, Distance to market, Distance to nearest roadhead
	Share of transaction cost in product sales, share of transaction cost in inputs purchase
	 Support for establishment of transport means, Promoting some feasible unique products

	Wasteful consumption
	Expenditure on alcohol, expenditure on narcotics, expenditure on social ceremonies
	Share of wasteful consumption on total expenditure
	Awareness, Expenditure arithmetic

	No education
	Distance to school, use of child labour
	Average years of schooling
	 Support for education and training

	No skills
	Training
	Training input per capita
	Skill training


Correcting Policies on Public and Community Goods

Since the poor lack private resources for enhancing their wellbeing, this gap should be compensated by providing the opportunity for wealth creation through the equiltable rights on the use of public and community goods. There exist proven models(see box2) where the poor have improved their livelihood by such equal rights granted through special provisions. Such system should be part of a regular development model.
	Box 2. Established Equity Models in Water Projects

The government of Nepal has spent over 100 billion rupees on irrigation development since the commencement of planned development in 1951. Much of this investment has been through the "Agency Model" – direct implementation by the relevant government department using contractors with little or no participation of the beneficiaries, and virtually no institutional development at water user level. Poor supervision meant that the contractors could maximize profits by by both building a low quality system and inflating costs. Most systems have incurred a cost of over Rs.300,000 per hectare at current prices, against an industry standard of around Rs.100,000 per hectare. As a result of shoddy work and lack of routine maintenance, more than 50 percent of large-scale irrigation systems in Nepal are either defunct or in need of major rehabilitation. This is clearly a case of "lost infrastructure".
In contrast to this, there are systems built by farmers centuries ago, which are still functioning. Others have been built more recently, often with financial assistance from donors who are disillusioned by past performance in this subsector. These stand as the true models of inclusion, equity, cost effectiveness and sustainability. There are at least five such examples whose approach and experience have provided models that could be scaled up across the country. These are briefly described below.

· The Argali irrigation system in Palpa District was built during the reign of Mani Mukunda Sen, the then King of Palpa, some 400 years ago. A major feature of this scheme is the design and use of velocity-corrected wooden distributors which ensure equitable distribution of water from the headrace of the canal to the tailrace. Proof of the efficacy of this system can be seen by inspecting the crop stand. In most irrigation systems farmers near the head of the scheme receive more than their fair share of water, while those at the tail suffer accordingly. However in the Argali system uniform crop growth can be seen in every irrigated plot, from the head of the system to the tail.

·  The second model is the Chherlung irrigation system, also in Palpa district. Here the principle of equal water rights for all was applied for the first time in Nepal. Irrespective of the amount of land owned by a household, that household received a share of the water.  Even landless households receive a share, which they typically then sell to neighbouring large landholders.

· The third model is the Sorha Mauja irrigation system in Rupandehi district, where rotational irrigation is practiced, starting from plots in the tail race to ensure that the owners of these plots receive an equitable water share. 

· The fourth model is the Galyang irrigation syste, which is supported by and INGO, the United Mission to Nepal in Syangja district. Here the ‘equal water right’ principle was applied, but in this case it was accompanied by provision of long term loans for local smallholders and landless households, who were able to buy land at pre-irrigation prices. 

· The fifth is the SAPAP model in Syangja district, where households in the command catchments who could not get water for technical reasons were compensated with other productive assets, such as buffaloes.




Reforms in Ecosystem Management

Reforms must be a clear mandate to end corruption, which particularly oppresses the poor. 

Access to the natural capital to create wealth, control and responsibility for that capital, information and basic technology to make that control useful and productive, and the ability to reach markets that bring the poor into the global economy are the tools at hand.

Tariffs, import quotas, and crop subsidies will have to be modified, minimized, or eliminated so that the promise of a better life that starts on a farm in Nepal is not dashed on the docks of Europe, Japan, or the United States.
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