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Background and Objectives of GSEA 2011/
Sectoral Series: Monograph 3
Gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) 
have been recognized by the Government of 
Nepal and its development partners as critical 
to equitable development. Particularly following 
the Second People’s Movement (or Jana Andolan 
II) of April 2006, the efforts of the government, 
with the support of development partners, have 
been aimed at transforming the country into an 
inclusive and just state, with an eye to restruc-
turing existing power relations to ensure the 
rights of all citizens, regardless of caste, ethnic-
ity, religion, gender, region, age, or class. The 
Interim Constitution (2007) guarantees social 
justice and affirmative action for women, Dalits, 
Adivasi Janajatis, Muslims, Madhesis, and other 
excluded or disadvantaged groups. It also pro-
poses the future restructuring of the state to 
institutionalize an inclusive, democratic and pro-
gressive governance system, maximizing people’s 
participation based on devolution of power, and 
the equitable distribution of resources.

The Gender and Social Exclusion Assessment 
(GSEA), which was jointly produced by the 
World Bank (WB) and the UK Department 
of International Development (DFID), was 
delivered to the National Planning Commission 
(NPC) in June of 2005 and published in sum-
mary version in early 2006 as Unequal Citizens: 
Gender, Caste and Ethnic Exclusion in Nepal.

As a complement to the Gender and Social 
Exclusion Assessment, DFID, WB and ADB 
have collaborated to produce a series of mono-

Preface

graphs with practical guidance on how to main-
stream gender equality and social inclusion in 
seven key service-delivery sectors: agriculture, 
education, forestry, health, irrigation, rural 
infrastructure (with an emphasis on roads), and 
rural and urban water supply and sanitation—to 
which additional sectors may be added in the 
future.

The current process of political transition pro-
vides a very significant opportunity for greater 
inclusion and equitable development. The 
Interim Constitution (2007) and the Three-
Year Interim Plan (2008-2010) reflect commit-
ments made for the social, political and economic 
transformation of Nepal. For the country’s 
development partners, including DFID, WB 
and ADB, mainstreaming gender equality and 
social inclusion in their overall work is man-
dated by global and national agency directives.1 
For instance, in its country partnership strat-
egy (2010-2014), ADB recognizes the need to 
“address gender, ethnic, and caste discrimination 
through policy reform, targeted investments, 
and the mainstreaming of equal opportunity 
measures in key sector investments”, and aims 
to guide and ensure that in all ADB operations 
and sectoral assistance, gender and social inclu-
sion concerns are adequately addressed (ADB 
2009). DFID’s country business plan for Nepal 
states that, “Gender is at the heart of our work 
… all our work considers impacts on women and 
girls.”2 Efforts to promote gender equality and 
social inclusion are likewise an integral part of 
the World Bank’s current interim strategy for 
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Nepal (World Bank, 2009) and the new strategy 
being developed.

In Nepal over the last few years there has been 
a growing practice of developing gender- and 
inclusion-sensitive interventions, especially in the 
government’s sector-wide programs supported 
by multiple donors (e.g., Local Governance and 
Community Development Program [LGCDP], 
health, education and rural transport SWAps 
[sector-wide approach]). Various sectors have 
also developed their own GESI strategies (e.g., 
forestry, agriculture, health and local develop-
ment). This Series attempts to provide coherence 
to GESI mainstreaming done by the government, 
donor agencies and other development actors, 
and to introduce a tool that can be commonly 
applied across sectors for mainstreaming in poli-
cies, programming, budgeting, monitoring, and 
reporting. The aim of the Series is to help make 
the Government of Nepal’s goal of universal 
access to key public services and resources a real-
ity for all Nepali citizens. A major focus has thus 
been on identifying the specific barriers faced by 
different groups and the resultant impact of those 
barriers; assessing policies, program modalities, 
and project mechanisms that have worked best 
to overcome these barriers; and identifying the 
measures that work best to mainstream GESI in 
sectoral programming.

Process of Developing GSEA 2011/Sectoral 
Series Monographs
Each of the sectoral assessments consisted of 
document review, meetings with sector spe-
cialists and stakeholders, diversity and budget 
analysis, some fieldwork, wider consultative 
workshops, and follow-up meetings. Meetings 
and interactions were held with more than 100 
people from government, civil society, commis-
sions, representative associations/organizations 
of excluded groups, and projects/programs. 
Sectoral consultation workshops with approxi-

mately 30 participants in each were organized 
with key stakeholders, namely, government, 
project/program staff, donor agencies, and rep-
resentative organizations. Literature review was 
a major source of information for the develop-
ment of these monographs; however, some field-
work was also done by team members in selected 
districts.

Draft versions prepared by Greg White-
side (health), Elvira Graner (education), 
Bijaya Bajracharya (agriculture/forests/irrigation), 
Jennifer Appave (water supply and sanitation), 
and Shuva Sharma (rural infrastructure/roads) 
were used as background information and built 
upon where possible. As the GESI framework 
began to emerge as an important way forward, 
ADB, DFID and the World Bank decided that 
the sectoral assessments should be structured 
around this framework so that practitioners using 
the monographs would become familiar with 
the approach. Due to its previous experience in 
the development and application of the GESI 
framework, the Human Resource Development 
Centre (HURDEC), a private management 
consultancy firm of Nepal, was commissioned 
by WB/DFID to lead the development of the 
sectoral series. Jennifer Appave was commissioned 
by ADB to work with the HURDEC team from 
January to June 2010 to prepare the drafts. The 
Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation 
(SDC) provided technical support through two 
advisers.

The team members who prepared the different 
sectoral monographs in this series are as follows: 
1) agriculture—Jennifer Appave and Chhaya Jha, 
with inputs from Yadab Chapagain and Yamuna 
Ghale (SDC); 2) education—Jaya Sharma and 
Chhaya Jha, with inputs from Yadab Chapagain 
(HURDEC); 3) forestry—Bimala Rai-Paudyal 
(SDC) and Chhaya Jha; 4) health—Chhaya Jha; 
5) irrigation—Chhaya Jha and Jennifer Appave, 
with inputs from Pranita Bhushan and Yadab 
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Chapagain; 6) rural infrastructure—Chhaya Jha, 
with inputs from Kumar Updhayay (HURDEC) 
and Shuva Sharma; and 7) water supply and sani-
tation—Jennifer Appave and Chhaya Jha. Deepa 
Shakya and Sara Subba did the research for the 
sectoral monographs while Dharmendra Shakya 
and Ram Bhusal worked on the budget analysis 
and staff diversity analysis. Sitaram Prasai and 
Birbhadra Acharya (HURDEC) did the gender-
responsive budget (GRB) assessment in Kavre 
and Morang districts. Carey Biron edited all the 
monographs except forestry, which was done by 
Mary Hobley. Chhaya Jha guided the entire pro-
cess, and was responsible for the final writing of 
all the monographs under the guidance of Lynn 
Bennett, the lead researcher for GSEA.

The Sectoral Series Monograph would not 
have made it to their current published form 
without the diligence and creativity of the Himal 

Books team responsible for the final editorial and 
design support. Led by Deepak Thapa, the team 
included Amrita Limbu (editorial assistance) and 
Chiran Ghimire (layout and design).

The monographs in this series should be con-
sidered as learning documents that will allow 
for sectoral data and analysis to be updated and 
improved based on sectoral experiences and 
sharing of good practices. The monographs in 
this series all have a common introduction and 
a common final chapter outlining the generic 
steps in the GESI mainstreaming process which 
is intended as a handy reference guide for prac-
titioners. The sectoral monographs have been 
published in alphabetical order, covering agri-
culture, education, forest, health, irrigation, rural 
infrastructure (roads), and rural and urban water 
supply and sanitation. Additional sectors will be 
included over time.

Notes
1 For the World Bank, the gender-mainstreaming strategy (2001) and operational policy and Bank procedures statement 

(2003) provide the policy framework for promoting gender issues as part of strategically focused analytical work, policy 
dialogue and country assistance (World Bank 2006). The policy on gender and development (1998), Strategy 2020, and 
ADB results framework articulate ADB’s commitment to gender, and require that gender inequalities be addressed in all 
aspects of ADB work (ADB 2010). The principal elements of DFID’s gender policy and strategy are contained in DFID 
(2000, 2002). A “twin-track” approach based on mainstreaming of gender issues in all areas and sectors, while maintaining a 
focus on the empowerment of women as a disadvantaged group, has been adopted (Jensen et al, 2006).

2 The UK government’s program of work to fight poverty in Nepal, 2009-2012.
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The purpose of this chapter is twofold. First, it 
assesses the current situation of gender equality 
and social inclusion (GESI) in Nepal’s forestry 
sector. It identifies the barriers faced by differ-
ent groups in accessing forest resources and 
other benefits (both those under state-managed 
regimes and those managed by communities). It 
considers the policy, legislative and social barri-
ers, and how various policies, processes and pro-
grams have worked to address them. Second, it 
provides practical guidance on how to improve 
existing responses and take further action for 
more equitable access to forest resources, services 
and benefits.

Forests play an important role in the lives 
of nearly 80% of rural Nepali households that 
derive some or all of their livelihoods from for-
est resources. For some, their livelihoods are 
totally dependent on access to forest products; 
for others, forests provide important household 
products, inputs to agriculture, income and envi-
ronmental services.

Nepal is rightly famous for the major progress 
it has made since the 1980s in increasing access 
of many hill forest users through community 
forestry. In these areas forest management has 
moved from a command and control system, 
where access to forests was severely restricted, 
to a community-led and -managed approach 
involving nearly 15,000 forest user groups man-
aging 25% of national forests, reaching 1.6 mil-
lion households, i.e., 40% of the total national 
population. Forest sector policies supported by 
the government, donors and nongovernmental 

Executive Summary 

organizations have resulted in increasing access 
and rights of the rural population to forest prod-
ucts and services. Partnerships with local com-
munities for resource management have reversed 
the loss of forests and biodiversity and generated 
income locally for wider community and national 
development. Despite these successes, it is the 
remaining 75% of state-managed forests where 
the highest degree of exclusion operates, where 
use is illegal, and where punitive action is normal.

Major advances in building more just man-
agement and allocation systems for forests and 
forest products are tempered by strong evidence 
of multiple forms of exclusion. Apart from eco-
nomic factors, social factors such as gender, caste, 
ethnicity, location, and age greatly influence who 
accesses forest resources and decision-making 
processes, and who receives benefits. The dis-
tance of forests (particularly in the Tarai), the 
forms of property regimes (common property, 
private, open access), and the enforcement of 
rules all dictate the extent to which households 
gain, or are prevented from, access to forests. 
How far individuals are affected by these dimen-
sions depends to a large extent on their resource 
dependence, and, by implication, the difficulty of 
accessing and using resources.

In community forestry (which has been stud-
ied more than state-managed forests) exclusion 
manifests itself at a number of levels: during user 
group formation, in decision-making structures, 
and in access to resources and other benefits. 
During group formation there are several fac-
tors leading to exclusion: the proximity crite-
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ria for membership particularly exclude distant 
users; the costs of entry, especially the time that 
needs to be invested in group formation, exclude 
the time-poor who tend to be the extreme poor; 
socio-cultural barriers render Dalits particularly 
wary of exposing themselves to ridicule and rejec-
tion; and occupational (and caste-based) exclu-
sion, particularly to blacksmiths who are reliant 
on reliable access to firewood for charcoal, and 
gender-based exclusion because membership 
was only registered in the name of the household 
head (in most cases, male). Decision-making 
exclusion and the consequent effects on access to 
resources and other benefits result from unequal 
power relations, which all affect the degree to 
which excluded groups feel they are able to par-
ticipate. There are multiple reasons why people 
are excluded or exclude themselves from group-
based activities: their own self-perception of hav-
ing nothing to say that others are prepared to 
listen to; experience of more powerful people dis-
regarding them and not seeking their opinions; 
their relations with more powerful people—not 
being prepared to speak out in front of them in 
case they say something that causes offence to 
their “patron”; their lack of education, which 
means they cannot easily participate in events 
that require literacy or numeracy; their lack of 
time to go to meetings and build the confidence 
to speak; and simply not having access to infor-
mation about what is happening, so having no 
opportunity to be part of an event—rendering 
them voiceless. These are all experienced to dif-
ferent degrees by Dalits, and also by women.

Recent policies and revisions to community 
forestry guidelines do recognize some of these 
areas of exclusion and attempt to address them. 
However, although there has been some main-
streaming of GESI within some of the major 
donor-funded forest programs and in some parts 
of government forest sector work, e.g., commu-
nity forestry, it is limited mainly to community-

managed systems and is not incorporated across 
the whole sector.

Change needs to occur within institutions and 
through the processes used to build inclusion. 
It is not just government organizations where 
systemic change is required: it also reaches into 
many of the civil society organizations in the 
sector. Behavior change is required to overcome 
deep-seated resistance to changing discrimina-
tory practices, both in the workplace and in 
community groups. Social mobilization and facil-
itation processes need to focus on empowerment 
and not welfare-based approaches to build an 
understanding of the rights and responsibilities 
of individuals as citizens to have a voice, access 
decisions, and share in benefits. Social and public 
audits have become accepted tools and processes, 
but need to be implemented more effectively 
with meaningful participation of women, the 
poor and the excluded, with follow-up actions 
that demonstrate there is value in participation. 
Behavior change without systemic structural 
change in forest sector institutions will continue 
to reproduce the gap between fine policies and 
poor implementation.

Internalization and institutionalization of 
these approaches through policy, strategies, staff-
ing, systems and structures have been limited. 
Key constraints include the low level of gender, 
caste and ethnic diversity within the sector: a sur-
vey of 6,836 civil personnel in the forestry sector 
reveals that there is overrepresentation of men, 
Brahmin/Chhetris (57%), and Newars (6.26%). 
Women comprise only 3.25%, Dalits 2.0%, and 
Muslims 1.6% of the total staff. Although all 
departments within the Ministry of Forests and 
Soil Conservation have appointed gender focal 
points to oversee mainstreaming of gender into 
sectoral program design and strategies, this has 
not been successful. Despite policy mandates pro-
vided in the gender and social inclusion strategy 
and vision, the gender focal points have struggled 
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to fulfill their mandate due to a lack of clarity 
about their roles and responsibilities, inadequate 
resources, their low positions in the hierarchy 
and limited authority, and an institutional fail-
ure to link their work to the routine work of the 
ministry. GESI in programming, budgeting, and 
monitoring and evaluation has not been effective, 
even after concerted effort by different agencies.

In spite of the challenges still faced by the 
forest sector, there has been a range of good 
practices generated. These occur in three key 
areas of change: building the voice and influ-
ence of excluded groups, improving their access 
to assets and services, and finally changing the 
rules of the game to remove some of the barri-
ers to their inclusion. Among them are build-
ing a strong civil society and the development 
of new partnerships between government and 
NGOs. This has begun to clarify and demarcate 
the roles of government staff as regulators, ser-
vice providers and enablers, and NGOs/com-
munity-based organizations as facilitators of 
poor and excluded people’s voice, accountability 
mechanisms and governance structures. There 
has been an undeniable improvement in access 
to assets and services, with further work devel-
oped to try to overcome some of the locational 
exclusion factors in the Tarai. There have been 
changes in the rules of the game—most notably 
the success in enshrining community forestry in 
law and operational practice. This has continued 
to be refined and developed as lessons have been 
learned.

There are some practical operational steps that 
need to be put in place to overcome the barriers 
identified, capitalize on the good practices, and 
build on lessons learned. These include a review 
of policy to understand its differential effects and 
address any exclusionary processes; review of sec-
toral and project budgets, resource availability, 
and allocation decisions, including development 
of gender-responsive budgeting; and analysis of 

monitoring and evaluation to include structuring 
systems that are disaggregated by sex, caste/eth-
nicity/regional identity, and location. Monitoring 
and reporting should capture information and 
track changes in access to assets and services, 
improvements in voice and influence, and shifts 
in policy and legal frameworks and community-
based governance structures. In addition, it is 
necessary to put in place the mechanisms, tools 
and organizational and human capacity essential 
for effective GESI mainstreaming. Unless there 
are clear linkages between personal reward struc-
tures and performance against GESI criteria, it 
is going to be difficult to institutionalize these 
practices within the sector. Changing cultures, 
behaviors and structures requires that some of 
the longer-term exclusion issues are addressed, 
such as promoting the conditions for entry 
to employment in the forestry sector through 
investment in scholarships, changes to the con-
tent of training courses of forest staff, and creat-
ing more supportive working environments for 
women professionals.

Despite the large changes in evidence in the 
forestry sector, structural exclusion still persists, 
but we understand it far more clearly now from 
the community forestry experience. This under-
standing and the translation of necessary action 
into wider sectoral policy and operational change 
still remain to be achieved. Dealing with self-
exclusion of the extreme poor from development 
processes requires special and targeted support to 
ensure that they can access forest resources and 
other associated benefits. Action should be based 
on analysis rooted in an understanding of the 
unequal power relations created by class, caste, 
ethnicity and gender. The support provided has 
to address these different dimensions of exclu-
sion and local power relations, political economy 
issues, and deeply embedded social norms.

Mainstreaming GESI is about making a pro-
found difference to the livelihoods and security 
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of women, the poor and the excluded and ensur-
ing that forests continue to respond to the needs 
of the least resilient and least adaptable people 
in Nepal, who are going to be the most affected 
by the ongoing climate change. Inclusion of peo-
ple in forest management is also about increas-
ing the value of the wider functions of forests to 
Nepal. Inclusive forest management, such as we 

are beginning to see with community forestry, 
has been shown to increase the flow of products 
but at the same time conserve and increase the 
amount of land area under productive vegetative 
cover. Inclusion is not just important for secur-
ing people’s livelihoods; it is essential for national 
well-being through the protection of key envi-
ronmental services.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Overview
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1.1 Introduction
This introduction and overview chapter defines 
the dimensions of exclusion and presents the 
framework for gender equality and social inclu-
sion (GESI) mainstreaming that has been used 
for all the sectoral monographs. It presents an 
outline of the current situation of gender equality 
and social inclusion in Nepal, and summarizes 
the findings of the seven sectoral monographs. It 
presents the barriers that have been identified for 
women, the poor and the excluded, and discusses 
the national, international and sectoral policy 
mandates for GESI, the institutional structures 
and mechanisms established by the government 
for women and excluded groups, the sectoral 
findings regarding institutional arrangements 
for GESI, the diversity of civil personnel in the 
various sectors, and the working environment. It 
summarizes the findings regarding the existing 
practice of gender-responsive budgeting (GRB), 
the results of GESI budgeting that was applied in 
the seven sectors, and the monitoring and evalu-
ation (M&E) system in use. The good practices, 
lessons learned and way forward for the sectoral 
monographs are also summarized.

1.2 Gender Equality and Social 
Inclusion Framework and Defining 
the Excluded

For the last 60 years, since the 1951 overthrow 
of the Rana regime, Nepal has been struggling 
to transform its feudal economic and politi-
cal system, and to leave behind the ingrained 
hierarchies of gender and caste. But these 
deep-seated systems for organizing the world 
and structuring power relations do not change 
easily. Despite formal laws that guarantee 
equal treatment to men and women as well as 
to Dalits, Tharus and Brahmins, to Madhesis 
and Paharis, and to Hindus, Muslims and 
Christians, many of the old habits of thought 
and daily behavior endure. The vulnerability 

and dependency of women are persistent in a 
patriarchal culture where, despite the fact that 
their labor was critical to the subsistence agri-
cultural economy, women were little valued, did 
not inherit family land, and could be cast out if 
the husband favored a younger wife.

Persistent too is the chronic poverty of 
groups such as the Dalits at the bottom of the 
caste hierarchy, who, in addition to the humilia-
tion of being considered “impure” and therefore 
“untouchable,” have faced structural barriers to 
education and economic opportunities for gen-
erations. The Adivasi Janajatis, or indigenous 
groups in Nepal, most of whom were subdued 
some 250 years ago during the Gorkha con-
quests, have also found themselves placed within 
the Hindu caste hierarchy. Because of their num-
bers (37% of the population) and their military 
prowess, Adivasi Janajatis were given a place in 
the middle of the hierarchy rather than at the 
bottom, as they were in India. Ironically, even 
though it was a system imposed on them by out-
siders, to preserve their own status in the hier-
archy many Janajati groups adopted the same 
discriminatory behavior towards Dalits as that 
practiced by the “high-caste” rulers. Similarly, 
even the caste Hindus in the plains, or Madhes, 
of Nepal were looked down upon and treated 
as foreigners when they visited Kathmandu, the 
capital of their own country.

The list of grievances is long and groups that 
have been historically excluded are many in 
Nepal. As development practitioners and sec-
toral specialists, we need to know at least some-
thing of this historical and cultural context, so 
that we can design sectoral interventions in ways 
that are sensitive to the dense systems of exclu-
sion that often still prevail in the communities 
where we hope to deliver services, infrastructure 
and livelihood opportunities. Our goal in this 
publication is to show how it is possible to design 
and implement the interventions we support in 
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ways that bring equal benefit to men and women 
from all these groups.

This monograph is concerned with two major 
dimensions of exclusion: economic and social. As 
shown in Figure 1.1, when it comes to poverty, or 
economic exclusion, we are concerned with the 
poor of all castes, ethnicities, locations and sexes. 

The socially excluded1 groups include women, 
Dalits, Adivasi Janajatis, Madhesis, Muslims, 
people with disabilities and people from geo-
graphically remote areas. What we also need to 
keep in mind is that the dimensions of exclusion 
are cross-cutting and cumulative. Some of our cli-
ents suffer some dimensions of exclusion but not 
others—for example, a poor Brahmin woman 
from Gorkha Bazaar is privileged in terms of her 
caste and her fairly well-connected location, but 
excluded by her poverty and gender. Other cli-
ents suffer from exclusion in almost all dimen-
sions: for example, a poor Dalit woman in Jumla 
must contend with four dimensions—poverty, 
caste, gender and remoteness—of exclusion. The 
fact that these dimensions all interact with each 
other in different ways to frame the life chances 
of the different individuals we are trying to reach 
is why we need to look at exclusion in a holistic 
way. This is particularly true for gender, as prior 
efforts have taught us that it is far less effective 
to target gender and social inclusion separately. 
Further, looking at men’s and women’s realities 
is not enough—it is also necessary to ask “which 
women” and “which men.”

As will be elaborated in greater detail through-
out this series, it is essential for each sector to define 
who the excluded in that sector are and the cause 
of their exclusion. The GESI framework2 that is 
used for the sectoral monographs recognizes that 
both formal institutions (the legal framework, the 
policies of the sectoral ministry or even the specific 
procedures and components laid out in the formal 
project document) and informal institutions (the 
traditional norms of behavior for women and 
Dalits or the networks of political patronage) can 
present barriers to inclusion. Therefore, we keep 
an eye out for both of these dimensions through-
out the GESI process.

The framework follows five key steps required 
to mainstream GESI in sectoral programming 
(visualized in Figure 1.2):

i. identifying the excluded and the reason for 
their exclusion from access to services and 
opportunities in the sector;

ii. designing policy and/or program-level 
responses that attempt to address the bar-
riers in the program cycle; 

iii. implementation;
iv. monitoring and evaluation to check 

whether planned resources and actions 
have reached women, the poor and the 
excluded; and (if M&E findings show the 
need)

v. adjustment/redesign and continued M&E.

First step: Identification. This requires map-
ping the existing status of women, the poor, and 
the socially excluded in the sector, based on dis-
aggregated qualitative and quantitative data and 
assessment of the available evidence. Analysis 
of existing policies (in the sector and beyond 
since policies in other sectors may also be block-
ing access), formal institutional structures and 
processes, and informal institutions (kinship, 
gender, caste systems and business and party net-

Economically
excluded

Poor of all
• Castes
• Ethnicities

• Locations
• Genders

• Dalits
• Madhesis
• Third gender

• Women
• Adivasi Janajatis
• Muslims
• People with disabilities
• People of geographically 

remote areas

Figure 1.1: Excluded Groups

Socially
excluded
(context-specific 
issues of exclusion 
to be identified)
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works) is necessary to understand 
exactly how social inequities based 
on gender, caste, religion, ethnic-
ity and location have been cre-
ated and/or maintained. The key 
actors in these existing structures 
also need to be critically assessed 
in terms of their ability (and incen-
tives) to change their behavior and 
values, and to transform processes 
and mechanisms. 

In addition to assessing the 
barriers constraining each group 
from enjoying their rights, we 
need to map existing policy and 
program responses (if any), and 
assess whether these are address-
ing, reducing or reinforcing these 
barriers (see Annex 1.2 for details). 
As we begin the design process, 
the situation prevailing in the sec-
tor—the set of policies and formal and informal 
institutions in place—will almost certainly be 
benefiting some individuals and groups more 
than others. Thus, we need to understand the 
political economy of the sector or subsector 
both nationally and locally in the sites3 where 
our projects or programs will be implemented. 
The stated intention of policies and procedures 
will always be positive and aimed at deliver-
ing services and benefits to all, but how do the 
policies work out on the ground for different 
groups? Do they deliver as intended; if not, what 
is intervening to prevent or change the intended 
outcomes? Usually, it is merely gaps in the deliv-
ery or communications systems that have been 
set up, or failure to understand the real needs of 
certain kinds of consumers, or other economic or 
social constraints that are preventing them from 
accessing the sector services. Either way, this is 
the detective work that needs to be done during 
the first step of the GESI process.

Second and third steps: Design and imple-
mentation. Once the sociocultural barriers and 
weaknesses in the policy framework or delivery 
system are understood, the job is to find ways to 
address these through interventions. This may 
require changes in policies, program activities, 
resource allocations, institutional arrangements 
and staff incentives as well as in the monitoring 
and reporting systems. Some things are easier to 
change than others and a single operation might 
not be able to make all the changes needed to 
respond to the diagnosis provided by Step 1. But 
even the larger, more intractable issues should 
be fed into the policy dialogue with government 
and other donors and be part of the longer-term 
sector strategy. At a minimum, policies need to 
be put in place that provide for the budget, pro-
cesses (including stakeholder participation in the 
design) and systems needed to incorporate GESI 
mainstreaming into the operation under design. 
Institutional arrangements must also establish 

4. Monitor, Evaluate
5. Adjust Implementation

• Inputs: Have planned 
resources an benefits 
reached women, the poor 
and excluded?

• Results Disaggregated
• Outcomes: In the 3 

domains of change

1. Identify

Barriers of the excluded:
• who are excluded, causes 

of their exclusion
• their existing situation, 

barriers in accessing 
services and opportuni-
ties offered by the policy/
project/program being 
designed

Interventions to address barriers, 
based on review/assessment of GESI 
responsiveness of
• Sector policy mandates
• Institutional arrangements & 

accountabilities 
• Program interventions, budget 

allocations
• Selection criteria, control of deci-

sions & funds 
• Monitoring and reporting

2. Design &
3. Implement

Figure 1.2: Steps for Mainstreaming Gender Equality and Social Inclusion
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structures and mechanisms for routine work on 
gender and inclusion by technically competent 
individuals; promote diversity in staff composi-
tion; and adopt sensitive human resources poli-
cies for recruitment, promotion, transfer and 
performance evaluation.

To design a project or program so that it will 
be able to deliver real change and lasting progress 
for women, the poor and the excluded, it is use-
ful to consider the content presented in Figure 
1.3, which lays out three domains where change 
can happen. These are also domains that define 
exclusion and inclusion, and most projects and 
programs include activities in one or all of these 
areas. One important domain is access to assets 
and services (i.e., health, education, and employ-
ment opportunities), which almost all of our 
interventions seek to increase. What does your 
intervention need to do to make sure that access 
is open to excluded groups, and that you can 
track it? 

The second domain has to do with voice and 

influence. In Nepal, group-based 
projects and what the World Bank 
calls community-driven develop-
ment approaches place a great deal of 
emphasis on organizing communities 
to manage resources, deliver services 
and construct infrastructure them-
selves. The way groups are formed, 
the depth of the social mobilization 
process and the level of effort to bring 
in people from excluded groups and 
give them genuine voice and influence 
over the group processes constitute 
another area where good design and 
careful implementation and monitor-
ing can make a major difference. The 
final domain where our sector opera-
tions can make a difference is through 
changing policies, institutional structures, 
and norms (i.e., the “rules of the game”), 

when intentionally or unintentionally these work 
against the interests of excluded groups. As 
noted above, not every operation can do this at 
the national policy level; but if our analysis has 
revealed that certain policies are perpetuating the 
exclusion of certain groups from the benefits our 
sector operation intends to deliver, then we need 
to be on the lookout for opportunities to get such 
policy changes on the agenda, and to push for 
their adoption. Often, even smaller project-level 
policies and procedures that are easier to influ-
ence can bring about important changes.

Nepal’s weak implementation capacity means 
that even positive policy provisions are often 
not implemented effectively. Meanwhile, infor-
mal norms, social practices, values and biases of 
officials and service providers from dominant 
groups continue to hamper the implementation 
of measures that seek to transform power rela-
tions. Thus, implementation processes need to 
be designed in such a way as to provide space for 
service providers, local leaders, men and others 

Improving access to 
LIVELIHOOD ASSESTS
AND SERVICE for ALL,
including the poor and 

the excluded

Supporting more
INCLUSIVE POLICIES AND 
MINDSETS; changing the 

“Rules of the Game”

Increasing the 
VOICE AND 

INFLUENCE of ALL, 
including of the poor 

and excluded 

Figure 1.3: Domains of Change

Source: World Bank/DFID, 2006.
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who hold power to reflect on and internalize the 
need for such shifts. This long-term design-and-
implementation commitment to gender equality 
and inclusion-related activities is an essential ele-
ment of mainstreaming GESI, and it requires a 
clear commitment from the management level to 
this way of doing business.

Final steps: Monitoring, evaluation, and report-
ing. M&E systems need to be designed to col-
lect disaggregated data on outputs, outcomes 
and development results, and to be linked into 
management decision-making in such a way that 
data on inclusion failures automatically trig-
ger project actions to understand and remedy 
the situation. At the output level, management 
should be able to ensure that the planned proj-
ect resources and actions have reached women, 
the poor and the excluded. Yet, disaggregated 
intermediate outcomes also need to be tracked, 
such as the socioeconomic profile of user groups 
and executive committees, labor groups, preg-
nant women receiving antenatal visits, school 
attendance, new teachers hired, the placement 
of water taps, etc. Finally, disaggregated data 
on development results need to be collected and 
analyzed. This may be done by the project, but in 
some cases with the right coordination it can also 
be done by periodic national-level sample surveys 
such as the National Living Standards Survey 
(NLSS), the Nepal Demographic and Health 
Survey (NDHS), or the National Labor Force 
Survey (NLFS), or through the decennial cen-
sus. Indicators of results at this level include, for 
instance, the time required to reach an improved 
water source or motorable road, primary-school 
completion rates, child mortality, increase in 
agricultural-based income, etc. In all of this, 
reporting formats need to capture disaggregated 
information about outputs, outcomes and results 
for different social groups, and the processes that 
linked them. Refer to Chapter 3 for a checklist 
for mainstreaming GESI.

1.3 Current Situation of Gender 
Equality and Social Inclusion in 
Nepal

Gender issues have been addressed during the 
past few decades of Nepal’s planned develop-
ment. Yet, it is only more recently that social 
inclusion has entered the development discourse, 
leading to recognition of other dimensions of 
exclusion in addition to gender.

1.3.1 Sector-wide barriers for women, the 
poor and the excluded

Each of the sectoral monographs in this series 
demonstrates that economic, political and socio-
cultural institutional barriers exist for women, 
the poor and excluded groups, restricting their 
access to assets, services and opportunities to 
exercise their voice and influence. Women’s 
access to assets and resources has improved 
considerably through many targeted programs 
while affirmative action strategies have helped 
to increase their representation in user groups 
and committees in all sectors. Forest and water 
supply and sanitation have been the most com-
mendable sectors in promoting women’s mem-
bership and participation, yet the operational 
space for women to voice their issues and exer-
cise their agency remains strongly restricted by 
societal rules/norms/beliefs that continue to 
define how women are valued and what they can 
or cannot do (World Bank/DFID 2006). The 
sectoral monographs all show that women’s abil-
ity to make decisions and benefit from accessing 
resources and services (e.g., to take care-seeking 
decisions when ill, to allocate time for attending 
community meetings, and to engage in livelihood 
activities) is often shaped by gendered norms and 
practices. Thus, along with changing discrimina-
tory formal laws and policies, change must also 
take place in the home and family sphere in order 
to effectively address the barriers women face.

Government initiatives to promote an inclusive 
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public sector through, for example, free education 
and healthcare services have helped to increase 
access for the poor. However, the need to meet 
their daily subsistence needs, low literacy skills, 
and poor access to information about services and 
available resources limit the poor from benefiting 
fully from these programs. Further, self-exclusion 
of the very poor from group-based community 
development activities is common due to lack of 
time to contribute as well as lack of agency to influ-
ence decisions. Since so many services and oppor-
tunities flow through groups, this self-exclusion 
further reduces the access to resources and live-
lihood opportunities of those most in need. 
Similarly, the high opportunity costs incurred in 
the initial stages of group formation, with benefits 
uncertain and only coming later, also restrict the 
membership and participation of the very poor in 
user groups and committees.

Geographic location is a key determinant of 
exclusion across all sectors, influencing the level 
of access to public services such as schools, health 
posts, agricultural extension agents and finance 
institutions. For example, 38% of Janajatis in the 
hill regions have no access to a health post within 
an hour’s walk. The lowest life expectancy (44) 
is found in the mountain district of Mugu, com-
pared to 74 in Kathmandu. Only 32% of house-
holds in Nepal can reach the nearest agriculture 
center within a 30-minute walk, and only 28% 
can reach the nearest bank in that time. A signifi-
cant part of the problem is that the government 
lacks the human resources necessary to deliver 
services or offer effective outreach to the remot-
est communities—and the available government 
staff are often reluctant to serve in remote areas, 
and thus find informal ways to avoid such post-
ings. This is compounded by the dismissive 
attitude of many providers towards women, the 
poor, and the excluded.

Caste-based discrimination and untouchabil-
ity remain a major barrier for Dalits in accessing 

services, resources and assets, and in their ability 
to have voice and influence in decision-making 
processes. This is particularly so in accessing 
drinking-water facilities due to the traditional 
Hindu belief that Dalits are “impure” and will 
pollute a water source. Similarly, the low devel-
opment outcomes in education (e.g., the illiteracy 
rate for Madhesi Dalit women is over 85%) and 
health (e.g., Madhesi Dalit women also have the 
lowest health indicators) are a result of a com-
bination of factors, including poverty, lack of 
awareness and the discriminatory attitudes and 
behavior of non-Dalits towards Dalits (Bennett, 
Dahal and Govindasamy 2008).

For Adivasi Janajatis, language and issues 
around their cultural rights are the most signifi-
cant barriers to accessing resources and benefit-
ing from services. These are compounded by the 
low access of the most disadvantaged Adivasi 
groups to information on available development 
resources and procedures. Muslims and some 
Madhesi groups, especially women within these 
groups, face linguistic and sociocultural barri-
ers that affect their level of mobility and ability 
to access services and participate in the public 
sphere. Although there is greater awareness of 
the needs of people with disabilities, this group 
continues to face social discrimination with vir-
tually no disability-friendly services and facilities 
available, especially in rural areas.

1.3.2 Policy and legal framework for GESI
This section4 discusses the GESI policy frame-
work and mandates at the international, national, 
and sectoral levels.

National mandates for GESI
Positive provisions in parliamentary declarations, 
the Interim Constitution (2007), the Three-Year 
Interim Plan (2008-10), and Nepal’s ratification 
of various international instruments, including 
the International Labour Organisation (ILO) 
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Convention 169 on Indigenous Peoples, estab-
lish the fundamental rights of women, protect 
the cultural rights of Adivasi Janajatis, declare 
untouchability a legal offence, protect the rights 
of children and establish the rights of the poor, 
people with disabilities, Muslims and Madhesis.

The Local Self-Governance Act, 1999, 
empowers local bodies and has made them 
more accountable, particularly for local devel-
opment activities. It directs local bodies to for-
mulate their plans with the active involvement 
and participation of local people, focusing on 
the special needs of the poor, and mandates 
20% representation of women on village and 
ward-level development committees. But these 
provisions do not address issues of inequity and 
vulnerability caused by gender, caste or ethnic-
ity. The Local Self-Governance Regulations 
have provided for the inclusion and prioritiza-
tion of the poor and the excluded in develop-
ment activities. At the district development 
committee (DDC) level, however, the regula-
tions make no distinct provision for the social 
and economic promotion of the poor and the 
excluded in the duties, roles and responsibili-
ties of the DDC. However, the DDC can form 
subcommittees to address the needs of women 
and the disadvantaged by including members 
from nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), 
community-based organizations and civil soci-
ety, and other experts.

The Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 
Operational Strategy (2009) of the Local 
Governance and Community Development 
Program (LGCDP) of the Ministry of Local 
Development (MLD)5 has provisioned for 
the informed participation of citizens, includ-
ing women, the poor and the excluded, in local 
governance processes, and for capacity building 
of the Ministry’s structures for mainstreaming 
GESI. It has established mechanisms of ward 
and village citizens’ forums and GESI implemen-

tation committees in DDCs, and identified the 
roles and responsibilities of the GESI section of 
MLD. The DDC expanded block-grant guide-
lines to make a direct 15% budget allocation for 
women and 15% for people from excluded groups 
at the district level. The Village Development 
Committee Grant Operation Manual directs 5% 
for poor women, 5% for poor children and 10% 
for other excluded groups in village development 
committees (VDCs) and municipalities. The 
manual has also provided for integrated plan-
ning committees at the VDC level, with inclusive 
representation from Dalit, Janajati and wom-
en’s organizations, from NGOs working in the 
VDCs, school management committees, social 
organizations, political parties, and line agencies. 
It directs that 33% of members must be women. 
(This is only a sample of provisions that are posi-
tive from a gender and inclusion perspective, as 
several others exist as well.6)

International commitments
Nepal has ratified as many as 16 international 
human rights instruments, including interna-
tional conventions and covenants on women 
(United Nations [UN] Convention on the 
Elimination of Discrimination against Women, 
Beijing Platform of Action), child rights (UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child), indig-
enous people’s rights (ILO Convention 169), 
and racial discrimination (UN Convention on 
the Elimination of Racial Discrimination). It 
has committed to international agreements on 
targets (Millennium Development Goals) set 
for women’s empowerment, education, drinking 
water and sanitation, health, hunger and poverty. 
Nepal has also agreed to UN Security Council 
Resolution 1325 that establishes legal standards 
governing the protection of women during con-
flict, their participation in peace and security 
processes, and their protection against multiple 
forms of violence.
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Sectoral policies: Gender equality and social 
inclusion policy provisions in the seven sectors
From our review, we find that commitments to 
GESI and progressive policy mandates have been 
made across the seven sectors, albeit to varying 
degrees. Revisions in policies have allowed pro-
grams addressing access to services for specific 
groups to be developed and implemented—for 
instance, free primary education, scholarships for 
girls and Dalits, multilingual education, incentive 
schemes for out-of-school children, universal 
and targeted free healthcare, safe delivery incen-
tive schemes, quotas for women in community 
groups established by all the sectors, agriculture-
related subsidies for the excluded, subsidies for 
poor households to build latrines, and so on.

SWAp (sector-wide approach) is increas-
ingly being followed in Nepal, allowing for donor 
harmonization and more concerted efforts to 
address gender and inclusion issues. SWAps 
in health, education, and transportation—the 
Nepal Health Sector Program-Implementation 
Plan 2 [NHSP-IP 2] (2010-2015), School 
Sector Reform Program (SSRP) (2009-2015), 
and rural transportation infrastructure SWAp, 
respectively—have directives to address bar-
riers experienced by women, the poor and the 
excluded. The NHSP-IP 2 includes a specific 
objective to address sociocultural barriers, a 
reflection of the government’s shift to recogniz-
ing the need to address deeply embedded social 
norms and practices that affect health outcomes. 
GESI strategies have been included in the 
NHSP-IP 2, and strategies have been prepared 
for the agriculture and forest sectors though 
these have not yet been implemented.

Policies shifting control from centralized agen-
cies to VDC-level community-based committees 
(school and health facility management commit-
tees) have increased the chances for women and 
the excluded to participate in decision-making. 
Yet, there is room for improvement: both of 

these could contribute more effectively if rep-
resentatives from excluded groups were to be 
selected by their own communities,7 if mecha-
nisms were available for more inclusive represen-
tation to influence decisions, and if there were 
better monitoring by the relevant authorities. 
Policy provisions for representation of women 
and the excluded in user groups and commit-
tees, with specific guidance for representation in 
post-holding positions, have also become a well-
established practice. The rural water supply and 
sanitation (WSS) national policy, for instance, 
has a mandate of 30% of women in user groups 
and committees, while for Dalits and Janajatis, 
too, there are provisions for representation 
(e.g., in health facility operation and manage-
ment committees, farmer groups, road-building 
groups, water supply users’ committees, and 
water users’ associations). The more technical 
infrastructure sectors, such as WSS, rural roads 
and irrigation, have recognized the role women 
have in the operation and management of these 
sectors and have developed policies that promote 
their participation, especially in the construc-
tion and management phases. But policy devel-
opment is weaker in ensuring that women, the 
poor and the excluded have voice and agency in 
local-level decision-making processes and has 
not effectively addressed the role that political 
and elite capture often has in influencing access 
to and utilization of resources and benefits in 
these sectors.

Policies for public and social audits adopted by 
many sectors (health, WSS, rural roads) are to be 
appreciated as these increase downward account-
ability of service providers. Implementation 
of these audits, however, remains problematic 
as does the risk of their becoming just another 
donor requirement with no repercussions if they 
are not properly carried out. Thus, it is important 
to have the participation of all excluded groups, 
follow-up to address any query that may arise 
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from the audits, and monitoring to ensure that 
full and correct processes are being implemented. 
Many policy revisions have focused on improv-
ing access to resources and services, but without 
addressing the structural issues that cause the 
exclusion of these groups. Thus, for example, 
the Agriculture Perspective Plan, the overarch-
ing policy framework guiding the agriculture sec-
tor, ignores key land-specific issues, and instead 
deals primarily with how to increase immediate 
production outputs rather than with strategic 
and structural issues related to resource manage-
ment, governance and structural agrarian reform. 
In the forest sector, positive provisions are being 
increasingly implemented in community for-
estry, which has become more GESI responsive. 
But there is no recognition by decision makers 
that 75% of the national forests are barred to 
civilians—any use is illegal and punitive action is 
normal, impacting primarily on women, the poor 
and the excluded.

Almost all sectors provide specific support to 
women but efforts to address the structural causes 
of gender-based discrimination are almost non-
existent. Only very recently has the government 
developed a national plan of action on gender-
based violence, with the health sector recogniz-
ing violence against women and girls as a public 
health issue. But these aspects are not integrated 
in the policies developed in other sectors—for 
instance, the seed policy in the agriculture sector 
is considered liberal, but does not recognize that 
seed transactions are male dominated, and by 
men of higher-income groups. Similarly, in the 
forest and WSS sectors, affirmative action poli-
cies are in place to ensure the representation of 
women on user group committees, but gendered 
norms and roles of women limit the actual level 
of participation, voice and influence they have 
in these forums. Indeed, many gender-focused 
policies have concentrated primarily on increas-
ing representation of women in community-level 

bodies and increasing access to sectoral resources, 
with far less recognition of the structural issues 
of division of labor, including the implications 
of gender-specific responsibilities of childcare, 
breast-feeding and taking care of the ill. There 
are almost no policies that provide women with 
sufficient support to manage such responsibili-
ties alongside professional growth.

In no sector have government agencies clearly 
defined who constitute the “excluded,” and the 
interchangeable use of terminology denoting the 
“excluded,” the “disadvantaged” and the “margin-
alized” creates confusion. There are provisions 
for women, Dalits and Janajatis (e.g., for scholar-
ships, representation and access to funds), who 
have thus been recognized as excluded groups, 
but there is hardly any mention of other excluded 
groups (e.g., Muslims, other backward classes, or 
OBCs, and Madhesis) or effort to address the 
causes of their exclusion. There are only a few 
sectoral policies mandating sex- and caste/eth-
nicity/location-disaggregated data and analytical 
evidence for monitoring. For example, the edu-
cation and health sectors’ management informa-
tion systems (MIS) have limited disaggregation 
though a pilot for reporting caste/ethnicity-dis-
aggregated data is ongoing in health. The for-
est sector’s recently revised MIS incorporates 
GESI-sensitive indicators, but these still need 
to be implemented. However, positive examples 
and initiatives do exist in several programs—e.g., 
in the forest sector, the Livelihoods and Forestry 
Program (LFP) has established livelihoods and 
social inclusion monitoring, which not only 
demands disaggregated data but also analysis at 
outcome levels for different social groups.

The personal commitment of policy-makers to 
GESI is clearly an important influence on both 
the quality of the policies and the seriousness with 
which they are implemented. It is also critical to 
find and convince other important players in each 
sector, not only through training, which builds 
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knowledge, but by other means that build under-
standing and increase the internalization of equal-
ity, inclusion and social justice principles. A major 
part of this will need to be based on an improved 
understanding among policy-makers, administra-
tors and sector employees of the specific barriers 
preventing different social groups from accessing 
and using services and resources as well as a com-
mitment within the respective sectors to develop, 
budget, implement and monitor mechanisms and 
processes to overcome these barriers.

1.3.3 National and institutional mechanisms 
for gender equality and social inclusion

The government has created various institu-
tional mechanisms and structures over the years 
to address gender and inclusion issues, from the 
central to the district and VDC levels.

Central level
The National Planning Commission (NPC) 
has a Social Development Division responsible 
for addressing women’s empowerment issues. 
NPC’s Agriculture and Rural Infrastructure 
Development Division has the responsibil-
ity to work on social inclusion. The Ministry of 
Women, Children and Social Welfare (MWCSW) 
has been implementing women-focused programs 
targeted at reaching disadvantaged and marginalized 
groups such as children, senior citizens and peo-
ple with disabilities. Through its Department of 
Women’s Development, the Ministry has wom-
en’s development offices in 75 districts managed 
by Women’s Development Officers (WDOs). 
MLD, responsible for social inclusion, has a 
Dalit and Adivasi Janajati coordination commit-
tee under its mandate, while the establishment 
of the National Dalit Commission, National 
Women’s Commission and the National 
Foundation for the Development of Indigenous 
Nationalities has aimed to increase the participa-
tion of women, Dalits and Janajatis in governance 

through improved protection of their rights. 
Finally, while gender focal points are included 
in NPC and all ministries and departments, and 
mandated to work on gender issues, they have 
been unable to deliver effectively due to multiple 
reasons, including their lack of authority, the 
absence of any institutionalized linkage between 
their gender mandate and the main work of the 
ministries as well as having no specific programs 
or resources for gender-related work.

District level
WDOs are present in each district under 
the Department of Women’s Development/
MWCSW, where they head the Women’s 
Development Office and are mandated to main-
stream gender and child rights in the districts. 
DDCs have a social committee with a Social 
Development Officer, who is also designated 
as the gender focal point for the DDC as a 
whole. Various watchdog committees have been 
formed, such as the Indigenous Ethnic District 
Coordination Committee and Dalit Class 
Upliftment District Coordination Committee, 
with representation from political parties. 
The Gender Mainstreaming Coordination 
Committee (GMCC), under the WDO and with 
representation from line agencies, is tasked with 
monitoring and coordinating district-level gender 
work. The GESI Implementation Committee, 
formed by the GESI strategy of LGCDP/MLD 
(with the Local Development Officer as chair, 
the WDO as vice-chair, the social development 
officer as member-secretary, and representa-
tion of GMCC, Dalit and Janajati coordination 
committees, and district-level NGOs/federa-
tions/associations of women and the excluded) is 
responsible for informing program planning on 
gender- and inclusion-related issues, auditing all 
programs and coordinating GESI-related activi-
ties in the district.

These institutional mechanisms have been 
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established at higher levels but most have 
experienced inadequate resources and weak 
institutional mechanisms, and thus have not 
been effective in protecting and furthering the 
GESI cause. In addition, there are overlaps 
between MWCSW and the National Women’s 
Commission and only minimal efforts have been 
made to coordinate between the different com-
missions and the representative institutions of 
women, Dalits and Janajatis for collaborative 
efforts on gender and social inclusion.

VDC/municipality level
While there is no institutional mechanism with 
specific responsibility for GESI in VDCs or 
municipalities, the representative Integrated 
Planning Committees in each VDC are sup-
posed to have members representing the inter-
ests of women, Janajatis, Dalits and NGOs, as 
mandated in the VDC Grant Operation Manual, 
and also have the general responsibility of ensur-
ing that these issues are addressed. A potentially 
very effective new structure, established by the 
VDC Grant Operation Manual and GESI strat-
egy of LGCDP/MLD 2009, are the village and 
ward citizens’ forums. These create spaces for 
all citizens, including women, the poor and the 
excluded, to discuss, negotiate, prioritize and 
coordinate development efforts, and especially 
the allocation of block grants in their area, ensur-
ing that they are both inclusive and equitable. 
A supervisory/monitoring committee has been 
mandated by the LGCDP/MLD GESI strategy. 
This mechanism has the responsibility to moni-
tor GESI-related aspects of projects/programs. 
Finally, there are a number of community groups, 
women’s federations, rights-based organizations, 
Dalit NGOs, indigenous people’s organizations 
and pressure groups at the community level that 
have gathered experience through years of work, 
and have the ability to claim rights and influence 
local decisions.

Sectoral issues
Responsibility for GESI in the sectors is cur-
rently with the gender focal points, who, as 
discussed above, have not been able to work effec-
tively. Some sectors (agriculture, education and 
forest) have institutional structures to address 
GESI issues specifically—for instance, the 
Gender Equity and Environment Division within 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives 
(MOAC) and the Gender Equity Development 
Section and Inclusive Education Section within 
the Department of Education. The Gender 
Equity and Environment Division has a very 
narrow focus on gender and, in general, even 
when their mandate is broader and covers other 
excluded groups these GESI institutional struc-
tures do not have much influence on the poli-
cies and programs of their respective ministries. 
For one, the high turnover in government staff 
in ministries/departments results in changes in 
the political will and commitment towards GESI 
issues. For example, there have been frequent 
changes of staff charged with the role of coordi-
nating the Gender Equity Working Group which 
is meant to facilitate the implementation of the 
GESI strategy in the forest sector. This constant 
turnover in the leadership has decreased the effec-
tiveness of this group. The Ministry of Health 
and Population (MOHP) has planned to estab-
lish a GESI unit, but this is still in process.

Clearly defined responsibilities for any GESI 
unit, and routine working procedures linked to 
the main activities in the sector, are essential for 
these structures to be useful. Additionally, des-
ignated gender focal points, or even the GESI 
unit in general, need to have the technical exper-
tise required to provide assistance on gender 
and inclusion in policy and project design, and 
in monitoring and evaluation. While training of 
gender focal points is common, practical applica-
tion skills to integrate gender and inclusion from 
planning up to monitoring processes remain 
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limited. Additionally, systems have not been 
revised to enable them to do their work (e.g., 
planning and monitoring processes/formats do 
not demand GESI mainstreaming). Although 
all sectors include GESI issues in their policies, 
strategies, and procedures, there are no sanc-
tions for not achieving or improving GESI out-
comes in the sector. The broader institutional 
culture might also not encourage (or, indeed, 
might actively discourage) GESI issues being 
raised or taken seriously. In the forest sector, for 
example, some government staff reported that 
other staff would simply laugh if they brought 
up social issues in a meeting. As such, transform-
ing institutional culture clearly requires adopting 
innovative ways (e.g., appreciative inquiry, peer 
monitoring) to internalize and institutionalize 
GESI-sensitive thinking and behavior.

Workforce diversity
A diverse workforce enhances the ability of gov-
ernment institutions to represent and respond to 
the needs of specific identity groups and better 
serve Nepali citizens, including those who have 

been historically excluded 
(Social Inclusion Action 
Group 20098). Efforts are 
needed to make staff pro-
files more inclusive with 
regard to women and people 
from excluded groups and 
to develop human resource 
policies that are gender and 
inclusion sensitive. A review9 
of personnel of the govern-
ment in the seven key sectors 
finds the following.

Diversity status. Altogether 
there are 41,183 staff mem-
bers (of whom 6,742 are 
women, i.e., 16.37%) in 
the sectors we reviewed. 
Compared to the national 

population,10 there is overrepresentation of 
Brahmins/Chhetris and Newars (who are pri-
marily in key decision-making positions), almost 
an equal proportion of OBCs (mostly in non-
gazetted technical positions), while all the other 
groups are underrepresented (Figure 1.4).

There are 4,594 staff at the gazetted level, of 
whom 7.27% are women. Among the women, 
Brahmins/Chhetris comprise the majority at 
69.22%, and Dalits the fewest at only 0.20%.11 
The highest presence of women12 is in the third-
class non-gazetted positions (a majority of 
which are in the health sector as assistant nurse 
midwives and mother-and-child health workers; 
Figure 1.5).

Across sectors, the highest participation of 
women is in health, at 28.54%, and the lowest in 
forestry at 3.25%. Brahmins/Chhetris have the 
highest representation across all sectors, while 
Muslim representation is comparatively bet-
ter in forestry than in the other sectors. OBCs 
are disproportionately overrepresented in the 
irrigation sector, but have the lowest represen-

Figure 1.4: Diversity Profile of Civil Service Per sonnel in Seven Sectors

Source: Nijamati Kitabkhana, February 2010; assessment by study team.
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degree to which government funding for these 
issues is channeled through targeted programs or 
integrated into mainstream programs.

NPC issues guidelines directing ministries and 
line agencies in the formulation of their program 
budgets. In close coordination with the Ministry 
of Finance (MOF), NPC identifies the ministry-
specific and sector-specific budget. The gov-
ernment’s annual budget speech presents three 
types of analysis of the budget from a gender 
and inclusion perspective: expenditures in sup-
port of “inclusive development and targeted pro-
grammes”; the gender-responsive budget (GRB) 
exercise; and pro-poor expenditures (Annex 8a, 
8b, and 8c of the annual budget speech 2009-
2010, respectively).

We tried to identify how classifications 
were made and the process that was followed. 

tation in education. Similarly, Hill Dalits have 
better representation in rural infrastructure and 
Madhesi Dalits in agriculture as compared to 
other sectors.

1.3.4 Gender-responsive budgeting and 
gender equality and social inclusion 
budgeting

This section analyzes allocations/expenditures of 
the government and programs’ budget to exam-
ine the extent to which resources are being spent 
on sector activities that are expected in some 
ways to help women, the poor and the excluded. 
The objective is to “follow the money” to assess 
what efforts have been made to address the issues 
that constrain these groups’ access to sector ben-
efits, analyze how much of the budget has been 
allocated and spent on such issues, and assess the 

Figure 1.5: Diversity Profile of Civil Service Personnel by Level, Sex, Caste and Ethnicity

Note: DHF/M—Dalit Hill female/male; DMF/M—Dalit Madhesi female/male; JOHF/M—Janajati others Hill female/male; JOTF/M—Janajati 
others Tarai female/male; JNF/M—Janajati Newar female/male; BCHF/M—Brahmin/Chhetri Hill female/male; BCMF/M—Brahmin/Chhetri 
Madhesi female/male; OMF/M—OBC Madhesi groups female/male; MF/M—Muslim female/male.

Source: Nijamati Kitabkhana, February 2010; grouped for the study based on GSEA caste/ethnic groupings.
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Indicators are not specified for inclusive devel-
opment/targeted programs, but there are indi-
cators for GRB13 and pro-poor budgeting.14 
Our discussions with Ministry and line agency 
staff, however, indicate that the guidelines are 
not clear, and that, as noted earlier, it is typi-
cally left to the budget officer to categorize and 
score the various budget lines to the best of his 
(it is primarily men) understanding. Some of 
the ministries were not even aware of the inclu-
sive development and targeted program analysis 
while at the district level none of the line agen-
cies had applied these budgeting processes. The 
budget speech of Fiscal Year (FY) 2009-2010 
categorized high percentages of expenditures in 
all sectors as pro-poor and gender responsive, but 
with low expenditures for inclusive development 
and targeted programming (Table 1.1).

Since the scoring and indicators were not 
clear for the other two kinds of budgeting, we 
have focused on reviewing the government’s 
GRB indicators, identifying what sub-indicators 
are relevant and whether this approach is effec-
tive for tracking GRB expenditures in different 
sectors. The budget speech of 2007-2008 also 
declared that all ministries would need to follow 
gender-responsive budgeting,15 for which NPC 
has introduced a classification system of pro-

grams and projects, while a GRB committee has 
been formed within the budget division of MOF, 
with representation from MWCSW, MLD, 
NPC and UN Women.

According to the GRB guidelines, each pro-
posed program in the sector has to be scored 
as per the indicators developed by the Gender-
responsive Budgeting Committee, in which five 
aspects of gender sensitivity (participation, capac-
ity building, benefit sharing, increased access to 
employment and income-earning opportunities, 
and reduction in women’s workload) have been 
allocated 20 potential marks each. For each budget 
item/activity, the officer doing the analysis had to 
assess what percentage of the expenditure directly 
benefits women. Programs scoring 50 points or 
more are classified as directly responsive to women, 
those scoring 20 to 50 as indirectly responsive, and 
those scoring less than 20 as neutral.16

Sector staff categorize all expenditure items 
in the sectoral budget into these three categories 
based on the five indicators of gender respon-
siveness. However, these indicators, which were 
developed in the context of agriculture, are not 
necessarily applicable in other sectors. There are 
no sub-indicators to guide the scoring of budget 
lines or assess how the activities budgeted con-
tribute to the indicators. Also, GRB indicators 

Table 1.1: Inclusive, Pro-poor, and Gender-responsive Percentages of Annual Budget of the Government of Nepal,  
 2009-2010

Sector

FY 2009-
2010 budget 

(in ‘000 
Nepali 
rupees)

Inclusive 
development and 
targeted programs

Gender-responsive budget Pro-poor

Allocation %
Directly 

supportive
%

Indirectly 
supportive

% Total % Allocation %

Agriculture 7,876,587 333,900 4.24 2,015,617 25.59 5,587,704 70.94 7,603,321 96.53 6,720,121 85.32

Education 46,616,672 18,368,433 39.40 1,300,659 2.79 22,187,486 47.60 23,488,145 50.39 40,589,748 87.07

Forest 3,449,974 60,453 1.75 71,880 2.08 1,826,637 52.95 1,898,517 55.03 1,780,218 51.60

Health 17,840,466 - - 7,156,379 40.11 10,243,816 57.42 17,400,195 97.53 10,098,860 56.61

Irrigation 7,761,390 - - 7,500 0.10 7,103,102 91.52 7,110,602 91.62 6,839,801 88.13

Rural 
infrastructure

35,693,647 4,280,025 11.99 12,996,863 36.41 12,588,029 35.27 25,584,892 71.68 34,949,331 97.91

Water and 
sanitation

29,500,624 - - 6,806,427 23.07 18,740,825 63.53 25,547,252 86.60 13,890,848 47.09

Source: Annexes 8a, 8b, and 8c, Annual Budget, Government of Nepal, FY 2009-2010.
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tend to be better at capturing expenditures for 
targeted women’s programs than at picking up 
expenditures for efforts made in universal pro-
grams to mainstream GESI. Finally, of course, 
the GRB exercise focuses only on gender and 
does not capture expenditures aimed at increas-
ing outreach to excluded groups.

Gender equality and social inclusion budget 
analysis
While we have assessed the existing GRB prac-
tice and indicators used, and identified possible 
sub-indicators for GRB analysis in the differ-
ent sectors, we have also developed and applied 
our own tentative GESI budgeting methodol-
ogy.17 This is intended to capture expenditures 
that reach and support excluded groups and 
those that support women. Although there is 
no single rule about how to determine whether 
public expenditure is discriminatory or equality 
enhancing, there are some general principles dis-
cussed in gender-budgeting literature, which we 
have adapted.18 Our efforts here are intended as a 
first step to identifying the approximant resource 
flows to these different purposes; but much 
more work and wider consultation are needed. 
We hope that this initial attempt can become 
the basis for further collective work with MOF, 

the Gender-responsive Budgeting Committee, 
sectoral ministries, donor agencies such as UN 
Women, and NGOs which are interested in 
tracking budget expenditures.

Again, the GESI budget analysis assesses 
what activities have been planned/implemented 
that provide direct, indirect and neutral support 
to women, the poor and excluded social groups 
to address the barriers they experience in access-
ing resources and benefits from the sector. We 
have followed the GRB practice of using three 
categories but have not followed the GRB indi-
cators as they have not been very effective in 
application across the sectors. The GESI budget 
analysis was carried out at two levels. First, we 
assessed national-level expenditures in the sector 
using the above criteria. We reviewed a total of 
22 programs and two annual plans (see Annex 
1.1 for the list of budgets reviewed). Our analysis 
resulted in the breakdown shown in Table 1.2.

The next step was to move to the district level, 
to ground both the national-level GRB bud-
get exercise and our own GESI analysis in two 
districts,19 Kavre and Morang. We first worked 
with the line agency staff to assess the current 
approach to GRB they were using in each sec-
tor. In consultations at the district level, officers 
shared which indicators were relevant to assess 

Table  1.2 :  Summary Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Budget Analysis of Seven Sectors (Total of Program Budget),  
 Including Direct and Indirect Contributions

S.N. Sector
Total Nepali rupees 

(000) (programs)
Women Poor Dalits Janajatis Muslims OBCs Location Disability

Youth and 
adolescents

1 Agriculture 1,622,500.0 1.64 45.00
2 Education 14,936,192.0 6.91 14.46 5.61 3.52 11.55 1.00 1.00
3 Forest 3,449,974.0 0.49 4.83 0.63
4 Healtha 13,254,910.0 18.41 15.74 2.72 2.17
5 Irrigation 2,411,912.9 4.23 80.04 3.93 3.93 1.72 1.65 3.79 3.79
6 Rural infrastructureb 14,279,739.0 9.99 38.27 1.45

7
Water and 
sanitationc 3,371,603.0 1.04 1.46

Total 53,326,830.9 9.43 21.80 1.66 1.08 0.04 4.37 0.37 0.91

Notes: 
a Excluding contribution of 0.34–0.42% to Janajatis, Muslims, Madhesis. 
b Excluding contribution of 0.01–0.06% to Dalits, Janajati, adolescents, elderly, disabled.
c Excluding contribution of 0.10–0.16% to Dalits, Janajati, adolescents, elderly, disabled. 
Source: Based on budget documents of sector ministries, selected programs, FY 2009–2010.
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the gender responsiveness of items in the sec-
toral budgets. They said that they were aware 
of a number of positive policy provisions in 
each sector mandating that benefits reach girls/
women, the poor and the excluded, but they felt 
that these automatically ensured that the entire 
budget would be responsive to women or specific 
excluded groups. In reality, this has proven to be 
a problematic assumption.

Next, we worked with the line agency staff to 
do a GESI analysis of the district-level health 
budgets, using directly supportive, indirectly 
supportive and neutral categories.20 The results 
are shown in Table 1.3.

Effort has been made by the different minis-
tries/programs to address the barriers for women 
and poor groups but for other groups the assump-
tion seems to be that benefits will automatically 
reach them through implemented activities. The 
directly supportive and indirectly supportive 
expenditure of the budgets for women and the 
poor address important needs of women. But 
almost no activities or funds have been planned 
to address the barriers of women, the poor and 
the excluded, as discussed in Section 1.2, or the 

structural issues that constrain their access. This 
indicates that a more conscious recognition of 
the need to address such sociocultural, empow-
erment and governance issues, along with core 
technical sector services, is required.

The key issues are the criteria, indicators and 
process of budget review. Government analysis 
classifies a majority of activities as directly or 
indirectly contributing to women, based on gov-
ernment directives regarding services to them. 
A deeper analysis, however, indicates that no 
activities are budgeted to address the specific 
gender-based barriers women experience. These 
are necessary even within a universal program in 
order that structural barriers are addressed and a 
more even playing field created—only then can 
GESI be considered to have been mainstreamed. 
This also highlights the need for a more rigorous 
analysis so that the budget speech’s classification 
can be more realistic.

At the moment, the discourse reflects an 
assumption that positive formal policy provi-
sions will ensure that all will benefit and that 
group membership (where relevant) will ensure 
access to services for all members. But this fails to 

Table 1.3: Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Budget Analysis of Annual Programs, Kavre and Morang (%)

S.N. Sector
Total Nepali 

rupees
(Morang, Kavre)

Women Poor Dalits Janajatis Muslims OBCs Location Disability
Youth and 

adolescents

1 Agriculture 63,355,341 12.46 1.35 0.29 0.15

2 Education 1,336,366,884 14.20 5.08 0.08 0.09 0.26

3 Forest 2,874,100 39.65 22.50

4 Healtha 78,720,450 53.05 9.92

5 Irrigation 72,695,000 1.32

6
Rural 
infrastructureb 142,369,146 - - - - - - - - -

7
Water and 
sanitationc 132,054,576 0.59 1.59

Total 1,828,435,497 13.25 0.08 3.73 0.06 0.06 0.11 0.19 0.43

Notes: 
a Excluding contribution of 0.34-0.42% to Janajatis, Muslims, Madhesis. 
b All items were found neutral, with the district staff arguing that the infrastructure is for everyone and hence cannot be targeted. It is, of course, 
true that we cannot build roads for Dalits, for women, etc.
c Excluding contribution of 0.10-0.16% to Dalits, Janajatis, adolescents, elderly, disabled.
Source: Kavre and Morang annual programs, FY 2008-2009.
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address the fact that it is mostly the extreme poor 
and often socially excluded groups such as Dalits 
who are either excluded or exclude themselves 
from joining groups. While groups are indeed a 
powerful mechanism to improve access to services 
and inputs, relying solely on this model without 
assessing its suitability for all presents a significant 
risk that those most in need will not gain access. 
Overall, our work on gender and inclusion budg-
eting indicates that for effective and systematic 
budgeting, more rigorous work has to be done, in 
particular with the Gender-responsive Budgeting 
Committee. There has to be a consensus to take 
gender and inclusion budgeting together; exist-
ing indicators and sub-indicators for GRB need 
to be revised and sharpened; unique issues of 
social groups need to be addressed; and the pro-
cess must be improved, so that it is not left to the 
understanding of just one desk officer.

1.3.5 Program responses: Gender equality 
and social inclusion approaches

This section highlights the program responses 
and efforts across the sectors to promote and 
mainstream a more inclusive service-delivery 
approach. We also discuss measures and prac-
tices that have been found to be effective and suc-
cessful in improving access to sector services and 
livelihood opportunities for women, the poor 
and excluded groups—increasing their voice and 
influence and supporting changes in the “rules of 
the game.”

Increasing access to assets and services
Significant progress has been made in the 
service-delivery sectors in increasing outreach 
and access to services, assets and resources for 
the poor and excluded groups. For instance, 
key reforms in the education sector, through 
national programs such as Education for All and 
the School Sector Reform Program (SSRP), 
represent significant efforts to improve access 

and equity, enhance quality and improve effi-
ciency through scholarships and incentives for 
girls, Dalits and Adivasi Janajatis. Still, remain-
ing challenges include effective implementation 
of the multilingual education policy, monitor-
ing of scholarship distribution, and ensuring 
funding to meet the opportunity costs for the 
poorest and most disadvantaged communities. 
There is also a need to look more carefully into 
the selection procedures and internal gover-
nance of the school management committees, to 
ensure that they fulfil their potential for giving 
parents from all groups a say in the running of 
their local school.

Likewise, in the health sector, government 
initiatives of pro-poor targeted free healthcare 
policies and the Aama (Mother) Program for 
maternity services have had considerable success 
in reducing the economic constraints of the poor 
and the social constraints of women, and gener-
ally improving health indicators. The recently 
developed NHSP-IP 2 has various activities to 
address the barriers of women, the poor and the 
excluded, and has made very impressive plans 
with disaggregated objectives and indicators.

In the infrastructure-related sectors, access to 
water supply has improved substantially over the 
past few decades. However, the low priority and 
resources accorded to sanitation have resulted in 
uneven coverage, especially for the very poor and 
in the Tarai, where lack of land poses an addi-
tional challenge. The construction of rural roads 
has improved access to markets, schools, health 
posts, government offices, and so forth, as well as 
provided work opportunities for women and the 
poor in road-building groups. In the irrigation sec-
tor, men continue to heavily dominate the man-
agement of systems even though women farmers 
are now increasingly involved. The group-based 
approach in the forest and agriculture sectors has 
increased access for women and other tradition-
ally excluded groups to resources as well as ben-
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efits from community forestry management and 
agricultural extension services and support.

Building voice and influence of excluded groups
Across the sectors, social mobilization as a pro-
cess has been one of the main tools for organizing 
people for easier and more efficient transfer of 
assets and services, and also for improving reach 
and access. Groups (forest users, farmers, moth-
ers, water and sanitation users, etc) are mobilized 
for their labor and financial contributions to sup-
port the implementation, delivery and manage-
ment of services. Policy directives setting quotas 
for women and excluded groups have improved 
their representation in user groups and executive 
committees, which has been important in creat-
ing operational space for the voice and interests 
of these groups to be addressed.

However, evidence from the sectoral assess-
ments indicates that these groups are, in many 
cases, still highly exclusionary of the extreme 
poor and socially disadvantaged groups, often 
reflecting and even reinforcing existing power 
structures. In addition, although representa-
tion of women is generally high in user groups 
and executive committees, their active involve-
ment in decision-making processes is not com-

mensurate with their formal presence. While the 
group-based approach to development has thus 
increased access to assets and services, there is 
insufficient understanding of and focus on the 
barriers faced by excluded groups or on how to 
build their capacity to influence decision-mak-
ing processes. In many of these we have found 
the approach is more transactional than trans-
formational,21 and only in those efforts where 
REFLECT-type processes (see Box 1.1) have 
been adopted has there been effective strengthen-
ing of voice (e.g., Participatory Learning Center 
by GTZ/GIZ, COPE/PLA [Client Oriented 
Provider Efficient/Participatory Learning and 
Action] process by Support for Safe Motherhood 
Program/UN Population Fund and REFLECT 
by CARE/Nepal Family Health Program).

Some notable networks and federations have 
been able to advocate successfully on behalf on 
their members. The Federation of Community 
Forest Users has become an important politi-
cal player throughout the country, while the 
Federation of Water and Sanitation Users 
Nepal and Nepal Federation of Water Users 
Association are additional examples of civil soci-
ety groups organizing and mobilizing members 
to voice their interests, influence policy and deci-
sion makers as well as demand accountability 
and transparency from service providers. The 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)-
supported women’s federations and paralegal 
committees are a force to be reckoned with in 
many districts. Still, even in these successful sec-
ond-tier organizations, important issues remain 
regarding inclusion and diversity in the mem-
bership, decision-making positions and gover-
nance as well as in establishing more effective 
and transparent management.

Changing the “rules of the game”
Overarching changes are required to remove the 
barriers that women, the poor and the excluded 

Box 1.1: What is a REFLECT circle?

REFLECT circle is a forum where the disadvantaged are 
brought together to identify, analyse and take actions on issues 
that directly affect them. The main purpose of the circle is the 
empowerment of the poor and the excluded. The facilitator of 
the circle helps educate members on their rights and support 
them to take actions to ensure access to services. It helps build 
the capacity of members to advocate and lobby for their rights. 
The circle not only takes up issues of the disadvantaged, it also 
encourages members to fight for the rights of the community 
as a whole. It encourages the poor to bargain with the richer 
sections in the community and also takes up issues of the whole 
community, including that of the rich and the elite, up to the 
VDC and district levels. In this way, the circle can be effective 
in ensuring the rights of the disadvantaged as well as garner 
support of the rich and the elite of the community.
Source: Field notes discussion with Action Aid 2009.
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face in accessing assets and services. The forest sec-
tor, for instance, has made notable progress in this 
area by addressing GESI issues in sector program-
ming and operational practice. LFP’s pro-poor 
and social inclusion strategy has been effective 
in developing a common understanding of social 
exclusion issues as well as strategic approaches to 
deal with them. Similarly, the health and educa-
tion sectors have been progressive through the 
previously mentioned NHSP-IP 2, Education 
for All and SSRP policies. However, the infor-
mal “rules of the game”—the sociocultural values, 
beliefs and attitudes that underlie and shape dis-
criminatory behavior and norms—continue to 
play a strong and influential role in creating barri-
ers for women, the poor and excluded groups. It is 
in this area that substantive efforts are needed to 
overcome deep-seated resistance to changing dis-
criminatory practices, both in the workplace and 
in community groups. Behavior change without 
systemic structural change in sector institutions, 
communities and families will continue to repro-
duce the current gap between good policies and 
poor implementation. Unfortunately, however, 
sufficient and sustained work along these lines was 
not evident in any sector.

1.3.6 Monitoring and reporting
Ministries, including MLD, report on M&E 
formats issued by NPC (specifically the Poverty 
Monitoring Division, which has the key respon-
sibility to work in this area). For effective GESI 
mainstreaming, integrating gender and social 
inclusion into M&E systems is crucial. NPC 
has established a system of gender coding for the 
10th Plan/PRSP (Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Paper) monitoring and demands reporting, with 
some disaggregation, on intermediate and out-
come indicators in the poverty monitoring and 
analysis system (PMAS). It has also developed 
(with donor support) a district poverty monitor-
ing analysis system, which has been implemented 

in 22 districts and could potentially be adapted 
for poverty monitoring in the new federal units 
once these are determined. But, at present, nei-
ther system is actively used.

To a certain extent, the education and health 
sectoral information management systems do 
provide disaggregated information. The educa-
tion sector has the most well-established system 
of monitoring and reporting, providing com-
prehensive, high-quality and disaggregated data 
by sex and caste/ethnic group on, among other 
things, student enrolment and numbers, teachers 
and non-teaching staff, student attendance and 
scholarship allocation. However, it only disaggre-
gates social groups by Dalit and Janajati without 
differentiating the subgroups within which some 
are more disadvantaged than others. Moreover, its 
categories do not capture groups like the Madhesi 
other backward classes/OBCs or Muslims—both 
of which have low education outcomes and need 
to be tracked. Similarly, the current monitoring 
mechanisms of the health sector collect sex- and 
age-disaggregated data, but information on ser-
vice utilization by the poor and the excluded is 
not integrated. The sector is piloting caste/eth-
nicity-disaggregated data but managing such huge 
amounts of data has been challenging.

The WSS, forest and agriculture sectors 
maintain disaggregated data on membership and 
participation of women in the user groups/com-
mittees and key decision-making positions while 
also disaggregating user-group data by caste/eth-
nicity. The MFSC also incorporates monitoring 
indicators sensitive to gender, poverty and social 
equity in its MIS, but this needs to be imple-
mented more systematically. In the forest sector, 
LFP and Nepal Swiss Community Forest Project 
(NSCFP) have established systems for maintain-
ing a disaggregated database, monitoring and 
reporting against gender, poverty and social equity 
indicators. However, a review of the log-frames of 
various programs indicates that there is a general 
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lack of disaggregated indicators or inclusive objec-
tive statements. Only in the recent NHSP-IP 2 
(health) is there consistent demand for disag-
gregated data at the results level, or for measur-
ing any shift in sociocultural behavior. In SSRP 
(education) there is a gap, with very little demand 
for disaggregated measurements of progress as 
the indicators are mostly quantitative and neutral 
from a GESI perspective. Still, many programs do 
have indicators for representation by women and 
excluded communities in various groups and com-
mittees. Nepal Water and Health, for instance, 
has very well-disaggregated indicators, e.g., “At 
least 90% of completed projects [in which 90% of 
the beneficiaries are the poor and the excluded] 
remain fully functional 3 years after the project’s 
completion.”

The sectoral M&E review indicates that there 
are efforts at collecting disaggregated data and 
that sex-disaggregated data are most commonly 
requested. But consistent disaggregation against 
all social groups with regional identities (women 
and men of Hill and Madhesi Dalits, Adivasi 
Janajatis [except Newars], Newars, Muslims, 
OBCs, Hill and Madhesi Brahmins/Chhetris) 
is not followed. There are very few sectors with 
examples of an information management system 
that can handle such data (probably only LFP 
and NSCFP in forestry, and rural WSS). With 
NPC formats still not demanding such disaggre-
gation nor asking for progress against outcomes 
in disaggregated forms, monitoring and report-
ing are a key area for more intense mainstream-
ing of gender and inclusion.

1.3.7 Good practices and lessons learned
In this section we discuss some practices that have 
been found effective across sectors to address the 
structural barriers limiting access to resources, 
assets and benefits for women, the poor and the 
excluded, and the common lessons that can be 
drawn from these efforts.

Good practices
Improved targeting and inclusion through use of 
well-being ranking and proxy means testing (indi-
cator targeting) provide a powerful baseline for 
identifying the poor and the excluded for pro-
gram interventions. Community members usu-
ally carry out such rankings themselves, using 
economic and social indicators to categorize 
households. In education, this is supplemented 
by proxy means testing to target secondary and 
tertiary scholarship and work-study support. 
Evidence that this combination has worked well 
is still to come in, but there is consensus among 
practitioners that it can bring together objective 
and subjective rankings. This is then used to 
target resources and services, and ensure more 
equitable distribution. The forest sector will be 
testing a combined community-based and proxy 
means testing approach to identify disadvantaged 
households, with independent verification to try 
to standardize approaches and remove existing 
confusion at the local level.

Empowerment and community education. Social 
mobilization based on individual and collective 
empowerment through efforts to understand and 
transform the unjust structures that affect their 
everyday lives and livelihoods has proved effec-
tive in building the voice of the excluded and the 
poor as well as their capacity to influence deci-
sions. Where communities have been mobilized 
to reflect on the social norms that perpetuate 
untouchability, gender-based discrimination or 
violence against women, there has been an increase 
in access to services and greater involvement in 
community-level planning for these groups. The 
REFLECT-type approaches have been particu-
larly effective because they draw in not only the 
excluded but the rest of the community as well. 
The whole community is organized into groups 
to discuss and learn about different rights-based 
issues, and respond through collective action.

Establishing firm quorums for key meetings. The 
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lack of access to information about entitlements, 
services and procedures to obtain available 
resources is a major component of the exclusion 
faced by women, the poor and excluded groups. 
Knowledge is power and more educated elite 
groups who have time to network in the district 
centers and create contacts with local politicians 
are more likely to know the details of incoming 
development programs or new government poli-
cies—and to use this information to their advan-
tage. Setting quorums for key meetings has been 
effective in ensuring that all households are ade-
quately represented and informed. If a quorum 
is not met, project staff members are required 
to cancel meetings until the required number of 
households is present.

Building a strong civil society able to represent 
and advocate for changes in the “rules of the 
game,” has been a major advance in some of the 
sectors (e.g., Federation of Community Forest 
Users, Nepal in the forest sector). However, 
these organizations and federations also need to 
address issues of diversity and inclusion within 
their own structures, where representation of 
excluded caste and ethnic groups is typically low. 
Another danger with such NGOs or second-tier 
groups is that they can be captured by political 
parties.

Policy directives for representation/participation. 
Setting quotas for women and excluded groups 
in user groups/committees, along with creating 
training opportunities, has ensured their rep-
resentation and participation in development 
activities as well as strengthened their access to 
resources and benefits. Still, further efforts are 
needed to reach socially excluded groups and 
promote their representation in key decision-
making positions in executive bodies and their 
ability to influence decisions.

Adoption of a workforce diversity policy is a 
mechanism to change the structure of organiza-
tions and the rules of the game that determine 

entry. These policies (such as those adopted by 
NSCFP) have improved inclusiveness in individ-
ual organizations and among partners, identified 
groups to be prioritized, established benchmarks 
for diverse representation in staff categories, and 
followed up with affirmative action to recruit 
people from discriminated groups until their 
representation in various staff categories, com-
mittees and working teams is ensured, reflecting 
their representation of Nepal’s population.

Changing internal budgeting and monitoring 
systems to track resource allocation effects on 
women, the poor and the excluded has been 
successfully employed by a number of pro-
grams. This has positively evolved the way in 
which these institutions allocate and deliver 
services and enabled programs to identify the 
causes of changes in livelihood and social inclu-
sion outcomes. LFP (through its livelihood 
and social inclusion monitoring) uses the three 
domains (see Figure 1.3) of change to track 
change in voice, influence and agency, access to 
assets and services, and also whether the poor 
and excluded have been able to change policies 
and institutions in their favor.

Social accountability mechanisms. Social audits 
and similar tools have provided increasing 
opportunities for civil society, including com-
munity groups, to press for greater accountabil-
ity and responsiveness from service providers. 
These have become accepted tools and pro-
cesses, but still need to be implemented more 
effectively, with meaningful participation of the 
women, the poor and the excluded, and with 
follow-up actions that demonstrate the value in 
participation.

Lessons learned
Women, the poor and the excluded face multiple 
exclusions, many of which cannot be solely tack-
led through sector-based interventions, as the 
causes are rooted in deep societal structures that 
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require coherence of interventions at many lev-
els and across many sectors. For example, simply 
providing low-quality leasehold land is insuf-
ficient to bring people out of poverty when the 
initial investments to improve productivity are 
large and require time to deliver benefits. For the 
extreme poor, this could lead to an increase in 
livelihood insecurity and vulnerability.

Behavior change is required to overcome deep-
seated resistance to changing discriminatory 
practices in both the workplace and community 
groups among those who have benefited from 
these practices. But changes in the behavior of 
a small number of well-meaning individuals 
will still leave gaps between well-intentioned 
policies and actual implementation. Changes 
in incentives for staff working in the sectors 
are also needed. Overcoming deep-set informal 
resistance to social inclusion and changing dis-
criminatory and indifferent attitudes of service 
providers remain two of the greatest challenges 
facing all sectors.

Social mobilization and facilitation processes 
need to focus on empowerment not only on 
increasing access to assets and services. There is 
a need to build understanding of the rights and 
responsibilities of individuals as citizens to have 
a voice in decisions and a share in benefits. When 
this approach is used, groups are more sustain-
able and generally continue functioning after the 
project or program intervention is over to take up 
new activities of concern to members.

Sociocultural constraints on women are strong 
and thus it is necessary to work on shifting gen-
der-based power relations both in the workplace 
and in communities at large. Compared to men, 
women of all social groups tend to have high 
opportunity costs attached to their participation 
which often involves high levels of benefit.

Dealing with the extreme poor’s self-exclusion 
from development processes requires special tar-
geted support to ensure that they can access 

resources and associated benefits. Action should 
be based on analysis rooted in an understanding 
of the unequal power relations created by class, 
caste, ethnicity and gender, which have to be 
addressed by any support provided.

Policy mandates and affirmative action provi-
sions are necessary for resources to reach women, 
the poor and the excluded along with the politi-
cal commitment required for implementation. 
During the implementation process, all gaps 
need to be understood and addressed, and the 
reasons causing the failure need to be understood 
and acted upon.

Increased formal representation does not auto-
matically lead to increased voice. Although there 
has been significant representation of women in 
user groups/committees, they still do not have 
sufficient voice in these groups. Their attendance 
is limited at meetings, they rarely speak, and if 
and when they do, they are often not listened 
to. The same is often true of Dalits and other 
excluded groups whose presence is mandated by 
donor or government funding requirements. For 
real change, capacity building and advocacy for 
shifts in discriminatory practices are necessary 
and need to be directed not only at the excluded 
but all members of the group/user committee. 
Also necessary for any effective change of the 
formal structures such as user groups is political 
and power-focused analysis to understand how 
these structures interact with informal structures 
and systems.

Targeted interventions are important but GESI 
needs to be integrated into mainstream programs 
and services. Though equity-related and, to some 
extent, inclusion issues are captured in some 
of the sector programs, too often in these pro-
grams inclusion has remained a separate com-
ponent. The issue of social exclusion has not 
been approached holistically. For example, in the 
education sector, despite the change in terminol-
ogy from “special education” to “inclusive educa-
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tion,” the focus remains solely on disability and is 
separated from the gender equality section. This 
reveals a limited understanding of what it means 
to mainstream GESI in a sectoral program.

Institutionalizing gender and inclusion in bud-
geting requires further clarity and capacity. The 
methodology and process for the government’s 
gender-responsive budgeting are not clear 
enough. The current indicators are not adequate 
for analysis across sectors and it is not clear that 
the current post-allocation analysis adds value 
at either the sectoral or MOF level. There also 
seems to be an implicit bias in the point alloca-
tion system towards smaller, targeted, women-
only projects and programs rather than genuine 
integration of women’s needs and constraints 
into mainstream sector programs. In addition, 
the approach lacks a wider inclusion dimension 
that, with very little additional effort, could allow 
it to track expenditures benefiting other excluded 
groups using the same basic process. Clear, con-
sistent guidelines on process and analytical cat-
egories are urgently needed.

Institutional structures for GESI need to be made 
functional and integrated into the core products and 
services provided by the sector. Institutionally, 
just creating structures is insufficient, as dem-
onstrated by the position of the gender focal 
points within the sectoral ministries. Rather, 
for any such position to be influential, it must 
be integrated into the sector’s core systems and 
organizational structure. The GESI function 
should be assigned to the planning and monitor-
ing division of each ministry and ultimately be 
the responsibility of its chief. The responsibility 
should be backed with resources to bring in or 
create the necessary staff capacity to be able to 
provide technical backstopping necessary to fulfil 
the GESI mandate.

Increasing access to services for women, the poor 
and the excluded requires a multi-sectoral approach. 
For example, in order to improve access to health 

services, other actions are required in sectors 
such as education (e.g., building awareness), rural 
infrastructure (e.g., road and trail networks), 
modes of transport services (e.g., availability of 
stretchers, public transport), water and sanita-
tion, and access to finances (e.g., community-
level emergency funds).

1.4 Mainstreaming Gender Equality and 
Social Inclusion: The Way Forward

In Section 1.2 we discussed the steps of GESI 
mainstreaming and the three domains of change, 
and explained any questions or queries. In this 
section, common measures on mainstream-
ing GESI in the sectors are grouped under our 
framework of three stages: identifying; design and 
implementation; and monitoring and reporting 
(and response to the findings through changes in 
project implementation). As has been illustrated, 
gender-, caste-, ethnicity-, and location-based 
exclusion are complex interlinked issues that 
cannot be addressed in isolation. To respond to 
this complexity, multipronged measures are nec-
essary for mainstreaming, as reflected in the sug-
gestions made here.

Step 1: Identifying the barriers
Analyze existing power relations and the formal and 
informal institutions that enforce and perpetuate 
social and economic inequalities. Gender inequal-
ity and social exclusion in the sectors are linked 
to the wider sociocultural and politico-economic 
context. First, identify the key socioeconomic 
constraints and harmful social and cultural 
practices that limit access to sector resources 
and assets for women, the poor and the socially 
excluded. Often the “barriers” that need to be 
removed or worked around are part of inter-
connected formal and informal institutions that 
structure Nepali society, which allocate privileges 
and obligations in accordance with different roles 
or ascribed characteristics. The sector programs 
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work with these systems and try to improve them 
so they can deliver services more effectively. Yet, 
it is generally recognized that changing any of 
these “rules” upsets some stakeholders, and this 
is why there always needs to be awareness of the 
“political economy” of the individual projects/
programs. Likewise, the more “informal” insti-
tutions, which are deeply embedded in values, 
beliefs and norms, can also block change, and 
thus need to be considered. Some—like the 
gender system or caste hierarchy—are so deeply 
ingrained that people often follow them without 
even being aware that they are doing so. On the 
other hand, not all these traditional values are 
negative or exclusionary, and many can indeed be 
a strong source of renewal and positive change.

The GESI framework is a tool to increase the 
chances that the changes we want to bring can 
actually happen on the ground. GESI requires us 
to look at both formal and informal systems. To 
identify barriers, we need to look in two areas: 
first, how the formal project systems are likely 
to work for different groups of people. This will 
bring us to the second layer, to see how informal 
systems might be distorting the way the formal 
systems work for some individuals and groups. 
So, when we try to “identify barriers,” we are 
actually uncovering whole systems that keep 
some individuals and groups from gaining equal 
access to universal services and benefits that the 
project/program we are supporting is intended 
to deliver.

Assessing GESI in existing policy, programs, 
budgeting and M&E. It is important to assess 
the existing policy mandates that provide the 
space to work on GESI issues in the sectors, and 
where there are gaps in these policies. Likewise, 
the policy mandates that enable or constrain 
different groups need to be identified and the 
existing programs of the ministry and other 
actors in each sector need to be examined to 
identify how the barriers facing the excluded 

are being addressed—and the strengths and 
weaknesses of the current approaches. Existing 
political economy and governance issues need 
to be understood: their implications for the sec-
tor in general and for women, the poor and the 
excluded in particular. Further, the budget needs 
to be reviewed through a GESI lens to identify 
how positive policy and programmatic provi-
sions are being resourced, and to identify needs 
for improvement. Finally, an assessment needs to 
be carried out to determine whether the M&E 
system is capturing changes in a disaggregated 
manner, and on issues that are of central impor-
tance to increasing access to services for women, 
the poor and the excluded. As gender and inclu-
sion issues are linked to wider governance and 
management systems, a GESI assessment might 
bring up issues that could be considered by some 
as beyond its scope. But these aspects, too, need 
to be understood for their impact on women, the 
poor and the excluded.

Steps 2 and 3: Design and implementation
GESI mainstreaming requires that project/
program plans must consciously recognize and 
address, at each stage, the constraints experi-
enced by women, the poor and the excluded, and 
must build on their existing strengths.

Address policy and organizational change issues
The aim here is to focus more on the policy and 
organizational level and how GESI issues can be 
better addressed in program/project responses.

Support and strengthen GESI at policy level. 
Programs/projects are applying GESI-sensitive 
policies, but overarching policy guidance from the 
government is missing. A GESI policy that pro-
vides a common framework would ensure that 
certain principles and a clear definition of exclu-
sion and the excluded are consistently applied by 
all sector actors, and would direct revision of sys-
tems, mechanisms and processes as required.
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Promote diversity in service providers. The num-
ber of women and people from excluded groups 
working in the sectors varies but is generally 
low, highlighting a need for affirmative action. 
This will require long-term investments through 
scholarships as well as individual coaching to 
prepare technically qualified women and people 
from excluded social groups. Measures to create 
a supportive working environment, like childcare 
or flexible timings and safety from sexual har-
assment, can be very effective in attracting and 
retaining women professionals. But little thought 
seems to have been given to how to open the way 
for other groups like Dalits or Muslims so that 
they feel comfortable and perform well in the 
workplace.

Develop skilled service providers to deliver 
GESI-sensitive services. Support for main-
streaming of GESI issues in tertiary and techni-
cal institutions will build the technical capacity 
of professionals. GESI-sensitive messages also 
need to be integrated into related training 
affecting the sector.

GESI in job descriptions and strengthening GESI 
arrangements. Work needs to be done with the 
Ministry of General Administration (now called 
the Ministry of Human Resource Development) 
for revision of job descriptions of all positions to 
integrate GESI-related tasks. GESI units and 
desks are required in the ministries, their depart-
ments and district-level divisions/departments 
to provide technical support for mainstreaming 
gender and inclusion in the sectors. This is also 
necessary in programs that have not provided 
dedicated responsibilities to identified structures. 
Mechanisms for coordination between these dif-
ferent structures are essential, while the capacity 
and skills of government and program staff to 
address GESI need to be strengthened and used.

Capacity building on GESI must be a process 
rather than a one-off event so that skills are built 
on to integrate gender and inclusion in everyday 

work. Gender and social development specialists 
need to have the relevant technical expertise to 
respond to and guide technical staff on how to 
mainstream GESI while technical staff members 
need to be able to respond to social issues linked 
to their technical work.

GRB and GESI budgeting. GESI budgeting, 
as a tool, can identify the kinds of activities bud-
geted/spent for but the government’s current 
budgeting criteria and process require revision to 
be more effective. GESI budget analysis should 
not be done only after the program has been 
designed and funds allocated; rather, it must be 
done simultaneously with program development, 
to ensure that activities/subprojects to address 
the barriers constraining access to services for 
women, the poor and the excluded are identified 
and an adequate sum allocated in the budget and 
work plans. Likewise, activity planning and bud-
geting must be linked to disaggregated data and 
the information generated from the use of tools 
such as poverty mapping, social mapping and 
gender analysis.

Designing program/project responses
Balance targeted and universal action. Targeted 
activities are necessary to address specific con-
straints or issues of women, the poor and the 
excluded, e.g., special initiatives to build capacity 
of women farmers to become traders/entrepre-
neurs in agribusiness, or specific financial ser-
vices to increase access to credit of the poor, or 
advocacy with men regarding empowerment of 
women. But these need to contribute to a uni-
versal program, addressing structural constraints 
blocking groups from accessing resources and 
benefits of the sector equally with other social 
groups.

Promote and support partnership with civil soci-
ety to invest in community education for behavior 
change on both sector-specific and social trans-
formation issues, investigate governance aspects 
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at each step of the project cycle, and monitor 
investments in the sector.

Mechanisms to encourage greater downward 
accountability need to be strengthened. Across 
sectors, state and non-state actors are more 
accountable upwards than downwards towards 
the community, and these include NGOs and 
community-based organizations (i.e., support 
organizations) that are partnering with govern-
ment and donors to implement tasks such as 
social mobilization, needs identification, etc. 
Their agreements demand reporting to project 
supervisors and donors with hardly any mecha-
nism to ensure accountability towards the people 
they are supposed to serve. GESI performance 
incentives need to be developed and included in 
the evaluations of support organizations.

Longer-term investment in the capacity build-
ing of women, the poor and excluded members to 
enable them to participate more effectively in 
executive committees and groups is necessary. 
This requires building the leadership abilities of 
members of these groups.

Harmonize working approaches across programs 
at the local level to minimize beneficiary transaction 
costs. The formation of multiple groups by differ-
ent projects/programs and varied requirements 
and working approaches adopted by different 
actors increase the time burden of women, the 
poor and the excluded, who have to attend mul-
tiple group meetings. This could be addressed 
if VDCs play their coordinating role better and 
ensure that the neediest receive services, but 
this would demand a disaggregated database 
and information about the current situation of 
women, the poor and the excluded, and their 
access to services in VDCs.

Develop localized behavior change communica-
tion materials and translate project information 
into local languages. To be effective, these materi-
als must be available in local languages and use 
a range of media to address specific discrimi-

natory beliefs and norms. Likewise, program/
project information and documents need to be 
translated into local languages to ensure that all 
groups understand the processes, rules and regu-
lations to access services, assets, resources and 
other benefits.

Steps 4 and 5: Monitor and Adjust 
Implementation

Monitoring and reporting
Many sectors are disaggregating data by sex and 
caste/ethnicity. But the focus is on activities (e.g., 
number of women trained) and outputs, and the 
capacity to track GESI outcomes is still lacking. 
Some potential improvements are listed below.

Disaggregated monitoring and reporting to show 
what each project/program is contributing to 
assist women, the poor and the excluded, need to 
be established across the sectors. This is very chal-
lenging at the national level as NPC monitoring 
and reporting formats, which all ministries have 
to follow, do not demand disaggregated informa-
tion. Additionally the “three domains of change” 
framework is very useful for tracking changes at 
outcome levels, and could usefully be established 
as a routine practice by NPC.

Objectives and indicators need to be disaggre-
gated by sex and caste/ethnicity. Planning and 
programming must be based on disaggregated 
information and evidence. With NGO partners, 
PRA (Participatory Rural Appraisal) tools (e.g., 
well-being ranking, labor/access/control profile, 
resource mapping, etc) must be used as required 
at the community level to identify the poor and 
map existing social and power relations. In turn, 
this information must be used for identifying pri-
orities for programming and guiding implemen-
tation practice.

Uniform MIS and disaggregated data for all 
sectors around some basic indicators would help 
reduce duplication and identify gaps and areas of 
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acute exclusion. PMAS needs to be revised and 
its implementation strengthened. Monitoring 
and reporting formats must be standardized 
with disaggregation. Sectors and programs will 
need to monitor their investments, and hence 
have more detailed indicators and monitoring 
systems. But they must all contribute to the indi-
cators incorporated in PMAS.

Community monitoring and social accountabil-
ity mechanisms should be institutionalized within 
the M&E system. Social and public audits have 
become accepted tools and processes, and need to 
be improved in implementation. To ensure this, 
social mobilization may be necessary until the 
process of giving this kind of feedback becomes 
a familiar activity for the excluded. This requires 
a carefully facilitated process to ensure that all 
social groups participate, that proper service 
evaluation occurs, and that useful understanding 
is developed and acted upon.

Good practices and lessons learned need to be 
documented and shared by sector actors through 
donor coordination groups, and perhaps through 
the Social Inclusion Action Group, a group of 
practitioner agencies. Enhanced capacity to pre-
pare case studies that document and analyze pos-
itive pro-inclusion processes will accelerate the 
pace of change.

Monitoring and evaluation teams must be inclu-
sive and must have people with technical com-
petence about gender and social inclusion in the 
sector. The terms of reference of the M&E teams 
must specifically demand deliverables that have 
addressed GESI issues.

Adjust implementation
Project/program management needs to view 
the M&E system as their dashboard for steering 

the project to achieve its objectives. If the inclu-
sion indicators show that some of the intended 
outcomes are not emerging as expected or some 
groups are not getting their share of benefits, 
project management needs to diagnose why this 
is so and work with staff and project participants 
to develop mechanisms to change the situation as 
soon as possible. 

The seven sectors covered in this series have 
made significant progress in increasing the partic-
ipation of women, the poor and excluded groups 
in development efforts, but rather uneven pro-
gress in addressing structural causes of gender/
caste/ethnicity-based discrimination and issues of 
social exclusion. However, the current discourse 
on inclusive development provides an opportune 
time to learn from sectoral experience and move 
towards more inclusive practices, as these lessons 
can be adopted and mainstreamed across the sec-
tors and institutionalized within government and 
non-government structures alike.

As has been noted, to institutionalize GESI, 
each sector will need to address the main 
issues uniquely facing women, the poor and 
the excluded: the underlying structural causes 
of their limited participation, voice and very 
low influence over decision-making processes; 
the reasons behind ongoing inequitable access 
to resources and assets; and the need to build 
responsive processes that address the different 
needs of specific social groups. At an institu-
tional level, a variety of common issues need to 
be addressed, including lack of staff diversity; 
ineffective gender focal points; and limited inte-
gration of GESI principles in core sectoral plan-
ning, budgeting and monitoring processes, which 
leads to major gaps between enabling policies and 
actual implementation. 
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Notes
1 According to the Interim Constitution and Three-Year Interim Plan, excluded groups refer to those who have experi-

enced exclusion historically and have not been mainstreamed in the nation’s development: women, Dalits, Adivasi Janajatis, 
Madhesis, Muslims, people living with disabilities, and people from geographically remote areas.

2 This framework has been adapted from Naila Kabeer’s social relations analysis framework (Kabeer 1994). It has been 
informed and refined by the GSEA framework. Field-level experience of professionals has contributed to it. It has been used 
in Nepal for program design, evaluation studies, and gender equality and social inclusion mainstreaming in the forest sector, 
LGCDP/MLD, and in various other program/NGO strategies.

3 In a national program, mapping the local political economy of the sector in a sample of the different types of sites where the 
program would be implemented would provide us with enough to go on. 

4 This section draws from the LGCDP/MLD gender equality and social inclusion operational strategy (2009). Refer to Annex 
2 of that document for a more detailed analysis of policy and institutional frameworks.

5 This has recently been approved as the GESI policy of MLD.
6 Such as categorization of Janajati groups into endangered, highly marginalized and marginalized, and prioritization of projects 

accordingly; disaggregated information about users; information to users regarding resources before approval of next instalment; 
33% women and representation of Dalit, Janajati and deprived groups in user committees; allocation of up to 3% of total project cost 
estimates for capacity building and overhead costs of user committees; participatory monitoring by users; and registration of 
complaints at VDCs about the implementation of the project.

7 As has been directed by MLD for the VDC-level integrated planning committees.
8 This publication reviews the workforce diversity profile of 30 international agencies working in Nepal.
9 Records of civil servants maintained by the Department of Civil Personnel Records (Nijamati Kitabkhana) of the Ministry of 

General Administration were reviewed and disaggregated according to surname and place of permanent residence. Rules applied 
were those developed by the WB Social Inclusion Index development team, and caste/ethnicity groupings were drawn from the 
Census. This process can be erroneous to a certain extent, as some surnames are common to different social groups. We appre-
ciate that a participatory process facilitated by the Nijamati Kitabkhana for the self-identification of employees has been initiated.

10 The national population as of Census 2001 was Brahmin and Chhetri 32.5%; Janajati (excluding Newar) 32%; Newar 5.4%; 
Dalit 13%; Muslim 4.3%, OBCs 14%; and others 1.4%.

11 Gazetted is the highest category of officers, appointed through national open competition. Non-gazetted officers are 
appointed by the head of department to support gazetted officers. Within the gazetted and non-gazetted, there is a hierarchy 
of special, first-, second-, and third-class officers. The classless officers are support staff.

12 Of the total 72,939 civil personnel in the government as of February 2010, only 12% were women. Of these, 12.9% were 
gazetted officers, 57.4% were non-gazetted, and 30.4% were without grade (Nijamati Kitabkhana records, February 2010).

13 The three prescribed categories are direct contribution, indirect contribution and neutral. Each sub-activity is assigned a code 
of 1, 2 or 3, considering the percentage of contribution to women. The formula for coding has five indicators, each valued at 
20%: capacity building of women, women’s participation in planning process and implementation, women’s share in benefit-
sharing, support for women’s employment and income generation, and qualitative progress in the use of women’s time and 
reducing women’s workload (eAWPB 1.0 Operating Manual, 2009). In order to measure these categories quantitatively, 
five qualitative indicators were assigned quantitative values of equal denomination, totaling 100. Direct gender contribution 
indicates more than 50% of the allocation directly benefiting women, indirect gender contribution indicates 20-50% of the 
allocation benefiting women, and the neutral category indicates less than 20% of the allocation benefiting women. This is 
gradually being used by ministries such as the Health Ministry but due to difficulties in the application of the criteria that do 
not seem relevant to all the sectors, this has not been fully used by all.

14 Indicators for the pro-poor budget are investment in rural sector; income-generation program in rural areas; capacity-
enhancement program in rural areas; budget allocated for social mobilization; expenditure focusing on poverty reduction; 
grant for local bodies; social security programs; and investment in social sector (especially for education, health, etc). See 
Annex 8c, budget speech 2009-2010. But it is not clear how these are scored and what sub-indicators are used.

15 Refer to the monograph on Rural Infrastructure in this series for more discussion on GRB.
16 Refer to the monograph on Rural Infrastructure in this series for more discussion regarding this.
17 This analytical framework is adapted from GRB frameworks being used, and has been applied in Nepal in different program/

project assessments and evaluations and for the GESI strategy development (e.g., MFSC GESI strategy for the forest sector 
2006, the International Labor Organization’s GESI strategy for LED [local economic development] in Nepal 2009, and LFP 
social and geographic audit, 2004).
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18 We are adapting from gender budgeting initiatives that have aimed to assess the impact of government expenditures and 
revenues, using three-way categorization of gender-specific expenditure, equal opportunity expenditure and general expendi-
ture (the rest), considered in terms of its gendered impact (Budlender and Sharp 1998).

19 Implemented budgets of districts were reviewed to assess actual expenditure and its effect on addressing the barriers of 
women, the poor and the excluded. Program budgets of the current year were reviewed to assess allocations.

20 Directly supportive (i.e., targeted to provide direct support to women, the poor and the excluded); indirectly supportive 
(contributing to creating an enabling environment, supporting in any manner the access of women and the excluded to 
services, or addressing the structural difficulties confronting them); and neutral.

21 Jha et al, 2009.
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CHAPTER 2

Gender Equality and Social Inclusion

Making it Happen in Forestry
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2.1 Introduction
Nearly 80% of Nepali rural households derive 
some or all of their livelihood from the forestry 
sector. For some, their livelihoods are totally 
dependent on access to forest products; for 
others, forests provide important household 
products, inputs to agriculture, income and envi-
ronmental services. Forests account for approxi-
mately 40% of the total national land area in 
Nepal (nearly 5.5 million hectares). It is one of 
the major productive resources: it contributes 
around 10% to Nepal’s gross domestic product 
(GDP),1 and generates a large amount of govern-
ment cash revenue every year.2

Nepal’s path-breaking achievements since 
the 1980s in community forestry and partici-
patory protected area management are globally 
recognized as best-practice models. As the most 
advanced form of community resource manage-
ment, community forestry occupies nearly 22% 
of the total national forest, reaching over 1.6 
million households (about 40% of the popula-
tion) through nearly 15,000 community forest 
user groups (CFUGs) throughout the coun-
try. Supported by the government, donors and 
NGOs, policies on community forestry have 
resulted in increasing access and rights of the 
rural population to forest products and services. 
Partnerships with local communities for resource 
management have reversed the loss of forests and 
biodiversity and generated income locally for the 
wider community as well as national develop-
ment (Kanel 2004). These major advances are 
tempered by strong evidence that exclusion on 
the basis of income, location, class, caste, ethnic-
ity and gender persists for some at community 
and household levels and within households, and 
outcomes remain unequal in the forest and natu-
ral resource management (NRM) sector.

Despite these successes, community-based 
forest management still covers less than a quar-
ter of the forest area, leaving large areas of forest 

under state control. This largely unmanaged gov-
ernment forestry estate has not been handed over 
to local user groups and communities, and is an 
arena where multiple stakeholders compete for 
resource capture through legal and illegal means. 
Marginal and poor households often depend 
heavily on these mostly open-access resources 
(except in the case of some heavily protected 
Tarai national parks), but lack the right to make 
use of the resources and are vulnerable to extor-
tion, displacement, and, in one recent shocking 
case, murder. This large area of government for-
est is thus the domain in which the most serious 
exclusion takes place, but is also an area where 
potentially some of the most important inclusion 
and livelihood gains could be made in future if 
lessons from community forestry are applied to 
these management regimes.

2.2 Determinants of Outcomes in Forest 
Sector

There are multiple forms of exclusion in opera-
tion in the forest sector. Apart from economic fac-
tors, social ones such as gender, caste, ethnicity, 
location and age greatly influence who accesses 
forest resources and decision-making processes, 
and who receives benefits. The distance of forests 
from the settlement (particularly in the Tarai), 
the forms of property regimes (state, common 
property, private, open access), and the enforce-
ment of rules all dictate the degree to which 
households gain or are prevented from access to 
forests. Figure 2.1 describes these determinants 
and the exclusion outcomes in the forest sector, 
which are discussed in detail in the next section.

2.3 Current Status and Trends
The degree to which individuals are affected by 
these dimensions depends to a large extent on 
their resource dependence, and by implication 
the difficulty of accessing and using resources. 
This in turn is shaped by the property regimes—
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the “rules of the game”—under which forests 
are managed. We now look at the intersection 
of these three elements: forest resource use and 
dependence, the forms of exclusion and property 
regime, and the effects on livelihood security.

2.3.1 Forest resource use and dependence
People use forests in many different ways, and 
there are also large differences in the degree of 
dependence, the forms of participation, and 
access to benefits. These are not determined just 
by formal policy and legislative process, but are 

shaped by the historical, cultural and social set-
tings forest users inhabit. The government forest 
policies, designed either for purposes of conser-
vation and environmental protection or for pro-
duction, tend to impose additional costs for some 
while providing proportionately more benefit to 
others. How heavy these costs are depends on 
the importance of forests to the livelihoods of 
affected groups (Table 2.1).

Dalits who make a living from forests, indige-
nous ethnic groups who are dependent on forests 
culturally, the extreme poor who have limited 

• Low status in relation to men and low 
levels of voice in groups

• Low levels of influence over decisions 
affecting resource access

• High dependence on forest resources 
and vulneralble to changes in forest 
access and to changes in management 
regime

• Key decision-making positions mainly 
held by men

• Poorer households, higher work burden 
and time poverty prevents them from 
participating in group-based activities

• High costs of entry to some group 
activities (savings and credit)

• High dependence on safety net 
functions of forests, vulnerable to 
changes in management regime and 
enforcement of rules

• High correlation between caste, ethnic 
and gender exclusion and high poverty 
levels

• High correlation between forest 
dependency and poverty

• Distant users 
– occasional 
use of forests – 
important income 
supplements

• No voice in 
decisions affecting 
seasonal resource 
use

• Change in 
management 
regimes and 
enforcement 
of rules lead to 
exclusion

• Community forests – access predicated on 
membership of a group

• Strict rules prevent non-members using resource
• State forests – high levels of formal exclusion across 

all groups, use on ‘illegal’ basis
• Protected areas – high levels of exclusion in core 

zones and controlled access in buffer zones
• Forest staff usually male and high caste, lack of 

diversity in community forestry executive positions
• 33% reservations for women in executive 

committees
• Voice of excluded groups not ensured and not 

included in policy processes and decision-making
• FECOFUN: as a body for organised voice of 

CFUGs 

• Indigenous forest dwellers, 
hunters and gatherers 
livelihoods dependent on 
forests

• Low or no voice in decisions 
affecting access to and use 
of forests

• Threatened cultural existence

• Low status in relation to other groups 
• Higher poverty levels and dependence 

on forest resources, particularly artisan 
groups – blacksmiths

• Lower education levels – difficulty of 
taking up executive positions in groups, 
so limited influence over decisions

• Low levels of voice in groups
• Discrimination because of 

untouchability 

Economic Location Institutional policy (rules of the game and voice)

LOW ACCESS TO FORESTS AND OTHER ASSOCIATED BENEFITS
INCREASED LEVELS OF LIVELIHOOD INSECURITY 

Figure 2.1: Dimensions of Exclusion and Outcomes in Forest Sector

Ethnicity – Adivasi Janajati Caste – DalitGender



Forestry

37

options to substitute food and income require-
ments from private sources, and women who 
require regular and unmediated access to forests 
to perform their gender roles are the most depen-
dent on forests. The loss of access through either 
degradation or changed management regimes 
often has the greatest impact on them (Table 
2.1). Dependence is greatest among those whose 
livelihoods are totally reliant on forest resources 
and are shaped socially, culturally and economi-
cally by them. These include some of the indig-
enous ethnic groups3 such as Raute, Chepang, 
Kusunda and Bote Majhi. Those with no direct 
geographical dependence but for whom forests 
supply important but distant environmental ser-
vices are, for example, residents of towns and cit-
ies reliant on hydropower.

2.4 Barriers Faced by Women, the Poor, 
and the Excluded in the Sector

Nepal’s forest sector has made remarkable prog-
ress over the last years, shifting from an entirely 

exclusionary model of forest management to one 
where community users manage and determine 
access to and use of forest products. However, 
even these approaches do not guarantee equal 
access for all, and access still remains influenced 
by social identity, economic status and geo-
graphical location. There have been recent posi-
tive policy shifts, but still many policies and laws 
reproduce and reinforce these patterns of struc-
tural constraint.

2.4.1 Policy and legislative barriers: The 
effects of different management 
regimes on exclusion

From an ownership perspective, forests in Nepal 
are broadly divided into two property regimes: 
state owned and privately owned4 (Annex 
2.1). The management of state-owned forest 
is divided into two quite separate approaches: 
a top-down, command-and-control approach 
operating in government-managed forests and 
large parts of protected areas, where widespread 

Table 2.1: Resource Use and Multiple Values
Resource use category Resource users Values Origins of products/values
Subsistence* •Mostly women, small peasants, subsistence 

farmers, forest dwellers, indigenous ethnic 
groups, traditional healers and herders

Products for consumption and sale 
•compost
•fodder and grazing
•wild foods, medicines and fibers 

for clothes
•fuelwood and charcoal
•construction timber
•wood for carving

Private forests (i.e., trees 
planted on private land) or 
commons (forests on public 
or government land)Financial •Community user groups

•State (as revenue)
•Small- and large-scale entrepreneurs and 

employees
•Artisans (e.g., Dalit blacksmiths), hunters, 

firewood sellers
•Timber companies
•Women sellers of wild fruit and vegetables

Environmental •Local rural people who live close to forests 
rely more on forests for environmental 
benefits compared to urban dwellers and 
distant communities

•Control of soil erosion, watershed 
protection and contribution to 
mitigation of climate change 
through carbon sequestration 

•Biodiversity repositories**

All forest forms under 
different property regimes

Cultural •Indigenous ethnic groups such as Raute, 
Chepang, Kusunda and Bote Majhi still 
live in forests or survive entirely on natural 
resources; their cultural identity and 
existence depend on access to forests

•Other ethnic and caste groups also maintain 
areas of high spiritual significance in forests

•Religious and cultural values
•Aesthetic value

All forests; some have 
particular areas of high 
spiritual and cultural 
significance

* The term “subsistence” is used here to mean the direct use of products for consumption at household level.
** The country occupies only 0.1% of global space, but in terms of biodiversity it provides home for 2% of the world’s biospecies, 8% of birds, 

and 4% of wild animals (Bista 1999).
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exclusion is the norm, irrespective of social 
identity, economic status or geographical loca-
tion; and a second approach that encourages 
community-based management and ownership 
of forests, where exclusion is more limited but 
continues to operate around issues of gender, 
social identity, economic status and geographi-
cal location (Table 2.2).

The legal framework for the forestry sector, 
in particular the Forest Act (1993) and Forest 
Regulations (1995), imposes an array of barri-
ers to access5 for excluded groups, in particular 
failing to recognize many livelihood activities and 
making it an offense to practice them in national 
forests. These problems are particularly acute in 
protected areas, which include national parks, 
conservation areas and hunting reserves (Kothari 
et al 200). In these cases, exclusion is not just 
confined to those who are poor, but includes all 
households. However, the effects are more deeply 
felt by more resource-dependent households.

2.4.1.1 Exclusion in government-managed 
forests

Formal laws, informal restrictions and the threat 
of violence present multiple barriers to access-
ing government-managed forests. The evidence 
suggests that indigenous populations who his-
torically lived in and around the protected areas, 
the poor who have to depend on common forests 
for livelihoods, and women who require regular 
access to forest products to perform gender roles 
have limited options for accessing substitutes 
for their requirements, and thus suffer the most 
from the loss associated with control over gov-
ernment-managed forests and protected areas.

2.4.1.2 Exclusion in community-managed 
forests

Community forestry is the dominant commu-
nity-based modality in the forest sector, fol-
lowed by leasehold forests and the Buffer Zone 

Management Program.6 Although these man-
agement regimes are based on building more 
inclusive access to forest resources, they each 
display different forms and levels of exclusion 
(Table 2.2 summarizes this for the different 
regimes). Exclusion happens at different times in 
the community forestry process, from the initial 
membership selection to participation in deci-
sion-making and access to benefits.

2.4.2 Gender-based exclusion
Gendered norms and roles of women. Although 
community forestry in particular has tried to 
ensure there is representation of women in key 
decision-making positions in community for-
estry groups, the prevailing cultural norms still 
make it difficult for women to access and influ-
ence decision-making processes. Compared to 
other management regimes, the membership and 
participation of women in community forestry 
are commendable: by law, at least 33% female 
membership in executive committees is guaran-
teed. This also encourages women’s member-
ship and participation in user groups. Despite 
this, male membership dominates in forest user 
groups (FUGs), with a share of 80-85%.7 This is 
because the head of the household is usually reg-
istered as the CFUG member. This has several 
consequences: it affects women’s participation in 
decision making because this is often restricted 
to individuals whose names are registered as 
members. Even in the general assembly when 
voting is required, only the “official” members 
whose names are on the list can participate (Rai 
Paudyal 2008). Some of these concerns related 
to the exclusion of women are now addressed in 
the new community forestry guidelines, which 
require registration of both men’s and women’s 
names as members, legitimizing women’s full 
participation in user groups.8

Voice and influence over decision-making. 
Despite their significant involvement in protec-
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Table 2.2: Differential Effects of Forest Quality Change on Excluded People

Process Product Decision-making
Effects on women and men

Indigenous groups
Extreme poor 
Dalits

Coping poor Improving poor

Changes in forest quality
For all these changes in forest quality the effects on women are more profound than for 
their male counterparts. Women of all classes and social identity have less capability 
to influence or determine outcomes or exert control over processes of degradation. 
Similarly, women of all classes and social identity suffer more from loss of access to 
products compared to their male counterparts because of gender roles.

Deforestation
(situation in 
some parts of 
the Tarai)

Conversion 
of forests to 
agriculture or 
for settlement

Driven by external 
factors

• Lose cultural 
identity and social 
and economic 
livelihood base; 
dislocation of 
communities; no 
other sources 
of land for tree 
products

• Lose access to 
forest resources; 
cannot obtain 
land for 
agriculture as 
generally do not 
have power to 
acquire land; may 
become laborers 
for others but 
generally too 
marginalized

• Highly significant 
for women 
as more 
forest product 
dependent 

• Lose access 
to safety-net 
functions of 
forest resources; 
may become 
laborers for 
others on 
converted forest 
land

• Women have to 
find alternative 
sources of fuel 
and fodder 

• Lose access 
to safety-net 
functions of 
forest resources; 
may acquire 
land under 
clearance 
because have 
better access to 
influence local 
decision-making

• Women have to 
find alternative 
sources of fuel 
and fodder, 
although trees 
may be planted 
on cleared land 
(and privatized)

Degradation Foods
Variety to diets, 
palatability, 
meet seasonal 
dietary 
shortfalls, 
snack foods, 
emergency 
foods

Open-access 
resources with 
limited control over 
access

Gradual degradation 
of cultural values 
and indigenous 
knowledge; increased 
livelihood insecurity

Diminishing access 
to foods, fuels and 
medicines make 
livelihoods even 
more insecure and 
more vulnerable to 
hazards

Range of products 
has two-fold 
importance: as 
safety net, and 
as income earner 
contributing 
to household 
economies

With a more 
diverse livelihood 
portfolio and 
more assets and 
opportunities 
for diversifying, 
this group is not 
so vulnerable to 
changes in forest 
conditions and 
more able to 
access alternatives 
to forest products

Fuels
Firewood, 
charcoal for 
household and 
small enterprise 
needs

In areas of high 
forest cover this 
group is particularly 
highly forest 
resource dependent 
and most affected by 
changes in access or 
reduction in quality 
of forest

For women, these 
are often the only 
source of income 
they are allowed to 
access; although a 
small proportion of 
overall household 
income, they are 
of high gender 
significance

Their need for 
safety-net functions 
of forest remains; 
without it these 
households could 
become more 
vulnerable and less 
resilient to shocks

Medicines 
Range of 
traditional 
plant medicines 
essential to 
those in remote 
rural areas 
distant from 
other medical 
services

This range of 
products needs 
little or no capital 
investment and 
is therefore more 
readily accessible 
to the extreme poor, 
even to extreme 
poor women

Reduced access 
to wild foods 
increases 
nutrition stress on 
households and 
psychosocial stress 
on women as 
providers of these 
foods
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tion and management of resources in many rural 
villages, women’s influence in decision making 
is still low compared to that of men. The gen-
dered division of labor results in women facing 
severe time constraints in attending public meet-
ings and general assemblies (Buchy and Subba 
2003; Buchy and Rai Paudyal 2007). In most 
cases, tasks such as attending meetings and vil-
lage assemblies and involvement in political and 
decision-making forums fall to men since that has 
been a more acceptable male role socially. Even 
for the women who attend meetings, the prevail-
ing cultural attitudes towards women and their 
own experience of power relations affect their 
ability to influence decisions; it is often difficult 
for them to challenge ideas expressed by men 
in public meetings. Intra-household relations 

are reflected in the levels of voice and influence 
women are able to exercise in community groups. 
Women are still underrepresented in executive 
committee positions, with a 26% share nation-
ally. Age and status within the household also 
affect influence in public decision-making pro-
cesses. Particularly for young daughters-in-law, 
it is still difficult for them to speak out or chal-
lenge male authority in public arenas. In short, 
although much of the labor contribution for the 
protection and management of forests remains 
with women, the decision-making power over 
what and how benefits are distributed generally 
remains with men. For the extreme poor, wom-
en’s lack of voice and influence is even more pro-
found, particularly when resource decisions are 
made that affect their access to forest products.

Process Product Decision-making
Effects on women and men

Indigenous groups
Extreme poor 
Dalits

Coping poor Improving poor

Timber Reduced access to 
timber usually has 
little impact because 
this group has little 
power to control 
access to high-value 
resources
Benefits of timber 
are mostly captured 
by elites

These groups as are unlikely to benefit 
in any direct way from economic 
benefits of timber harvesting
Because of their better social networks 
and levels of well-being they may have 
more opportunity to be laborers for 
timber contractors (in the Tarai); for the 
majority of women, these opportunities 
are not available

Environmental 
services

Across all groups environmental functions of forests are important for maintaining 
water supplies; inputs to agricultural productivity through improving soil fertility; and 
providing the range of biodiversity necessary to maintain a robust local ecosystem
Degradation increases their vulnerability to natural disasters and shocks as resources 
degrade or disappear and reduces their capabilities to cope with increasing climate 
change

Degradation of environmental services is most acutely felt by 
those who have no other options; climate change effects are 
more profoundly felt by those whose livelihoods are dependent on 
agriculture and forest products 
Loss of environmental services as a consequence of climatic 
factors will have increasing the effects on resilience and 
adaptation capabilities of women, the extreme poor and the 
excluded: increased food insecurity is a consequence

A more diverse 
portfolio and 
higher levels of 
risk-taking capacity 
mean they are 
more resilient to 
minor changes 
in environmental 
services but 
will also face 
increased levels 
of food insecurity 
and problems 
of adaptation to 
an increasingly 
unpredictable 
environment
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Control over resource access and benefit flow. 
The effects of women’s limited participation 
mean that decisions over distribution of benefits 
and access to other resources may not take into 
account the needs of poor women in particular. 
For example, if a user group decides on a ban on 
entry to the forest or fuelwood collection over 
a period of time, women with some economic 
means can purchase fuelwood and fodder to 
fulfill their requirements but poor women can-
not. This results in them either putting in more 
hours of walking to gather fuelwood from distant 
places, or replacing fuelwood with agriculture by-
products which are often poor-quality fuel and 
take more time to cook; this affects the nutrition 
quality of food and increases their vulnerability to 
punishment for collecting prohibited materials.

2.4.3 Caste/ethnic/regional-identity-based 
exclusion

There are no disaggregated data available to ana-
lyze caste and ethnic distribution of membership 
in CFUGs. However, some studies (HURDEC 
2004) provide evidence of exclusion of Dalits 
from membership in some communities based 
on their caste identity.

Power relations and the local political econ-
omy all affect the degree to which excluded 
groups feel they are able to participate. There are 
multiple reasons derived from experiences gov-
erning why people are excluded or exclude them-
selves from group-based activities: their own 
self-perceptions of having nothing to say that 
others are prepared to listen to; experience of 
more powerful people disregarding them and not 
seeking their opinions; their relations with more 
powerful people—not being prepared to speak 
out in front of them in case they say something 
that causes offence to their “patron”; their lack of 
education, which means they cannot easily par-
ticipate in events that require literacy or numer-
acy; their lack of time to go to meetings and build 

the confidence to speak; simply not having access 
to information about what is happening, so not 
having the opportunity to be part of an event—
rendering them voiceless; and meeting agendas 
which do not address their needs or are beyond 
their experience. These are all experienced to dif-
ferent degrees by Dalits and women.

Criteria for selection to executive committee 
positions exclude the poor, Dalits and indige-
nous people from an important decision-making 
forum. In most groups, nomination or selection 
for the executive committee is decided by con-
sensus and proposed by politically active vil-
lage leaders. Some informal basic criteria guide 
the selection of members: availability of time to 
attend meetings; sufficient education to discuss 
and interpret forest policy, rules and regulations; 
a personality that is listened to and respected by 
the majority; and the confidence to make deci-
sions. These informal criteria tend to favor the 
landed class and high-caste men, thus executive 
committees are usually dominated by the village 
elites. The poor, Dalits and indigenous people, 
even when they are members, often lack the cri-
teria required to be in leadership positions. They 
are less educated, less heard in the community, 
and more importantly do not have strong family 
or other social networks. In communities which 
are relatively more heterogeneous, executive com-
mittee members are elected. There, too, entry cri-
teria, power relations and personal linkages play 
important roles which often render positions as 
beyond the reach of the poor and disadvantaged 
groups (Rai Paudyal 2008; Khadka 2009). 

2.4.4 Income and location-based exclusion
Distant users. In principle, all households that are 
traditional users of a resource living in proximity 
to the forest and willing to be involved in FUGs 
are eligible for membership. These criteria auto-
matically exclude migrants, distant users and 
pastoralists in the high hills and mountains who 
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do not necessarily live within the particular geo-
graphical boundary set by the group but use the 
forest on a seasonal or occasional basis (Banjade 
and Paudel 2008). This is a highly contentious 
issue in the Tarai, where distant users in the 
southern belt have been restricted from access 
to northern forests, leading to loss of seasonally 
important sources of products and income.

Membership of a user group provides legiti-
macy to participate and provides a range of 
incentives, including access to forest products, 
funds for infrastructure development, income-
generating activities, and collective forums for 
decision-making, and, more importantly, a 
sense of collectivism that is important for self-
confidence and social empowerment. As almost 
all assistance provided by district forest offices 
(DFOs) or any other organization is channeled 
through user groups, non-members are not just 
excluded from access to forest products but are 
also automatically excluded from access to any 
other benefits. The criteria and unit of member-
ship determine who is in and who is out. Thus, 
CFUG membership is inclusive at household 
levels and free (or involves minimum entry fee) at 
the time the user group is formed. But it is diffi-
cult for newcomers to the area to join an existing 
group as FUGs devise a number of criteria aimed 
at discouraging new entrants. These include evi-
dence of permanent residence in the village and 
an entry fee assigned by the user group, which is 
usually high for the poor.

Extreme poor barriers to membership. The land-
less and those who live in ailani land often find 
it difficult to provide evidence of permanent 
residence in the village. Membership fees often 
act as a barrier to the extreme poor, who can-
not afford the fee or the time required to be an 
active member of the user group, thus further 
restricting their access to both forest products 
and other developmental opportunities offered 
by the CFUG.

For the extreme poor, incomplete understand-
ing and inadequate access to information about 
the process and importance of FUG member-
ship during group formation can also result in 
exclusion. First, the poor remain unaware of the 
process and are excluded through lack of infor-
mation. Second, they often choose voluntary 
exclusion because of the high opportunity costs 
incurred in the initial stages of group formation, 
while benefits only come later. Their low risk-
taking ability does not allow them to use their 
labor without an immediate return.9 By the time 
they see the benefits of membership, the entry 
costs are too high.

2.4.5 Structural barriers to access forest 
resource benefits

Legitimate access to forest products is the most 
important incentive for people to participate 
in community forestry and invest in protection 
and management. Though disaggregated data 
related to access to forest products are not avail-
able nationally, independent studies in different 
locations have shown that community forestry 
has resulted in increased availability of forest 
products through better protection and effec-
tive management.10 However, the distribution of 
products is not fully equitable or egalitarian, as 
class, caste and gender relations pose constraints 
for the poor and excluded groups to access, as 
members, their share of products (Rai Paudyal 
2008; Hobley 2007).

The equality not equity rule. Usually, prod-
uct distribution rules and criteria in forest 
user groups are based on “equality”. Perhaps to 
avoid conflict, user groups, unless facilitated, 
tend to prefer equality over equity in distribu-
tion systems. As a result, the use rule (proce-
dures, prices, timings, etc) tends to neglect the 
differentiated needs, priorities and ability of 
members to claim their share of the products 
(Bampton and Cammaert 2006). For example, 
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poor members often find it difficult to buy some 
products, especially fuelwood and timber, at the 
price set by user groups. Equitable provisions 
would provide price subsidies, which some user 
groups practice. Similarly, timber for charcoal 
is an important product for blacksmiths but 
most user groups ban charcoal production from 
forests, making the occupation of blacksmiths 
difficult to sustain. The choice of product and 
timing for harvest also differ according to socio-
economic conditions and gender identity. These 
differentiated needs require an equitable dis-
tributive mechanism in user groups to respond 
to the specific needs and priorities of the most 
excluded group members.

Income investment in assets and services that pro-
vide more benefits to the non-poor and non-excluded. 
Community forest groups generate income from 
the forests, and access to this income is an impor-
tant incentive for people to participate in com-
munity forestry. The major sources of income for 
FUGs include membership fees, sale of products, 
and fines for violation of group rules. Because of 
the poor resource base and lack of opportuni-
ties to exploit forest products in the market, user 
groups in the hills have limited funds of their 
own; in contrast, Tarai forests are endowed with 
high-value timber, thus some Tarai FUGs have 
substantial financial resources. The general ten-
dency is to increase funds by setting higher prices 
for forest products (mainly firewood and tim-
ber). This tendency negatively affects the ability 
of the poor to buy the products. However, some 
recent initiatives have shown that some commu-
nities and CFUGs are able to develop valuable 
enterprises and have activities that benefit the 
poorest (Mayers 2007).

Apart from the 25% of total CFUG funds 
that have to be invested in forest development,11 
the major area of CFUG investment has been 
in community buildings (schools, halls, offices, 
temples), in education (teacher salaries, some-

times scholarships), sponsoring overseas migra-
tion, saving and credit, and revolving loans for 
income-generation activities and capacity build-
ing of user groups. The majority of these invest-
ments tend to provide proportionately more 
benefits to non-poor high-caste men. For exam-
ple, many user groups spend significant funds 
on hiring teachers for community schools,12 and 
many invest in infrastructure of cultural and 
religious significance, such as temple and com-
munity buildings.

Cultural barriers to treating women, the poor 
and the excluded as citizens with equal rights. 
More importantly, incorporation of pro-poor 
and inclusive policy provisions at user group 
level depends on the willingness of local leaders 
who influence decisions. At present, the major-
ity of user groups do not allocate resources for 
specific target groups unless it is mandated since 
there are no benefits to the decision-makers who 
themselves are socialized into accepting different 
kinds of inequities. Where allocations are made, 
implementation remains uncertain because of 
lack of leadership commitment. For example, 
many user groups devise differential pricing 
systems for forest products during the general 
assemblies but often find these difficult to imple-
ment and are reluctant to do so.

2.5 Policy and Legal Framework and 
Programmatic Response: How Are 
the Barriers Being Addressed?

A major determinant of the levels of exclusion 
experienced is the policy and institutional con-
text of the forest sector (see Figure 2.1 above). 
This section addresses the first of these factors. 
After a brief discussion about the overall policy 
framework, we cover the attempts that have been 
made to bring in a GESI perspective and the 
efforts to improve access for women, the poor 
and the excluded. We illustrate the discussion 
with examples from different programs.
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2.5.1 Overall policy and legal framework
The Forest Master Plan, Forest Act 1993, 
Forest Regulation 1995, Forest Policy (2000) 
and Conservation Strategy (2002) are the major 
policy documents that provide the overall frame-
work for forestry sector governance in Nepal. 
The MFSC has taken some initiatives to institu-
tionalize gender and social equity concerns in its 
policies, plans and programs, but this is mainly 
in community-managed regimes13 (see Annex 
2.2 for the GESI elements of these policies). 
This follows commitments made in the Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper and the Three-Year 
Interim Plan and national/international com-
mitments on gender equality and social inclu-
sion, including signing international conventions 
such as the Durban Accord for protecting the 
rights of the poor dependent on forests and ILO 
Convention 169 to protect the rights of indig-
enous communities over natural resources. Key 
examples of these initiatives are the gender and 
social inclusion (GESI) vision (2004) and GESI 
strategy14 (2006) for the sector, and implemen-
tation of revised community forestry guidelines 
(2009) and a GESI-sensitive monitoring frame-
work (2007).

As summarized in Table 2.3, government-
managed forests and protection areas, which 
constitute nearly three quarters of the total for-
ests in Nepal, are areas where exclusion is acute. 
Current policies and legislative framework for 
these areas are not people centered. As legally, 
no access of communities is allowed, exclusion is 
widespread, not only for the poor and women, 
but for all.

Although there is a GESI vision in place for 
the forestry sector and a strategy through which 
to operationalize it, there has been limited insti-
tutional uptake to date (Table 2.4). The reasons 
for this are discussed in Section 2.6. However, 
in one part of the forestry sector there have been 
significant recent changes to address inclusion 

issues, demonstrated by the revised community 
forestry guidelines and the forest approach paper 
for the Three-Year Interim Plan. In both cases, 
the government has shown a major commitment 
to address some of the exclusion issues outlined 
above, but most changes are limited to commu-
nity-managed resources and do not cover forest 
areas under state management.

2.5.2 Program responses: Gender equality 
and social inclusion approaches

Other sector actors, including donor-supported 
programs (see Annex 2.3 for an overview of 
programs in the sector), have recognized the 
need to address issues of gender equality and 
social inclusion. These include the Pro-Poor 
and Social Inclusion Strategy15 (2005) of the 
Livelihoods and Forestry Program (LFP). The 
strategy defined the poor and excluded (P&E),16 
and has been effective in developing a common 
understanding of social exclusion issues as well 
as strategic approaches to deal with them. This 
has been rolled out across staff and partners.17 
The Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project 
(NSCFP) Livelihoods Improvement Program 
is focused on the development in CFUGs of an 
understanding of the rights of the poor and the 
disadvantaged;18 its strategy is based on the real-
ization that targeting disadvantaged groups is 
not sufficient to change the structural relations 
that maintain their marginalization and exclu-
sion. Instead, approaches based on empowering 
individuals and groups to understand the under-
lying causes of poverty and exclusion and build-
ing their capacity to transform these relations are 
being developed, for example by the NSCFP. 
The strategy involves three major mechanisms to 
influence CFUGs and their approach to poor and 
disadvantaged members: through governance 
coaching and sensitizing members to the rights 
of poor people; well-being ranking; and flows of 
funds for income-generating activities embed-
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Table 2.3: Differential Effects of Forest Management Regime Change on Excluded People

Process and product Decision-
making

Impacts on people

Indigenous groups Extreme poor 
Dalits

Poor people Women

Exclusion 
from forests 
under 
different 
management 
regimes

Community managed

Community-
managed 
forests, 
community 
forestry

Forest user 
group, 
generally 
executive 
members

In some parts of the 
Tarai, conflict with those 
who have established 
community forests, loss 
of customary rights 
of access and use of 
forests, reassertion of 
indigenous rights (under 
ILO 169)

Loss of access to 
forest resources 
for livelihoods; 
particularly 
affects 
blacksmiths, 
medicinal herb 
collectors and 
seasonal users 
reliant on income 
from forest 
products

Community forestry 
generally benefits 
more capable poor 
households, group 
membership brings a 
range of additional 
benefits not just forest-
related, ensuring 
regular access to 
fuelwood, timber for 
house construction, 
grazing, etc 

• For all women 
influence over 
decision-making is 
limited, but more 
acute for the poor 
and the excluded

• For extreme poor 
women opportunity 
costs of community 
forestry are often 
too high, leading to 
self-exclusion

• Single women and 
women-headed 
households face 
challenge to 
manage home 
plus participate in 
forest management 
activities; tend 
not to be part of 
communication 
flows predominantly 
through men, 
so often have 
limited access to 
information 

Buffer zone 
management 
within 
protection 
areas

State-
controlled 
community 
participation 
for protection 
under park 
warden

Affects indigenous 
peoples due to loss of 
cultural and spiritual 
connection – dislocation 
from forests 

Partial exclusion of all households to full 
access to forest products; highly controlled 
access under rules determined by state; 
sharing of park income (20-30% of park 
fees)

Leasehold 
forests

Group-
based, but 
land already 
allocated

No specific target, land 
allocated according to 
poverty, not to caste 
and ethnicity

Includes poorest households but often 
unable to access opportunities; requires 
higher levels of investment because of 
low quality of land; excludes non-poor 
households but often include themselves 
to take control of land

Self-exclusion of 
extreme poor women; 
time to deliver 
useful products for 
consumption too long, 
so continue to use 
other sources 

State managed

State-
managed 
protection 
areas (core 
zones)

State-
controlled 
management 
decisions, no 
involvement of 
people

Dislocation of 
communities such as 
the Raute (in hills) and 
Bote Majhi/Tharu in the 
Tarai

• Guarded by Nepal Army with core 
areas as “shoot at sight” zones

• Loss of access to forest resources for 
consumption and sale; increased risks 
of personal injury; more acute for those 
dependent on forests 

Women most affected 
by punitive closure 
of core zones for 
collection of forest 
products for household 
consumption and sale; 
extreme poor women 
with higher forest 
product dependencies 
most acutely affected

State-
managed 
forests, 
national 
forests

State-
controlled 
management; 
local-level 
use permitted 
by forest 
guards on 
ad hoc basis; 
particularly 
difficult for 
women, the 
poor and the 
excluded

In some parts of the 
Tarai loss of cultural 
identity and social and 
economic livelihood 
base, dislocation of 
communities

• No legal rights for forest product 
collection

• In practice, access to grasses, 
deadwood and fruits 

• Open-access resources unless there is 
strict enforcement; use continues but 
with high levels of insecurity if caught; 
particular problem for caste groups 
dependent on forest resources for 
livelihood

• High levels of risk 
faced by women in 
particular; coercion 
and exposure to 
physical violence 
if caught by forest 
guards

• Extreme poor 
women most 
affected by legal 
barriers to resource 
use
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Table 2.4: Policies and Progress Related to Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 
Policy Progress
GESI vision of forestry sector (MFSC 2006): 
“Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation 
is a gender and social equity sensitive and 
socially inclusive organisation practicing 
good forest governance to ensure equitable 
access to, benefits from and decision 
making power over forest resources of all 
stakeholders.” 

The vision is in place but not providing overall guidance to sector and not mainstreamed; focused 
mainly on community-managed forests
Recommended four gender and social equity change areas: 
• Gender and equity sensitive policy and strategy: Change area 1. Refers to incorporation of 

gender and social equity concerns into forestry sector policy and strategy at all levels in the 
spirit of national strategy and plans

• Equitable governance: Change area 2. Refers to fair and balanced participation in decision-
making at all levels in forestry sector by all individuals and groups irrespective of gender, class, 
caste and ethnicity

• Gender and equity sensitive organizational development and programming: Change area 
3. Involves addressing gender and inclusion gap in organization (i.e., creating enabling 
environment for gender- and inclusion-sensitive working conditions and criteria) and through 
programming (i.e., addressing gender and inclusion concerns in program design, planning, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation)

• Equitable access to resources and benefits: Change area 4. Involves addressing imbalances 
and barriers for access of women, poor, Dalits and other excluded groups, and includes 
measures to increase access to forest products and other benefits from the sector 

GESI strategy Not yet implemented except in a few program guidelines
Community Forest Guidelines (2009) Recognizes barriers faced by poor, women and other socially excluded groups; provides 

mandatory affirmative action provisions aimed at inclusive membership and decision-making and 
equitable access to benefits

Forestry Approach and Three-year Interim 
Plan (2011-2013)

• Developed by MFSC with National Planning Commission, emphasizing importance of inclusive 
and participatory forest management

• Key strategies for economic contribution and social inclusion include increasing opportunities 
of income generation for the poor and excluded through community-based forest management 
modalities and democratization of governance systems (of government, nongovernment, 
community, network and private organizations) in forestry sector to make them inclusive, 
transparent, and accountable to people; proposed policies for inclusive governance following 
GESI strategy include increasing community forest executive positions for women to 50%; focus 
for inclusion remains only community-based forest management and not overall sector

ILO 169 protecting rights of indigenous 
peoples over their traditional lands, forests 
and other natural resources*

• Ratified by the government without consultation in 2007
• Area of contestation between indigenous and non-indigenous settlers over rights to same geo-

ecological regions using same natural resources 
* The main spirit of ILO 169 is that natural resource-dependent people lived in forests before the formation of modern states; thus they must 

have preamble rights over the natural resources. ILO 169 states that any issues affecting indigenous peoples can only be addressed with their 
full consultation and participation in decision-making at policy and implementation levels. This should be done through a process of genuine 
dialogue enabling indigenous people to voice their concerns and be fully involved in any policy measures affecting them. Consultation and 
participation are the main foundations on which the entire Convention is built.

ded in a wider program of support from CFUGs 
through the livelihoods package FREELIFE-
H2O.19 Skilled facilitation through NGOs for 
both processes is a prerequisite to address the 
structural causes of exclusion.20 Such approaches 
have led to targeted use of community forestry 
funds that have responded more directly to the 
livelihood needs of poor people rather than just 
to those expressed by more articulate, better-off 
people. This has signaled a shift away from just 
supporting roads and schools to more public 
investment in areas such as public lands that can 
be directly used by the very poor.

2.5.3 Improving inclusive access to forest 
products

Compared to the private and government-man-
aged regime, where legitimate access to forest 
products is restricted for all people, including 
the poor and excluded social groups, commu-
nity forestry has increased people’s legitimate 
access to forest products. Community forestry 
has pioneered measures to improve inclusion. 
Reservation of 33% of seats in executive com-
mittees for women to ensure their participation 
in decision-making, requirements for well-being 
ranking among users to identify the poorest, pro-
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vision of price subsidy and greater share of prod-
ucts to poor households, and allocation of at least 
35% of FUG funds for the poorest and women 
to redistribute the resources generated by user 
groups are some of the innovative ways by which 
community forestry has been trying to offset the 
effects of structural constraints. Some commu-
nity user groups have been more innovative and 
have implemented different equitable benefit dis-
tribution mechanisms (Hobley et al 2007; LFP 
2009). However, such innovations are confined 
to areas where donor-supported programs have 
invested in governance improvement, and are yet 
to be applied nationally for wider impact.

There have been some improvements in recent 
years in investment of FUG funds for the direct 
benefit of the poor, as the recent community for-
est guideline has made it mandatory that 35% of 
FUG funds must be allocated for the poor and 
the excluded. This provision is yet to be incor-
porated in CFUG constitutions and operational 
plans. Until now, there are no systematic sys-
tems established in FUGs to identify the specific 
needs and constraints of women and poor and 
socially excluded groups prior to making invest-
ment decisions. As a result, more pro-poor, gen-
der-friendly and inclusive investments cannot be 
made.

2.5.4 The importance of building social 
capital

Apart from the financial and material benefits, 
participation in community forestry also pro-
vides opportunities for self-development and build-
ing social capital. Participation in FUGs increases 
self-confidence and leadership skills, and builds 
enhanced relations with other power structures, 
contributing to enhanced status and social con-
trol in the community. The most significant 
example of such a development is the Federation 
of Community Forest Users (FECOFUN), 
a national network of users which represents 

more than 14,000 user groups and has become 
an important political player in the country. 
Though in theory access to such opportunities 
is open to all members, it is often restricted for 
women, the poor and excluded caste and ethnic 
groups. Although there has been some progress 
in increasing the representation of women, there 
is less progress for poor and excluded groups. 
For example, representation and participation in 
executive committees and user federations pro-
vide a training hub for leadership development, 
and such participation also enables a member to 
establish social linkages and political networks 
which are important as social and political capi-
tal. The ability to gain such non-material incen-
tives and benefits from FUGs is often a result 
of the past accumulation of wealth, greater net-
works of social relations and better education. 
Often the poor, women and excluded caste and 
ethnic groups cannot meet these entry criteria, 
and so have less opportunity to build or extend 
their social and political capital.

2.6 Forest Sector Institutional Issues
In this section we deal with the second aspect 
of the policy and institutional context shown in 
Figure 2.1 above. Institutional arrangements, the 
location of responsibility for GESI and institu-
tional culture, and attitudes of staff affect the 
access of women, the poor and the excluded to 
forest resources. The analysis thus considers 
the location of responsibility for GESI, levels 
of staff diversity, the comparative experience of 
key programs in the sector, and issues of insti-
tutional culture and competence of staff to deal 
with GESI.

2.6.1 Levels of diversity in forest staff
A sex and caste/ethnicity disaggregation21 of 
6,836 civil personnel in the forestry and NRM 
sector reveals that there is overrepresentation 
of men, Brahmin/Chhetris (57%), and Newars 
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(6.26%). Women comprise only 3.25%, Dalits 
2.0%, and Muslims 1.6% of the total staff (see 
Figure 2.2).

Of the 448 staff at the gazetted level, 6.0% 
are women, 68.7%22 are Brahmins/Chhetris, 
and 15.8% are Newars. There are 2,679 staff 
in non-gazetted positions, of whom 3.6% are 
women. In addition, 3,709 staff have no grade, 
of whom 2.7% are women. The highest presence 
of women is in third-class non-gazetted positions 
(7.0%). Dalits, other backward classes (OBCs) 
and Janajatis (except Newars) have a higher pres-
ence in non-gazetted levels (see Figure 2.3).

Staff diversity in selected programs in the sector
Some forestry programs outside government bod-
ies have made considerable progress during the 
period in terms of promoting staff diversity and 
building staff capacity. The LFP, for example, has 
a human resource policy based on the principle of 
balancing gender and social groups at all levels in 
the program over time and removal of discrimi-
nation against socially excluded groups (LFP 

TACOS 2006). Affirmative 
action is applied during staff 
recruitment: 32% of the staff 
are women, but inclusion 
from a caste/ethnicity per-
spective is much lower, with 
the majority of staff (75%) 
drawn from the Brahman/
Chhetri/Newar group. The 
disadvantaged Janajati staff 
are primarily in lower posts 
(Luintel 2006). The NSCFP 
adopted the SDC (Swiss 
Agency for Development 
and Cooperation) workforce 
diversity policy, which has a 
number of affirmative provi-
sions to enable recruitment 
of women, Dalits and other 

disadvantaged groups.23 As a result, compared to 
the government, the NSCFP staffing structure is 
inclusive, with 35% women, including the project 
manager; more interestingly, three out of four 
project-supported districts have women heads 
at the district level. The team is also inclusive 
in terms of caste and ethnicity: out of the total 
34 staff, 44% are from Brahmin-Chhetri-Newar 
social groups and 41% from disadvantaged ethnic 
groups.24 A third example from the Biodiversity 
Sector Support Program for Siwalik and Tarai, 
working in the Tarai using affirmative human 
resource provisions, shows it responding to local 
conditions, with more than 50% of the staff being 
Madhesis.

2.6.2 Working environment
Education, information and personal and political 
linkages are important entry requirements to the 
civil service in Nepal and have favored non-poor, 
high-caste, hill-origin men. This is reflected in 
the Department of Forests (DOF) organizational 
staff composition. Female entry into forestry as 

Figure 2.2: Workforce Diversity of Civil Personnel in the Forestry Sector

Source: Nijamati Kitabkhana, February 2010; analysis by study team.
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a profession is low, restricted by the difficulties 
of attending training institutes that all necessi-
tate women leaving home to study. For the few 
women who have academic qualifications, secur-
ing jobs in the ministry/department requires 
them to compete with men who are often better 
equipped with additional training, work experi-
ence, and exposure, and have limited gender-spe-
cific responsibilities or constraints. Working in 
the districts, particularly the more remote areas, 
is difficult for women, who often face high levels 
of hostility from male colleagues and other dis-
trict staff, including questions about their com-
petence and ability to perform the job.25 Family 

responsibilities, especially associated with care 
of children, force women forest officers to pre-
fer postings in relatively more accessible places, 
reducing their career promotion opportunities.26 
For poor and excluded groups, gaining sufficient 
educational qualifications to get admission to 
training institutes is a major hurdle, reflected in 
their very low representation in the forest public 
service. Programs such as the NSCFP (2007a), 
LFP and Biodiversity Sector Support Program 
for Siwalik and Tarai have tried to tackle some 
elements of this through provision of scholar-
ships and internships for women, Dalits and 
Janajatis. These include higher education schol-

Figure 2.3: Diversity of Civil Personnel in Forestry Sector at Different Levels (%)
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arships to ensure that these groups acquire the 
necessary technical qualifications to gain employ-
ment in the sector.

Some programs have tried to address ele-
ments of the culture of the working environment, 
including making special provisions for working 
mothers. The LFP, for example, provides mater-
nity leave for three months, breastfeeding hours 
for working mothers, travel and daily subsistence 
allowance for babies and caretakers, and flexible 
working hours for working mothers. Recognition 
of women’s reproductive role in the workplace 
has not only attracted women staff but also 
helped in their retention. Similar arrangements 
supporting the reproductive role of women are in 
the NSCFP human resource policy.

2.6.3 Location of GESI responsibility
All the departments within the MFSC have 
appointed gender focal points to oversee main-
streaming of gender into sectoral program design 
and strategies. Despite policy mandates provided 
in the GESI strategy and vision, the gender focal 
points have not been successful due to a lack of 
clarity about their roles and responsibilities, 
inadequate resources, their low positions in the 
hierarchy and limited authority, and an institu-
tional failure to link their work to the routine 
work of the ministry. This is reflected in the rest 
of the structure, including a gender equity work-
ing group (GEWG)27 set up in 2003 to develop 
and implement strategies for mainstreaming 
gender equity and social inclusion in the forestry 
sector’s policies and programs. There are also 
regional-level GEWGs under the leadership of 
regional forestry directorates (in three out of five 
regions). However, frequent changes of MFSC 
staff as GEWG coordinators have affected the 
GEWGs’ efficiency and effectiveness.

Often, the task of the gender focal point and 
GEWG coordinator is an add-on to the respon-
sibilities of the officer designated to take on these 

roles, and this affects the time and resources allo-
cated for effective coordination and leadership. A 
review of the terms of reference/job descriptions 
of senior officials and other decision-makers 
indicates that except for the ministry GEWG 
coordinator, no one has been given any respon-
sibility on mainstreaming gender and inclusion.28 
The gender focal points in several other depart-
ments are supposed to take this responsibility as 
an additional task on top of their main jobs.

LFP and NSCFP. Both have dedicated staff to 
provide technical support on gender equality and 
social inclusion. In LFP there is a social devel-
opment advisor in the central office to provide 
overall guidance on GESI, and in regional offices 
there are social development program officers to 
operationalize GESI policies. The NSCFP also 
has two staff specifically recruited to work on 
mainstreaming GESI and pro-poor livelihoods. 
The program director and other officers have 
GESI responsibilities integrated in their terms of 
reference.

2.6.4 Skills, competency and motivation
MFSC. Implementation of GESI requires basic 
understanding among all staff (not only the 
GEWG coordinator and focal persons) and spe-
cific analytical skills and capacity to operational-
ize the analysis. There has been no investment 
in this type of capacity development. Capacity-
building programs, including the training cur-
riculum on participatory forestry, do not include 
social concepts (gender, equity, social inclusion, 
power relationships). In recent years there has 
been an increasing trend of providing gender 
sensitization training but building the skills to 
translate concepts into implementation is still 
lacking. Historically, forest officers are trained 
in scientific forestry and have limited training on 
social issues.

Forest bureaucratic culture acts as a barrier to 
internalizing GESI understanding into institu-
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tional systems and structures. The deeply held 
ideology/beliefs on forestry and foresters’ roles, 
the power relations between staff, and personal 
attitudes and behaviors have been barriers for 
effective GESI mainstreaming. Paradoxically, 
while Nepal’s innovative participatory forestry 
programs are internationally known and have 
demonstrated considerable success, and sig-
nificant development has been made in terms 
of developing GESI policies and strategies in 
the sector, the forest government organiza-
tions have changed little and capitalized little on 
the learning in the sector, especially on demo-
cratic procedures, transparency, and downward 
accountability within institutions.

Training provision by programs. The LFP pro-
vides orientation training on GESI to almost all 
its staff at different levels, and has invested in 
building skills for the implementation of its strat-
egy. It has also developed and adopted a strong 
“zero tolerance” management policy for sexual 
harassment, violence against women, and caste-
based discrimination. The NSCFP also has 
gender-specific policy provisions and a strong 
management policy against sexual harassment 
which is strictly enforced and can even result 
in dismissal. Training and capacity building on 
GESI concepts and skills are an ongoing process 
for all staff. GESI-related performance indica-
tors are incorporated in the overall staff appraisal 
system, increasing the accountability of each staff 
member towards the issue. These include staff 
assessment on promoting a multicultural work-
ing environment and workforce diversity within 
the portfolio, behavior towards staff from dis-
criminated groups, and annual monitoring.

2.7 Program Activities and Budget 
Analysis

This section analyzes the government’s and pro-
grams’ budget allocation and expenditure29 to 
examine the extent to which resources are being 

spent on forest sector activities that are expected 
in some way to help women, the poor and the 
excluded. The objective is to “follow the money” 
to assess what efforts have been made to address 
the issues that constrain these groups’ access to 
sector benefits; analyze how much of the budget 
has been allocated and spent on such issues; and 
assess the degree to which government funding 
for these issues is channeled through targeted pro-
grams or integrated into mainstream programs.

The government’s annual budget speech pres-
ents three different types of analysis of the budget 
from a gender and inclusion perspective: expen-
ditures in support of “inclusive development and 
targeted programs” are identified; the gender-
responsive budget (GRB) exercise is presented; 
and pro-poor expenditures are identified (Annex 
8a, 8b, and 8c of the annual budget speech 2009-
2010, respectively). The budget speech allocated 
Rs 3,424,763,000 for forestry, of which 1.7% (Rs 
60,453,000) was categorized as “inclusive devel-
opment/targeted programs”, Rs 1,898,517,000 
(2% direct, 53% indirect) as gender responsive, 
and 52% (Rs 1,780,218,000) as pro-poor.

We tried to identify how the classifications 
were made and the process followed. Indicators 
are not specified for inclusive development/
targeted programs but there are indicators for 
GRB30 and pro-poor budgeting.31 Our discus-
sions with ministry and line agency staff indicate, 
however, that guidelines are not clear, and in the 
end it is left to the budget officer to categorize 
and score the various budget lines to the best of 
his (it is primarily men) understanding. Since 
the scoring and indicators were not clear for the 
other two kinds of budgeting, we have focused 
on reviewing the government’s GRB indicators, 
identifying what sub-indicators are relevant, and 
whether this approach is effective for tracking 
GRB expenditures in the forestry sector.

As noted above, the annual budget speech for 
FY 2009-2010 identified 2% of the forestry bud-
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get as directly supportive to women and another 
53% as indirectly supportive; the remainder was 
neutral. MFSC and Ministry of Finance (MOF) 
staff categorize all expenditure items in the for-
estry budget into three categories (directly sup-
portive, indirectly supportive and neutral) based 
on five indicators of gender responsiveness: par-
ticipation, capacity building, benefit sharing, 
increased access to employment and income-
earning opportunities, and reduction in women’s 
workload. However, these indicators, which 
were developed in the context of agriculture, are 
not necessarily applicable in other sectors. There 
are no sub-indicators to guide the scoring of 
budget lines or assess how the activities budgeted 
contribute to the indicators. Also, the GRB 
indicators tend to be better at capturing expen-
ditures for targeted women’s programs than at 
picking up expenditures for efforts made in uni-
versal programs to mainstream GESI. Finally, of 
course, the GRB exercise focuses only on gen-
der, and does not capture expenditures aimed at 
increasing outreach to excluded groups. 

Therefore, while we have assessed the existing 
GRB practice and indicators used, and identi-
fied possible sub-indicators for GRB analysis 
in forestry, we have also developed and applied 
our own tentative GESI budgeting methodol-
ogy.32 This is intended to capture expenditures 
that reach and support excluded groups and 
those that support women. Although there is 
no single rule about how to determine whether 
public expenditure is discriminatory or equal-
ity enhancing, there are some general principles 
that are discussed in gender budgeting literature, 
which we have adapted.33 Our efforts here are 
intended as a first step to identifying the approxi-
mate resource flows to these different purposes; 
but much more work and wider consultations 
are needed. We hope that this initial attempt can 
become the basis for further collective work with 
the MOF, the Gender-responsive Budgeting 

Committee, sectoral ministries, donor agencies 
such as UNIFEM, and NGOs interested in 
tracking budget expenditures.

The GESI budget analysis assesses what 
activities have been planned/implemented that 
provide direct support to women, the poor and 
excluded social groups to address the barriers 
they experience in accessing resources and ben-
efits from forestry (e.g., forest resources, sub-
sidies, land on lease, etc); what are the efforts 
made to provide indirect support (e.g., providing 
disaggregated evidence of disparities, sensitivity 
training for foresters, etc); and what amount is 
neutral, as it assumes that everyone will benefit 
equally. We have followed the GRB practice of 
three categories but have not followed the GRB 
indicators as they have not been very effective in 
application across the sectors.

The GESI budget analysis was carried out at 
two levels. First, we assessed national-level expen-
ditures in the forestry sector using the above cri-
teria. The annual MFSC budget for 2009-2010, 
covering 18 programs, came to a total of Rs 
13,254,910,000.34 Our analysis resulted in the 
breakdown shown in Table 2.5. Directly sup-
portive or targeted programs for the poor were 
4.4%, and minimal for other groups.

The next step was to move to the district level 
to ground truth both the national-level GRB 
budget exercise and our own GESI analysis in 
two districts, Kavre and Morang.35 We first 
worked with the DFO staff to assess the current 
approach to gender-responsive budgeting they 
were using. In consultations at the district level, 
officers stated that for forest and soil conserva-
tion programs all indicators were relevant but 
should be given different weightage, with partici-
pation the highest; capacity building and income 
generation following it; and the least weight to 
benefit sharing and time saved.36 They were 
aware of a number of positive policy provisions 
mandating that benefits reach girls/women, the 
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poor and the excluded, and felt these automati-
cally ensured that the entire budget would be 
responsive to women or specific excluded groups. 
In reality, this has proven to be a problematic 
assumption.

Next, we worked with the DFO staff to do a 
GESI analysis of the district-level forestry bud-
gets using directly supportive, indirectly sup-
portive and neutral categories.37 The results are 
shown in Table 2.6. In a budget of Rs 1,807,100 
for Morang, a minimal amount was identified as 
directly supportive for the poor (2%) and indi-
rectly supportive for women and the poor (25% 
for women; 5% for the poor). In Kavre, it was 
much higher for women (51% specific) and the 
poor (50%), primarily because of leasehold for-
estry. Other activities included nursery, seed-

lings, beehives, interaction program of members 
for women, development of forest area in public 
land by involving poor and vulnerable house-
holds, etc.

Efforts have been made by the DOF and 
MFSC to address the barriers of women and the 
poor, but for other groups the assumption seems 
to be that benefits will automatically reach them 
through implemented activities. But almost no 
activities or funds have been planned to address 
the barriers of women, the poor and the excluded 
discussed in Section 2.2, or the structural issues 
that constrain their access. This indicates that 
a more conscious recognition of the need to 
address such socio-cultural, empowerment and 
governance issues along with core technical for-
estry services is required. The key issues are the 

 Table 2.5: Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Budget Analysis of Annual Budget of Ministry of Forests and   
 Soil Conservation, 2009–2010

Targeted 
groups

Directly supportive Indirectly supportive

% of 
budget

Examples of activities
% of 

budget
Examples of activities

Annual plan, MFSC, Rs. 3,449,974,000

Women 0.48 Training on gender inclusion in forest; establish herbal 
garden

0.01 Awareness-raising program about biodiversity 
and gender equity in school

Poor 4.42 Development of public land, income-generating 
program, development of micro-enterprises of forest 
products, work plan on allocated land for marginalized 
people

0.41 Well-being ranking and social inclusion 
training

Remote 
locations

– – 0.63 NTFP training, demonstration farm in Jumla, 
Salyan

Source: Annual budget of MFSC, FY 2009-2010; analysis by study team, 2010.

Table 2.6: Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Budget Analysis of District Forestry Offi ces, Kavre and 
 Morang, 2008-2009

Targeted 
groups

Directly supportive Indirectly supportive

% of 
budget

Example of activities
% of 

budget
Example of activities

Kavre (total budget Rs. 730,000; leasehold forestry budget Rs 297,000)

Women 51 Nursery, seedlings, beehives, interaction program of 
members

15 Group formation, workplan, CFUG 
management

Poor 50 Leasehold forestry, work planning consultations

Morang (total budget Rs. 1,807,100; leasehold forestry budget Rs 40,000)

Women – – 25 Nursery maintenance, seedling production, 
microcredit

Poor 2 Development of forest area on public land by involving 
poor and vulnerable households

5 Microcredit

Source: Budgets of Kavre and Morang, FY 2008–2009; analysis by study team, 2010.
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criteria, indicators and process of budget review. 
Government analysis classifies activities as directly 
or indirectly contributing to women, based on 
government directives regarding services to them. 
A deeper analysis, however, indicates that no 
activities are budgeted to address the specific gen-
der-based barriers that women experience. These 
are necessary even within a universal program so 
that structural barriers are addressed and a more 
even playing field created—only then can GESI 
be considered to have been mainstreamed.

The aim of this analysis is to assess whether 
the activities to address the barriers identi-
fied in Section 2.1 have been programmed and 
budgeted, otherwise they will not be addressed. 
Positive policy provisions, too, require activities 
and funds to be translated into action. Policy 
mandates directing that some services have to 
benefit women and the poor provide the basis 
for interventions which have enabled Kavre to 
allocate a substantive amount for these groups. 
Similarly, it is important to recognize the barri-
ers of the other groups and plan activities with 
budgets to mainstream gender and inclusion 
within universal programs of the forestry sector.

2.7.1 Gender equality and social inclusion 
sensitive budgeting in other programs

Forestry programs like the LFP and NSCFP 
have made special efforts in the past few years 
to make budget and other resource allocations 
specific to the needs and priorities of women, the 
poor and excluded groups. Though programs use 
different tools and methods, the objectives have 
been to increase resource allocation to benefit the 
excluded.

P&E budgeting at the LFP. The LFP uses the 
three levels of disaggregation for budget analysis 
discussed above:38 P&E specific,39 supportive,40 
and neutral41 (LFP 2007). The program has 
made a commitment to allocate and invest at 
least two thirds of resources in P&E specific and 

supportive activities. Recent LFP data suggest 
that during 2009, out of Rs 204 million spent 
by the program through field offices, 57% was 
either specific or supportive of the poor and the 
excluded while the remaining 43% was neutral.

Fund flow analysis at the NSCFP. The NSCFP 
uses fund flow analysis (FFA) to review its 
resource allocations specific to the needs and 
priorities of disadvantaged groups as a means to 
increase allocations. FFA is a system established 
in all SDC-funded projects that looks at not only 
the program budget but total budget received and 
spent by the projects. It analyzes the distribution 
of budget for various categories such as receiver 
side (disaggregated by households, groups, 
NGOs, government, consultants, international 
organizations), beneficiary side (disaggregated 
by poverty, caste, ethnicity, gender), and geo-
graphical distribution (rural, urban) (see Annex 
2.4 for FFA format and disaggregation). Current 
FFA reports show that 78.9% of the total budget 
is targeted for the livelihood and inclusion pro-
gram in rural areas, with only 4.6% of the budget 
for the program at the center. Similarly, analysis 
of four years’ budget expenditure (2004-2008) 
shows that 61% of the program budget is spent 
specifically for the direct benefit of poor house-
holds and almost 68% on socially discriminated 
groups, i.e., women, Dalits and disadvantaged 
Janajatis. However, only 30% of the budget spent 
by the project is received directly by poor house-
holds and 51% by discriminated groups.

2.8 Program and Monitoring 
Mechanisms

2.8.1 MFSC and departments
Planning for the sector in the ministry and depart-
ments is largely target oriented, with a high focus 
on quantitative rather than qualitative achieve-
ments. Very often, important strategies and pro-
grams for women, the poor and other excluded 
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groups mentioned in planning documents are 
not consulted and followed during planning. In 
principle, departmental GEWG coordinators 
and gender focal persons must audit the planning 
process and content; in practice, annual plans are 
compiled and finalized by planning departments 
with no inputs from the gender focal point or 
GEWG. Thus, often the contents in the plans 
are not consistent with the broader sectoral com-
mitment towards addressing GESI.

The monitoring and evaluation (M&E) sys-
tem lacks a social perspective. As a result, indi-
cators are mostly focused on biophysical aspects 
of change, and GESI is completely missing. 
Reporting remains against technical param-
eters of forest conditions (Rai Paudyal 2008), 
and there is no tracking of contribution of the 
sector to the national goal on poverty reduc-
tion (Khadka 2009). This makes it difficult to 
understand the effects of different management 
regimes on the livelihoods of poor and excluded 
groups and on national poverty reduction out-
comes. In 2009, the MFSC M&E Division pre-
pared a draft management information system 
(MIS) framework which incorporates disaggre-
gated database requirements on gender, poverty 
and location, but this is yet to be operationalized.

There have been some recent positive changes, 
however, especially in the DOF Community 
Forestry Division. Since 2009, a gender- and 
poverty-sensitive checklist has been incorporated 
in the annual DOF planning process. A national 
community forest database was established in 
the 1990s. The department maintains disag-
gregated data on membership and participation 
of women in key decision-making positions; to 
address its lack of coverage of excluded groups, 
it has recently revised its MIS system to incor-
porate gender, poverty and social equity (GPSE) 
monitoring indicators that track changes in the 
four key change areas of the GESI strategy, but 
this is still to be implemented. To date, the nec-

essary understanding and skills related to data 
collection, analysis and information management 
on GESI aspects have not been developed.

2.8.2 Monitoring mechanisms in other 
programs

GPSE monitoring initiative. Along with the pro-
cess of GESI strategy development, the wider 
forestry sector actors42 initiated GPSE monitor-
ing. The GPSE initiative resulted in the devel-
opment of a set of generic (quantitative and 
qualitative) indicators to monitor the sector’s 
contribution to poverty reduction and social 
inclusion, based on the four key change areas. 
A total of eight indicators (two for each change 
area) have been developed, piloted and incorpo-
rated into the monitoring framework of all actors 
involved in the group (see Annex 2.5 for a list of 
GPSE indicators). To maintain uniformity in the 
use of indicators and help consolidate the data 
obtained, the GPSE group also developed data-
base formats and software. The indicators have 
now been integrated into the DOF FUG database 
system and major forestry program databases. 
However, the focus is still on the Community 
Forestry Division database and not the sec-
tor as a whole. In addition, the LFP has a well-
established mechanism of livelihoods and social 
inclusion (LSI) monitoring, developed by DFID 
Nepal based on the GSEA study framework and 
its findings. A key element of the LSI frame-
work is monitoring outcomes against the three 
domains of change.43 The program also main-
tains GESI-disaggregated data and does analysis 
on a six-monthly basis. Institutionalization of 
GESI-disaggregated monitoring and reporting 
has helped the LFP to design, implement and 
adapt its program activities and interventions 
in a pro-poor, GESI-responsive and transfor-
mative manner. The NSCFP also maintains a 
GESI-disaggregated database and uses this for 
reflection, planning and monitoring. Reporting 
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against GPSE indicators is well established in 
the NSCFP and LFP systems.

2.9 Good Practices and Lessons Learned
There are several areas of good practice derived 
from experience in community forestry that can 
be applied across the sector. In this section we 
outline some of the tools and methods that have 
been found effective to address some of the struc-
tural barriers to inclusion identified in the ear-
lier discussions. These are organized around the 
three domains of change: building voice, chang-
ing the rules of the game, and improving access 
to assets and services.

2.9.1 Good practices

Building voice and influence
Building a strong civil society able to represent and 
advocate for changes in the rules of the game has 
been a major advance in the sector. In particular, 
the strong membership networks of FECOFUN 
and Himavanti (a women’s network) have dem-
onstrated the importance of this voice in challeng-
ing policy decisions that lead to greater exclusion 
and livelihood insecurity. The strong role played 
by women in some of these organizations is itself 
an important reflection of the deeper structural 
changes occurring through the community for-
estry movement. However, these organizations 
need to address issues of diversity and inclusion 
within their structures, where representation of 
excluded castes and ethnic groups is low.

Developing new approaches to social mobiliza-
tion based on empowerment and transformation 
of structures to build voice and capability of the 
excluded and the poor to influence decisions. 
Examples of approaches that have been success-
fully applied include a more empowering (trans-
formative) method of mobilization applied by 
the NSCFP. The new approach focuses more 
on building voice and capability of the poor and 

excluded forest users, helping to include them in 
groups, and building their capacity to articulate 
their needs and priorities, participate in decision-
making, and access resources and benefits. A 
major departure from earlier mobilization prac-
tices is the separation of forest technical services 
(through resource persons trained in forestry) 
and social mobilization tasks (through mobiliz-
ers trained on more empowering approaches such 
as the underlying causes of poverty analysis and 
Reflect).44 Four key areas where the social mobi-
lizers focus are targeting and organizing excluded 
users; capacity building of poor and excluded user 
group members; strengthening internal group 
governance of user groups and influencing elites; 
and establishing linkage between user groups and 
a range of service providers.

Tole-level meetings for inclusive decision-making 
in rural communities are increasingly being used 
by the government and programs (like the LFP) 
to address the non-participation of the poor and 
the excluded in CFUG meetings and their inabil-
ity to influence decisions. With neighboring 
households working together in groups, needs 
and interests are common, time is saved, and 
mobility restrictions are addressed (of particu-
lar concern to Muslim women). Additionally, 
women, the poor and the excluded are better 
informed and are able to raise their concerns in 
a more enabling environment, generally among 
their peer group. Social mobilization is key to 
the successful application of tole-level meetings. 
As the mobilizers start to work at the tole level, 
they visit each household to build their aware-
ness and convince them to join with neighbors to 
meet and form a group through which they can 
discuss their needs and present their interests to 
the CFUG executive committee and assembly. 
Since toles are not always homogeneous, individ-
uals may choose to form groups based on their 
interests, well-being ranking, or exclusion issues. 
The groups and meetings usually require facilita-
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tion by animators for several months. Given that 
each animator usually works with 5-10 CFUGs, 
the formation of tole groups greatly increase their 
workload initially, but the outcomes have been 
very promising. The needs and aspirations of the 
poor and the excluded are represented when making 
decisions on income-generating activities, land 
allocation, committee formation, subsidies, equi-
table distribution of forest products, and mem-
bership conditions and fees. They have taken 
responsibility for conservation and management 
of forest products in their area and have also been 
part of monitoring committees. Through aware-
ness raising and skill development, the poor and 
the excluded have become more empowered, 
with increased voice and influence in the func-
tioning of their CFUG. Communication between 
excluded members and the executive committee 
has become easier.

Work with elites and male members of the com-
munity to instill a sense of responsibility and 
accountability in them to work for the empow-
erment of women, the poor and the excluded, 
and establish a system of recognition and reward 
or vice versa to ensure more equitable social 
practices.

Partnership with NGOs/community-based orga-
nizations (CBOs) is an increasing trend for pro-
grams and government. These partnerships have 
successfully started to clarify and demarcate the 
roles of government staff as regulators, service 
providers and enablers, and NGO/CBO staff 
as the facilitators of voice, accountability mecha-
nisms, and strengthening governance structures. 
This has helped to ensure that the poor and 
the excluded get access to internal CFUG ser-
vices apart from strengthening ties between the 
CFUG and other service providers.

Improving access to assets and services
Improved targeting and inclusion through the use 
of well-being ranking provides a powerful base-

line for identifying the poor and the excluded for 
affirmative action. CFUGs carry out the ranking 
(using economic and social indicators) to catego-
rize households, and use this to target resources 
and services and ensure a more equitable distri-
bution of resources and opportunities. The sec-
tor will be testing a combined community-based 
and proxy means test approach to identify disad-
vantaged households, with independent verifica-
tion to try to standardize approaches and remove 
the confusion at the local level (LGCDP 2009).

Addressing locational exclusion: Use of public 
lands in the Tarai for community management 
has been an important mechanism to address 
some of the exclusion faced by distant users. 
Across the Tarai districts, about 20-23% of land 
suitable for agricultural cultivation is classified 
as public, and is underutilized and unmanaged 
(Deuja 2007). An agreement between village 
development committees and FUGs allows the 
groups to start economic-related works like fish-
ponds, vegetable cultivation, NTFP cultivation, 
etc. Mobilization and support for investment 
in the necessary technology are provided by the 
government—mainly the DOF and Department 
of Social Conservation (DSCO)—and other 
programs. While protection, plantation and res-
toration-related activities on public land involve 
the whole community and benefit all, livelihood 
interventions involve only the landless and the 
poor and benefit them directly.

Changing the rules of the game
Favorable government policies in community for-
estry, including the new guidelines, give greater 
mandated provisions for inclusive practices—for 
example, ensuring that the names of both men 
and women are registered as FUG members, so 
that there is formal legitimacy for women as well 
as men to participate in decision-making.

Participatory policy formulation process: Use of 
multi-stakeholder task teams (civil society, gov-
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ernment organizations, donor-funded programs) 
in policy development has opened up the policy 
space to more inclusive outcomes. This approach 
was successfully used in the revision of the com-
munity forestry guidelines through a process that 
has built widespread ownership and resulted in 
inclusive and GESI-sensitive guidance.

Examples of using a workforce diversity policy 
illustrate mechanisms to change the structure 
of organizations and the rules of the game that 
determine entry. These policies (such as those 
adopted by the NSCFP45) have improved inclu-
siveness in organizations and among partners. 
They identify groups to be prioritized, establish 
benchmarks for diverse representation in staff 
categories, and follow up with affirmative action 
to recruit people from discriminated groups until 
their representation in various staff categories, 
committees and working teams is ensured to 
reflect their representation in Nepal’s population.

Knowledge, skills, and empathy required to 
work with women, the poor and other socially 
excluded groups need to be built into the terms 
of reference of all professional and administrative 
staff, and performance appraisal systems need to 
value achievements in this area.

Revision of constitutions and operational plans 
of CFUGs with GESI provisions has been under-
taken by many CFUGs. This has led to signifi-
cant changes within CFUGs to ensure that they 
both recognize and address the expressed needs 
of women, the poor and the excluded. However, 
such efforts are still confined only to those areas 
where external support for social mobilization is 
provided.

Changing internal budgeting and monitoring 
systems to track resource allocation effects on 
poor and excluded people has been success-
fully employed by a number of programs. This 
has changed the way in which they allocate and 
deliver services, and enabled them to track the 
causal changes in livelihood and social inclusion 

outcomes. The LFP (through its LSI monitor-
ing) uses the three domains of change (voice, 
influence and agency) to track whether the poor 
and the excluded have been able to alter policies 
and institutions in their favor.

2.9.2 Lessons learned
Structural exclusion persists, but is understood 
more clearly now through the community for-
estry experience. This understanding and the 
translation of necessary action into wider sec-
toral policy and operational change still remain 
to be achieved.

Effects of management regimes on exclusion: 
Under a state-controlled forestry regime there 
is, in effect, complete formal exclusion of citizens 
from resource use irrespective of gender, caste/
ethnic group or economic status. Community-
managed forest systems are more inclusive and 
provide greater access to people to participate 
and benefit from the resource. Legal manage-
ment under community forestry has led to closer 
regulation, management, productive use and 
conservation of resources in contrast to the sys-
tems in state-managed forests, which have failed 
to deliver effective resource management or 
conservation.

Dealing with self-exclusion of the extreme poor 
from development processes requires special and 
targeted support to ensure that they can access 
forest resources and other associated benefits. 
Action should be based on analysis rooted in an 
understanding of the unequal power relations 
created by class, caste/ethnicity and gender. The 
support provided has to address these different 
dimensions of exclusion.

Policy mandates and affirmative action pro-
visions are necessary for resources to reach 
women, the poor and the excluded, along with 
the political commitment to implement them. 
Implementation gaps need to be understood and 
addressed, e.g., the GESI strategy of the forestry 
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sector has not yet been implemented despite its 
having been prepared through a broad-based 
participatory process and providing clear opera-
tional directions. The reasons causing this failure 
to implement need to be understood and acted 
upon.

Women, the poor and the excluded face multi-
ple exclusions, many of which cannot be tackled 
solely through forest-based interventions as the 
causes of exclusion are rooted in deep societal 
structures that require a coherence of interven-
tions and approaches across the range of service 
provision. The choice of intervention also deter-
mines the levels of exclusion and outcomes. For 
example, simply providing low-quality leasehold 
land is not sufficient to help people move out of 
poverty when the initial investments to improve 
productivity are large and require time to deliver 
any benefits. For the extreme poor this could 
lead to an increase in livelihood insecurity and 
vulnerability.

Behavior change is required to overcome deep-
seated resistance to changing discriminatory 
practices in both the workplace and community 
groups. Behavior change without systemic struc-
tural change in forest sector institutions will con-
tinue to reproduce the gap between fine policies 
and poor implementation.

Increased formal representation of the excluded 
in groups and committees does not equal 
increased voice and influence over decision-
making. There is still limited attendance of the 
excluded at meetings, they rarely speak, and, if 
they do, are not listened to. Understanding the 
informal rules and structure through a more 
thorough political power analysis is necessary to 
ensure effective support and change to the formal 
structures.

Social mobilization and facilitation processes 
need to focus on empowerment and not welfare-
based approaches to build an understanding of 
the rights and responsibilities of individuals 

as citizens to have a voice, access decisions and 
share in benefits.

Socio-cultural constraints on women are strong: 
It is necessary to work on shifting gender-based 
power relations in both the workplace and com-
munities. Women tend to have higher opportu-
nity costs involving higher levels of their labor 
for lower levels of benefit than men; and, in their 
gender roles, women are more vulnerable with 
loss of access to forest products. Government-
managed approaches need to consider this 
specific role of women and ensure access arrange-
ments are in place.

2.10 Mainstreaming Gender Equality and 
Social Inclusion: The Way Forward

These measures to operationalize GESI main-
streaming in the sector are discussed grouped 
under our framework of three stages: identify-
ing, design and implementation, and monitoring 
and reporting. Exclusion based on gender, caste, 
ethnicity or location is a complex interlinked 
issue which cannot be addressed in isolation. 
Multipronged measures are necessary for main-
streaming, which is reflected in the suggestions 
made here.46

2.10.1 Step 1: Identifying the barriers
Analyze existing power relations, and the formal 
and informal institutions that enforce and per-
petuate social and economic inequalities. Gender 
inequality and social exclusion in forests are linked 
to the wider socio-cultural and politico-economic 
context. Often the “barriers” we need to remove or 
work around in order to provide more equal access 
to forests are part of interconnected formal and 
informal institutions or “rules of the game” that 
structure Nepali society. These institutions or sys-
tems allocate privileges and obligations to individ-
uals and groups in accordance with different roles 
(e.g., district forest officers, CFUGs, contractors) 
or ascribed characteristics (female, Brahmin, Dalit, 
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Madhesi, etc). Some of these institutions are for-
mal—like the MFSC’s bureaucracy from the cen-
ter down to the range post and the CFUG. These 
systems have rules and procedures which specify 
how things should be done and who is responsible 
for what. Our projects/programs work with these 
systems and try to improve them so that they can 
deliver forestry services more effectively. Revised 
policies like 33% participation of women, certain 
percentage of funds to be spent on pro-poor pro-
grams, and revised operational plans and constitu-
tions of CFUGs are examples of “rules” that the 
MFSC is trying to change to improve the forestry 
sector in Nepal.

We are aware that changing these “rules” about 
how things are done upsets some stakeholders 
(like the political parties which have been able 
to reward loyal cadres with jobs, transfers and 
promotions, advantaged caste groups, and men 
who perceive an erosion in their authority) who 
have benefited from them in the past. This is 
why we always need to be aware of the “political 
economy” of our projects and programs so that 
we can include ways to keep these stakeholders 
from blocking the changes that are needed. Here, 
we also have to think about the more “informal” 
institutions, the ones that are deeply embed-
ded in people’s values, beliefs and ways of doing 
things. These too can block needed change and 
keep the projects/programs we support from 
achieving their development objectives. Some of 
these—like the gender system or the caste hier-
archy—are so deeply ingrained that people often 
follow the informal “rules” that structure these 
systems without being aware that they are doing 
so. It seems “natural” for a woman to be quiet and 
subservient in front of her husband or mother-
in-law and not speak up in a CFUG meeting 
when they are present, and for a Dalit to accept 
whatever is handed and be grateful, or hang back 
from fetching water until the other caste groups 
have finished fetching theirs. While not all of 

these systems/practices are negative (e.g., taking 
care/respecting elders), some of these informal 
“rules” keep some groups from getting full access 
to the benefits of the changes we are trying to 
bring in the forestry sector through our support 
to the project/program.

We are used to designing projects/programs 
to bring changes in the formal systems—and are 
aware that we need to look carefully at how the 
changes can be blocked. So, we work to develop 
improved procurement, human resources, 
accounting and auditing, communications and 
other systems of checks and balances to mini-
mize the opportunities for such blockage. The 
GESI framework is a system/methodology to 
improve our chances of success in ensuring that 
increased access to forest resources for women, 
the poor and the excluded actually happens on 
the ground. GESI work requires us to look not 
only at the formal systems (the MFSC bureau-
cracy, local governments, NGOs, FECOFUN, 
other donors) that we usually deal with but also 
at the informal systems (the hierarchies of caste 
and gender, political patronage networks, busi-
ness interests, etc) which are part of the socio-
political and cultural milieu in which programs/
projects must work and which are constantly 
interacting with the formal systems—sometimes 
in ways that distort the development outcomes 
we are seeking.

So, when we try to “identify barriers,” we are 
actually uncovering whole systems, informal 
institutions, or “rules of the game,” that keep 
some individuals and groups from getting equal 
access to the universal services and benefits the 
project/program is intended to deliver. To iden-
tify barriers we need to look at two areas: first, 
how the formal project systems are likely to work 
for different groups of people. This brings us to 
the second layer, to see how the informal systems 
may distort the way the formal systems work for 
some individuals and groups.
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2.10.1.1 Start with the formal systems

Assess GESI in existing policy, program, bud-
geting, and M&E
Review the sector policies
It is important to assess the existing policy man-
dates that provide the space to work on GESI 
issues in the forestry sector. We begin by iden-
tifying the policies that enable, those that con-
strain, and the policy gaps.

A review of existing programs of the MFSC 
and other actors is necessary to assess the extent 
to which there is an awareness of GESI and 
how it is currently being addressed, and the 
strengths and areas for improvement. The pro-
grams can be assessed against the three domains 
of change.47 How are the issues of the excluded 
being addressed (membership exclusion, access 
to forest products, land, income, services, funds, 
etc), what services are they receiving (e.g., access 
to land, literacy, skills building), and how are 
their capacities being strengthened? What 
capacity building is there to increase the voice of 
women, the poor and the excluded to recognize 
their rights and pressure for shifts in policies and 
change in discriminatory practices? And, for the 
last domain of change, what are the interventions 
to work on for the necessary policy reform and 
changes in social values and attitudes?

Identify through the exploration of existing 
programs potential champions within the gov-
ernment system who are willing to lead on GESI. 
This may, of course, also identify potential block-
ers who may need to be worked around.

Understand the existing political economy and 
governance issues in the sector—and, in particular, 
how they affect women, the poor and the excluded.

Review the sectoral and project budget and the 
M&E system from a GESI perspective
1. How well are the positive policy and pro-

grammatic provisions resourced and where 
are resources inadequate?

2. How does money flow, and who makes the 
decisions along the way?

3. If funds are allocated and spent at the dis-
trict and community levels, how inclusive 
is the governance of the government body 
and community organization making these 
decisions?

4. How transparent are their accounting 
systems?

5. Does the M&E system capture inputs, out-
puts and outcomes in a disaggregated man-
ner? Does it allow multiple stakeholders to 
participate, so that the M&E outcome is 
owned by all stakeholders?

6. Who collects the data and who analyzes 
them?

7. At what level are the M&E results shared?
8. Check whether the M&E system is captur-

ing changes in a disaggregated manner and 
on issues that are crucial for women, the poor 
and the excluded to increase their access.

9. Does the system provide a baseline against 
which to track change in the situation of 
women, the poor and the excluded, includ-
ing identification of gender/caste/ethnicity/
religion/location-differentiated labor pat-
terns for forest management and conserva-
tion, equitability of distribution, access to 
resources, and decision-making power? Who 
is using which forest resources for what, and 
how equitable is the distribution? Who are 
members and who are not?

10. Does the M&E system allow questions to be 
answered about representation and partici-
pation? Review profiles of CFUG members 
and assess the diversity—whether it reflects 
the population profile of the forest catch-
ment area; review minutes of meetings of a 
selected period to understand what kind of 
discussions are held and what kind of influ-
ence women and excluded members have on 
decisions.
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11. Does the M&E system provide informa-
tion on socio-cultural and economic barri-
ers: mobility constraints of women, existing 
gender and social power relations, and dis-
criminatory practices which constrain the 
participation of women, the poor and the 
excluded?

12. Does the M&E system provide information on 
forest product availability and other resources 
brought in by programs to CFUGs: what is 
coming in and who is getting access to it?

2.10.2 Step 2: Design and implementation

Addressing institutional and organizational 
change issues
• Support the implementation of the GESI 

strategy to include understanding why it has 
not been implemented as yet, what are the rea-
sons for the lack of political will to do so, iden-
tification of barriers to implementation, and 
design of mechanisms to ensure implementa-
tion (e.g., linking to performance assessment 
systems).

• Review gaps in existing policies and revise 
as necessary through a broad-based multi-
stakeholder process. The revised community 
forestry guidelines incorporate responsive 
provisions which address some previous gaps. 
A quick review of what is still missing needs to 
be done, and then revisions made. The GESI 
strategy identifies those policies/Acts/regula-
tions that require revision.

• Develop job descriptions and strengthen inter-
nal systems for GESI—work needs to be done 
with the MFSC and the Department of Human 
Resource Development to revise all job descrip-
tions to integrate GESI-related tasks.

• Mechanisms to encourage greater downward 
accountability need to be strengthened for 
both government and non-government orga-
nizations to ensure responsiveness to direc-

tives for required public audit and public 
hearings, with clear provisions of participation 
of women, the poor and the excluded. A gen-
der and social audit must be done at least once 
in two years, covering staff diversity, working 
environment, and program and budget review 
and monitoring.

• Develop an institutionalized system of public 
audit and public hearing to cover the decisions 
made by executive committees, their imple-
mentation, and use of income and expendi-
ture while also ensuring the participation of 
women, the poor and the excluded.

• Address longer-term exclusion issues such as 
longer-term investment in capacity building to 
develop a diverse group of professionals to ful-
fill the government’s civil service reservations 
for women and excluded groups. Incentives 
are necessary for technical institutes to reserve 
places for women and the poor.

• Human resource policy must incorporate 
gender- and inclusion-responsive provisions 
for recruitment, promotions and transfers. 
Recruitment processes must recognize the 
value of local languages and understanding 
of local dynamics. Human resource policies 
should support the development of a support-
ive working environment, especially for work-
ing mothers, to encourage women to apply for 
district positions and retain them. Tackling 
the culture of lack of respect for the profes-
sional capabilities of women and excluded 
groups is an essential part of increasing their 
representation and retaining them.

Addressing the empowerment of women, the 
poor and the excluded
• Longer-term investment is required in the 

capacity building of women, the poor and the 
excluded to enable them to participate more 
knowledgeably in executive committees and 
groups.
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• Institutionalizing tole groups and promot-
ing leadership of women, the poor and the 
excluded in these groups will enable the 
excluded to participate in meetings and influ-
ence decisions, and also allow them to build 
their leadership abilities.

2.10.3 Step 3: Monitoring and reporting
• Disaggregated programming, monitoring and 

reporting using the three domains of change 
need to be established across the sector. At the 
national level, this will require the implemen-
tation of the GPSE monitoring system already 
initiated.

• Objectives and indicators need to be disaggre-
gated by gender and caste/ethnicity. Planning 
and programming must be based on disag-
gregated information and evidence. With 
NGO partners, Participatory Rural Appraisal 
(PRA) tools (e.g., well-being ranking, labor/
access/control profile, resource mapping, etc) 
must be used as required at the community 
level to identify the poor and map existing 
social and power relations. This information 
must be used for identifying priorities for 
programming and guiding implementation 
practice.

• Uniform MIS and disaggregated data for all 
sectors around some basic indicators would 
help reduce duplication and identify gaps and 
areas of acute exclusion. The GPSE indicators 
must be used by all sector actors and institu-
tionalized as a routine activity.

• Monitoring and reporting formats must be 
standardized, with disaggregation to be fol-
lowed by actors in all sectors. Any specific 
issue that a program needs to monitor must 
be added to the basic common format. These 
must be used for planning and to inform 
decision-makers.

• Accountability mechanisms such as public 
audit and public hearing must be implemented 

as appropriate following a carefully facilitated 
process to ensure that proper service evaluation 
occurs and useful understanding is developed.

• Joint monitoring practices like those done 
through district forest coordination commit-
tees must be reviewed and based on lessons 
institutionalized at the district and regional 
levels. Representatives of organizations of the 
excluded and women’s groups must be part of 
the monitoring teams.

• The M&E section in the department and 
ministry must be given the responsibility for 
integrating gender and social inclusion in the 
monitoring system and practices of the sector.

• The DFO planning sections need to become 
the planning, monitoring and GESI sections 
and be made responsible for ensuring GESI 
is integrated in planning, monitoring and 
reporting.

• Baseline information is required at the district 
level regarding what services are being pro-
vided and who is accessing them, along with 
disaggregated data and evidence regarding 
access to resources of women, the poor and the 
excluded to forest products and other benefits.

• Good practices and lessons learned need to be 
documented and shared. Capacity to develop 
good analytical case studies and documenta-
tion of learning needs to be developed. This 
should include documenting changes in power 
relations as well as the dynamics of gender and 
social inequality and forest resource use.

2.11 Conclusion
The forestry sector has made uneven progress in 
addressing issues of exclusion. It does, however, 
have the policy basis and mandate from which to 
build intra-sectoral processes for ensuring inclu-
sion. Donor-supported programs have systemat-
ically dealt with exclusion issues, demonstrating 
models that can be replicated, e.g., well-being 
ranking, P&E budgeting and LSI monitoring. 
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Community forestry has made significant prog-
ress, but in those forests managed directly by 
the state as national forests or protection areas 
there are significant and high levels of exclusion. 
Community forestry provides important lessons 
on how to move towards more inclusive prac-
tices. These lessons can be mainstreamed across 
all forest management regimes and institution-
alized within government and non-government 
structures.

In order to institutionalize GESI, the sector 
needs to address the main issues facing women, 
the poor and the excluded: the underlying 
structural causes of their limited participation 
and voice and very low influence over decisions 
affecting community forests; the reasons for the 
inequitable access to forest products and lack 
of understanding of the need to distribute for-
est products according to priority; the need to 
build responsive processes that address the dif-
ferent needs of social groups; and ensuring rec-
ognition of and response to the cultural rights 
of indigenous peoples. At an institutional level, 
a variety of issues need to be addressed, includ-
ing the lack of staff diversity, ineffective gender 
focal points with no resources or authority, no 
structure with responsibility for technical sup-
port on GESI, and the limited integration in 
planning, budgeting and monitoring that leads to 
a major gap between enabling policies and weak 
implementation.

Mainstreaming GESI is about making a pro-
found difference to the livelihoods and security 
of women, the poor and the excluded and ensur-
ing that forests continue to respond to the needs 
of the least resilient and least adaptable people 
in Nepal, who are going to be the most affected 
by the ongoing climate change. Inclusion of peo-
ple in forest management is also about increas-
ing the value of the wider functions of forests to 
Nepal. Inclusive forest management, such as we 
are beginning to see with community forestry, 
has been shown to increase the flow of products, 
but at the same time conserve and increase the 
amount of land area under productive vegetative 
cover. Inclusion is not just important for securing 
people’s livelihoods, but is essential for national 
well-being through the protection of key envi-
ronmental services.

Past efforts in mainstreaming gender, pov-
erty and inclusion issues have focused more on 
a community-based management approach and 
not on the overall sector. As less than a quar-
ter of the forests are managed under community 
property arrangements, focusing only on this 
regime is insufficient to widen equitable access 
to forest sector benefits. Two types of strategy 
are deemed necessary: widening the coverage of 
the community-based management approach, 
and widening the GESI focus throughout the 
sector, including in government-managed for-
ests and institutions.
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Notes
1 The GDP estimates vary greatly and no actual assessment has yet been made. A recent MFSC study indicates over 10%. The 

economic potential is far more than these actual GDP estimates.
2 In the fiscal year 2008-2009 alone, the sector generated Rs 590,537,050 (equivalent to nearly USD 8.5 million) as revenue 

from taxes and sales of forest products (MFSC 2010).
3 There are 59 indigenous ethnic groups (Adivasi Janajati) recognized in Nepal, forming about 37% of the total population (NEFIN 

2009). However, only a few indigenous ethnic groups, such as Raute, Chepang, Kusunda, and Bote Majhi, are entirely dependent on 
forests for shelter and survival. 

4 Private forests are also managed in different ways, including forest plots, agroforests and guthi.
5 “Access” is about all possible means by which a person or group is able to benefit from things. Right of access implies an 

acknowledged claim that society supports, whether through law, custom or social rules and norms based on institutions 
(Ribot and Peluso 2003). A range of economic and social powers affects people’s ability to benefit from resources, and this 
determines access.

6 Other community management modalities include religious and collaborative forest management, but these are still insignifi-
cant in terms of coverage. 

7 MFSC database, 2010.
8 The requirement to register only the name of the household head as member has recently been changed with the introduc-

tion of the revised community forestry guideline. This guideline has recognized the importance of registering names of both 
men and women and requires their names be written together. The implementation of this provision and its impact are yet to 
come.

9 However, this variation in time horizons may be related to the initial distribution of wealth. Level of wealth of poor users 
may be so low that their participation in collective action violates their survival constraints. The constraints artificially tend 
to reduce their time horizons since they are forced to attach considerable importance to their present incomes (Cleaver 2001; 
Jeffery and Vira 2001). 

10 Conditions of forests under community management have improved both in the hills and in the Tarai (Kanel 2004; Pokharel, 
Stadtmuller, and Pfund 2005; Gautam et al 2003).

11 As per the Forest Act.
12 One study shows that in eastern Nepal, over the past 10 years CFUGs have reinvested an amount equivalent to US$327,000 

generated by sustainable use of forests in school grants and literacy program grants for needy students (Thies and Von Pfeill 
2007). 

13 The large portion of forests (around 75%) which is managed and controlled by the state sees little reform from a gender and 
social inclusion perspective, as these regimes are not people-centered. 

14 The terminology prevalent at that time was gender and social inclusion, which has now evolved into gender equality and social 
inclusion.

15 This strategy is informed by two LFP studies: a social and geographic audit (HURDEC 2004), and an organizational assess-
ment of mainstreaming gender, poverty and social exclusion issues (Luintel 2006) to identify the situation of women, the 
poor and the excluded and assess internal arrangements. These self-reflecting initiatives emphasized the need to develop an 
organizational strategy to equip staff and partners with a uniform understanding of exclusion and the skills and resources 
necessary to target and extend benefits to the poor and the excluded.

16 The UK Department for International Development (DFID) defines P&E as people who are economically poor and socially 
discriminated against, and includes women, Dalits, disadvantaged Janajatis and religious groups.

17 The LFP’s approach to mainstreaming pro-poor policies at various levels also reflects recommended strategies outlined in 
DFID’s policy paper on reducing poverty by tackling social exclusion. See DFID (2005) and LFP (2006b) for more details.

18 The Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation defines disadvantaged groups as groups of economically poor people 
who also suffer from social discrimination based on gender, caste/ethnicity or regional identity. These are poor women, poor 
Dalits and poor disadvantaged ethnic groups.

19 The acronym FREELIFE-H2O is used to indicate livelihood capital assets that CFUGs have been found to be transferring to disad-
vantaged households as private assets to help them improve their livelihoods: forest products, representation in executive committees, 
employment, education, land, inclusion, funds, enterprise, health, housing materials, and links with other organizations. 

20 After many years of working exclusively through DFOs, UK- and Swiss-supported forestry programs realized that working 
through local NGOs was essential for both reaching the poorest and most remote forest users and long-term sustainability. 
As demand increased, the government had neither the capacity nor geographical reach to support community forest users. 
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This gap was exacerbated during the 10-year conflict. In response, the government’s 2009 interim plan emphasized the stra-
tegic role of civil society and proposed working closely with NGOs in meeting the needs of rural people. In line with this shift, 
the LFP currently has partnerships with more than 50 NGOs throughout its project districts to translate its pro-poor and 
social inclusion strategy into action (LFP 2009). There is a similar shift in the NSCFP, which also works in partnership with 
NGOs and user federations to deliver its livelihoods strategy and strengthen governance of user groups.

21 Records of civil servants maintained by Nijamati Kitabkhana (Department of Civil Personnel Records, Ministry of General 
Administration) were reviewed and disaggregated according to the surnames of government staff and their place of permanent 
residence. See Chapter 1 for details of the process.

22  Of whom 64.51% are Hill Brahmin-Chhetri.
23 Candidates from socially discriminated groups (women, Dalits and disadvantaged ethnic groups) get preference in the 

screening for selection. If the basic criteria are met, such candidates get preference for interview and selection, with a special 
positive marking system that gives more marks for candidates from discriminated groups.

24 However, 75% of staff in management and officer-level posts are Brahmin-Chhetri-Newar. Women, ethnic groups and Dalits 
are mostly in assistant and support-level positions which have no influence on project decisions. But, as a whole, the project 
has a good record of employing locals from the project area—65% are locals. During the period 2005-2009, the program 
achieved the target of staff composition proportionate to the district population breakdown.

25 Focus group discussion with women officers, MFSC, March 2010.
26 Personal communication, 2010.
27 Originally the GEWG consisted of gender focal persons from all MFSC departments, major forestry donor representatives 

(SNV-BISEP-ST, SDC-NSCFP, DFID-LFP, AusAid-NACRLMP, and Danida-NARMSAP), the National Planning 
Commission (NPC), and Himawanti. Current membership also includes the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN) as GPSE (gender, poverty and social exclusion) group representative. Two major donor programs (NARCLMP and 
NARMSAP) have left the group as AusAid and Danida phased out support in the forestry sector. 

28 Personal observation of key informants and review of job descriptions.
29 For the detailed framework and methodology of how the budget analysis was carried out, refer to Chapter 1.
30 The three prescribed categories are direct contribution, indirect contribution and neutral. Each subactivity is assigned a code 

of 1, 2 or 3, considering the percentage of contribution to women. The formula for coding has five indicators, each valued at 
20%: capacity building of women, women’s participation in planning process and implementation, women’s share in benefit 
sharing, support for women’s employment and income generation, and qualitative progress in the use of women’s time and 
reducing their workload (eAWPB 2.0 Operating Manual 2010). In order to measure these categories quantitatively, five qual-
itative indicators were assigned quantitative values of equal denominations totaling 100. Direct gender contribution indicates 
more than 50% of the allocation directly benefiting women, indirect gender contribution indicates 20–50% of the allocation 
benefiting women, and the neutral category indicates less than 20% of the allocation benefiting women. This is gradually being 
used by ministries like that of health, but due to difficulties in the application of the criteria, which do not seem relevant to all 
the sectors, it has not been fully used by all ministries.

31 Indicators for the pro-poor budget are investment in rural sector, income-generation program in rural areas, capacity enhance-
ment program in rural areas, budget allocated for social mobilization, expenditure focusing on poverty reduction, grant for 
local bodies, social security programs, investment in social sector, especially for education, health, etc (Annex 8c, budget 
speech 2009–2010). But it is not clear how these are scored and what sub-indicators are used.

32 For a detailed framework and methodology of how the budget analysis was carried out, refer to Chapter 1.
33 We are adapting from gender budget initiatives that have aimed to assess the impact of government expenditures and revenues 

using three-way categorization of gender-specific expenditure, equal opportunity expenditure and general expenditure (the 
rest) considered in terms of its gendered impact (Budlender and Sharp, 1998).

34 MFSC annual budget in NPC format, 2009–2010.
35 Implemented budget of districts was reviewed to assess actual expenditure and its effect on addressing the barriers for women, 

the poor and the excluded. Program budgets of the current year were reviewed to assess allocations.
36 Meeting of study team with DFO, Kavre and Morang, March–April 2010.
37 Directly supportive (i.e., targeted to provide direct support to women, the poor and the excluded); indirectly supportive 

(contributing to creating an enabling environment, supporting in any manner the access of women and the excluded to 
services, or addressing the structural difficulties confronting them); and neutral.

38 Terminology prevalent at that time and based on global practices was specific, supportive and neutral.
39 Specific activities include financial resources allocated to benefit P&E directly with increased livelihood assets (e.g., funds), 
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income-generating activities for the poor identified through well-being ranking, and support for social empowerment (e.g., 
literacy classes, group organization, capacity building for increased voice and influence). This corresponds to our category of 
“directly contributing.”

40 Supportive activities include gender and equity sensitization, advocacy campaigns, research focused on P&E issues, and 
related capacity building. This corresponds to our category of “indirectly contributing.”

41 P&E-neutral activities include FUG formation, capacity development of user groups for institutional development (account-
ancy, furniture support, inventory, etc), plantation, protection, nursery establishment, and forest management training. This 
also includes support to service providers on technical forestry-related matters.

42 The group has wide membership, including the MFSC, DOF and NPC from the government, forestry programs funded 
by donors (mainly Switzerland, the UK, and the Netherlands), NGOs, and user federations, including FECOFUN and 
Himawanti.

43 Access to livelihoods, assets, and services; the ability of the poor and the excluded to exercise voice, influence and agency; and 
changes in the “rules of the game” in favor of the poor and the excluded.

44 For detail of these approaches, see LGCDP (2009).
45 Workforce diversity means an inclusive workforce composed of people with different human qualities and representing 

different social groups from the perspective of gender, caste/ethnicity, age, culture, religion, and race. It identifies cultural 
differences as essential and natural. To capitalize on the strengths of diversity, organizations need to make conscious efforts 
towards inclusion of people from diverse social backgrounds in their staff composition (SDC 2005).

46 We would like to clarify that these are not recommendations for the forest sector, which is beyond the scope of this chapter 
and also not the aim. 

47 Refer to Chapter 1 for a discussion on this concept.
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CHAPTER 3

Checklist for Mainstreaming Gender Equality 
and Social Inclusion
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inclusion. A core group of selected staff must have 
analytical skills on gender and inclusion issues 
in order to provide technical support to others; 
time has to be created at all management levels to 
identify issues, design processes and implement 
activities; and resources need to be identified and 
consistently made available. A gender/empower-
ment/inclusion perspective needs to be integrated 
into all policies, activities and routine functions in 
the sector, with appropriate management struc-
tures in place, followed by M&E methods that are 
responsive to empowerment efforts/programs. 
Finally, strong outside technical support from 
local and external providers is also necessary.

3.3 Core Information Requirements for 
Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 
(GESI) Mainstreaming

• Key data should be disaggregated by sex, caste, 
ethnicity, class, location, age and any other rel-
evant variable (e.g., disability or HIV/AIDs 
status, where required).

• Issues of division of labor, access to resources 
and decision-making power (who is doing 
what, who has access to what, who makes the 
ultimate decisions) have to be assessed for 
their differential impact on women and men of 
different social identity groups.

•  Key policies, programming and budgeting; 
institutional arrangements; human resources 
issues; and M&E systems must be assessed 
from a GESI perspective by those designing 
the project/program or policy and then pre-
sented and discussed with stakeholders from 
the government, project staff, partner organi-
zations and community groups.

3.4 Five Steps of GESI Mainstreaming: 
A Checklist

As discussed in Chapter 1, a five-step framework 
for GESI mainstreaming has been followed for 
all sectoral assessments in this series. We present 

3.1 Introduction
The first chapter of this monograph presented 
the gender equality and social inclusion (GESI) 
mainstreaming framework, summarizing the key 
findings from the GESI review of the seven sec-
tors with the steps required to move forward. 
Chapter 2 focused on how to make projects, pro-
grams and policies in the forestry sector more 
accessible and useful for the poor and the socially 
excluded. This final chapter is presented mainly 
as a handy reference guide. It sets out the generic 
steps necessary for mainstreaming GESI in any 
sector with a few blank formats that practitioners 
may find useful in the course of their work. Of 
course, these need to be contextualized, made 
sector specific and refined to address the issues of 
different social groups. We follow the five steps 
of mainstreaming: 1) identification; 2) design; 3) 
implementation; 4) monitoring and evaluation; 
and, when necessary, 5) responding to the moni-
toring and evaluation (M&E) findings by revi-
sions in project design or policy framework. Some 
tools that can be used for the required analysis are 
also presented and discussed.

3.2 Organizational Prerequisites for 
Effective Gender Equality and Social 
Inclusion (GESI) Mainstreaming

Even though sector policies have often integrated 
gender and inclusion concerns, persistent gaps in 
implementation continue to hinder the achieve-
ment of equitable outcomes in different sectors. 
As discussed in Chapter 1, these gaps occur for 
multiple reasons, ranging from technical capac-
ity to attitudes and beliefs of stakeholders. 
Mainstreaming GESI effectively requires some 
essential organizational prerequisites in the sec-
toral implementing institutions.

For instance, the senior management’s personal 
commitment to and support for GESI is essential, 
as is clarity and understanding by staff at all levels 
on concepts of gender, empowerment and social 



Sectoral Perspectives on Gender and Social Inclusion

72

here the generic steps and some suggestions on 
how to implement them.

3.4.1 Step 1: Identification phase—Situation 
analysis

Objective. To identify the specific barriers of 
women, the poor and specific excluded groups 
in accessing services and opportunities, and the 
causes of their exclusion; and to understand 
the political economy of the sector or subsec-
tor, both nationally and locally, in the particu-
lar sites1 where the project or program will be 
implemented. Identifying the excluded groups in 
a particular sector and understanding their situa-
tion involve using available qualitative and quan-
titative data to answer the question: “Who had 
access in the past to resources and decision-mak-
ing, and how are different social groups doing at 
present?”

To understand the barriers these groups face in 
gaining access, it is necessary to look at and think 
through several levels. Table 3.1 shows the levels, 
what to do and some suggestions on how to do it.

We can thus assess barriers constraining each 
group from enjoying their rights and areas where 
additional measures are needed to address the 
barriers comprehensively or where existing sec-
toral efforts need improvement.

3.4.2 Steps 2 and 3: Design and implement 
responses that address exclusion

Objective. To address the sociocultural barriers 
and weaknesses in the policy framework or deliv-
ery system by revising/strengthening policies, 
program activities, resource allocations, institu-
tional arrangements and staff incentives as well 
as monitoring and reporting systems. Responses 
must be developed based on the assessment and 
the design of the interventions must address the 
specific barriers of the excluded at the different 
levels discussed above. Key steps are detailed in 
Table 3.2.

3.4.3 Step 4: Monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting

Objective. To design/strengthen M&E systems 
to collect and analyze disaggregated data on out-
puts, outcomes and development results (Table 
3.3), and ensure that the system is linked into 
management decision-making and the feedback 
loop to changes in implementation is robust.

Note that none of the existing government 
M&E systems in the sectors reviewed for this 
series has been able to monitor GESI outcomes 
effectively. Although some sectors like education 
have made a good beginning, comprehensive and 
consistent systems are not in place to collect, ana-
lyze and report with disaggregation. Hence, the 
steps and process outlined below require advo-
cacy as well as technical support. Programs/proj-
ects have initiated some good practices but these 
need to be institutionalized. Major gains could be 
achieved if the National Planning Commission 
(NPC) and the Ministry of Finance could rein-
vigorate the collection and consolidation of 
sectoral output and outcome data as planned 
in the poverty monitoring and analysis system 
(PMAS). A common system for collection and 
analysis of disaggregated data across the sec-
tors would allow NPC to generate a much more 
accurate picture of progress and problem areas 
on the path towards gender equality and social 
inclusion. 

The roles of the different actors and the tim-
ing of monitoring are summarized in Table 3.4.

3.4.4  Step 5: Changing policy and project 
design to respond to M&E findings on 
inclusion. 

Where government policy-makers (and politi-
cians) have real incentives to be responsive to all 
groups in society, and projects are designed to 
be flexible and respond to what they learn, this 
step is automatic. But in settings where account-
ability and willingness to change are less than 
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Table 3.1: Analysis of Barriers

S.N. Level Analysis of barriers How to do

1 Household & 
community

•What practices, beliefs, values and traditions at family and 
community levels constrain women, the poor and the excluded 
from accessing sectoral resources, opportunities and services?

•What are the different rules, practices, divisions of labor, social 
expectations and differences in vulnerability and mobility for 
women and men and for different caste/ethnic groups? How 
have these impacted on women, the poor and the excluded?

•Stakeholder consultation; participatory rural 
appraisal (PRA) tools like social mapping, labor, 
access and control profile, mobility maps, etc

•Anthropological and sociological literature on 
Nepal

2 Status of 
women, the 
poor and the 
excluded

•Collect disaggregated data and substantive evidence to find 
out existing status of women, the poor and the excluded, and 
assess areas and level of disparities—with particular attention 
to data on their participation and status in sector for which the 
program or policy is being designed.

•Review Census, Nepal Living Standards Survey, 
Department of Health Services data, health 
management information system, Nepal 
Demographic and Health Survey, education 
management information system, Nepal Human 
Development Report, Millennium Development 
Goals progress reports, etc, project/program-
related information

3 Policy2 •What policies exist, and how have these affected women and 
men of different social groups? 

•What new policy initiatives are being taken to address sectoral 
issues, and what are the likely gender/caste/ethnic/regional 
identity differentials in access to benefits from such initiatives?

•What policies have the potential to transform existing relations 
of inequality, i.e., bring changes in socially prescribed division 
of labor and access to resources and decision-making power 
between women and men, and between people of excluded 
and non-excluded groups?

•Review government policies/Acts/ regulations 
relevant to the sector (see Annex 3.1 for policy 
analysis matrix); project/program log frame, 
operational guidelines/other policy statements; 
other guidelines, partners’ log frames, project 
guidelines, etc 

4 Formal 
institutional 
structures and 
processes

•What kind of institutional structures/mechanisms/processes 
are there in the sector, and how responsive are they to the 
needs and issues of the excluded (e.g., how representative are 
committees, project offices, other such bodies formed at local, 
district and national levels)?

•Is work on GESI specifically mentioned as a responsibility of 
any of these different institutions or their constituent units? 

•What kinds of structures/mechanisms exist to enable women 
and the excluded to be part of planning and monitoring 
processes in the sector?

•Human resource policies for recruitment, transfer, promotion, 
staff performance evaluation: how diverse is the staff profile in 
terms of gender, region, caste/ethnicity and other variables? 
What provisions recognize specific issues/constraints of women, 
e.g., maternity leave, breastfeeding, flexible hours, security? 
How does the performance evaluation system capture efforts of 
the staff at addressing gender and inclusion issues? 

•What is the working culture in committees and offices? How 
supportive is it for women, the poor and the excluded to work 
comfortably? What is the behavior of the non-excluded towards 
these groups? Is the language used in the meetings understood 
well by all? How well does the language proficiency of the 
project staff reflect the languages spoken in the project area? 
What time are the meetings held?

•Develop disaggregated staff profiles of project 
office, partner organizations, local government 
partner, user groups formed by project (see 
Annex 3.2 for format)

•Review job descriptions of departments/
divisions and staff such as project manager, 
planning officer, field facilitator, M&E (and any 
other relevant staff) and terms of reference of 
consultants and other teams

•Facilitate interactions/discussions with staff on 
situation regarding working environment

perfect, it is important to build in formal pol-
icy reviews and project mid-term and periodic 
evaluations that ask for data-based analysis of 
which groups are benefiting from the policy or 
program and require specific follow-on actions 
to respond to the findings. If this analysis reveals 

that certain groups are being left out, then the 
suggestions for responding outlined in Table 
3.2 can be used to guide a critical re-thinking 
of the various processes, criteria and underlying 
assumptions upon which the policy or program 
has been designed.
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S.N. Level Responses Process

1 Policy •Ensure policies (e.g., government directives at 
the national level, project criteria/guidelines at 
community levels, program goals and objectives) 
explicitly address constraints of women and the 
excluded, and mandate action to address them

•Results planned in project plans/log frames must aim 
to improve assets, capabilities and voice of women, 
the poor and the excluded; they must address 
formal and informal practices that are inequitable 
and discriminatory, and aim to transform existing 
structural frameworks that disadvantage women and/
or the excluded

•Policies can support a targeted approach or address 
GESI issues in a non-targeted manner, integrating 
whatever special measures may be necessary 
(and economically feasible and sustainable) into 
mainstream programs to overcome barriers faced by 
women and excluded groups in accessing services, 
opportunities and benefits provided by the sector

•Organize participatory workshops/consultations with 
stakeholders—women and men of different social groups; 
time, venue, methodology, language and tools should be 
suitable for women and the poor in particular

•Phrase objectives, outputs, activities and indicator 
statements to reflect both technical and social issues

•Review who will benefit—which women, men, girls, boys 
(with caste, class, location, ethnicity, age disaggregation): 
who is likely to have access to benefits from these policies? 
Who is likely to control them? Who is likely to benefit less 
from this intervention? Are targeted groups defined in 
clear terms or are general terms such as “disadvantaged” 
or “vulnerable” used without a clear definition of who 
they are? What assumptions are being made on women’s 
roles, responsibilities, time and access to and control 
over resources? On the capacity of people from excluded 
groups?

•With the above in mind, what procedures, criteria or ways 
of working can shift these patterns to be more equitable? 
What incentives for sector staff and recipient community 
can be built into the interventions and operation of 
(government and non-government) institutions in the 
sector?

2 Formal 
institutional 
structures and 
processes

•There must be desks/units/sections/departments with 
specific GESI responsibility located within sectoral 
institutions/organizations from national to community 
levels, adequately resourced and mandated to 
provide technical support to address GESI issues

•Terms of reference/job descriptions of all, including 
policy-makers and technical staff, must allocate 
responsibility to work on GESI issues, integrating them 
into their responsibilities

•Efforts must be made to achieve an inclusive staff 
profile, with women and people from excluded 
groups in positions of responsibility

•Human resource policies for recruitment, promotion 
and capacity building must be gender- and inclusion-

•Identify GESI work responsibilities at different levels; review 
existing mechanisms to assess how they are addressing 
identified responsibilities—what has worked, why, what 
has not, why not; identify through a participatory process 
what existing structures and organizations can take on 
GESI responsibilities effectively; assess what new skills and 
approaches are needed and design accordingly

•Review terms of reference/job descriptions of 
departments/divisions/key staff to assess the level of GESI 
responsibilities; revise and add; integrate into technical 
responsibilities for technical staff

•Integrate recognition and incentives for staff that are 
successful in improving GESI outcomes

•Review human resources policies: for recruitment,3 identify 

Table 3.2: Responses to Exclusion

S.N. Level Analysis of barriers How to do

5 Programming 
and budgeting

•What have been the main interventions in the sector? How 
have these interventions affected women and people from 
other excluded groups (e.g., how did gender/caste/ethnic 
differentials support/constrain access to opportunities from 
interventions)? Did interventions have explicit inclusion goals 
and outcome indicators? Did they have an M&E system that 
was sufficiently disaggregated to track differential outcomes for 
different groups?

•What is the budget allocation and expenditure on activities to 
address issues of women, the poor and the excluded?

•Review annual budget (see Annex 3.3 for 
format) of government agency, program/
projects/partner organization; identify how 
adequately activities addressing GESI issues 
have been budgeted for; what percentage 
of the entire project cost has gone for GESI 
related activities; how transformative are these 
budgeted activities?

•Review M&E system and a sample of periodic 
and special reports and studies from the main 
interventions in the sector

6 Informal 
institutions 
(kinship, 
gender and 
caste systems 
and business 
and party 
networks)

•What are the income levels, social and human development 
characteristics of groups identified as excluded in the sector 
that might present barriers to their access?

•What are the existing employment options in the sector and 
what barriers exist for women and other excluded groups in 
terms of skill levels, mobility, social norms, etc?

•Who has access to control over what resources in the sector?
•How are political parties active in this sector at different levels? 

At the national level what are their linkages with the sectoral 
ministry and other key organizations in the sector? 

•Consultation/interaction
•Political science, economic, sociological and 

anthropological literature on Nepal
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S.N. Level Responses Process

sensitive, and personnel policies must support 
gender-specific responsibilities

•Performance evaluation systems must capture 
responsibilities for GESI dimensions and efforts 
made by staff to address gender and inclusion issues

issues constraining applications from women and excluded 
groups; adopt alternative strategies to publicize vacancies 
through networks, in local languages; define “merit” to 
include language skills, understanding of local community 
cultures, etc

3 Informal 
institutions 

•Activities (e.g., sustained dialogue and advocacy) 
must be developed and implemented to address 
informal institutions that violate human rights of 
women, the poor and the excluded; strategies to work 
with rich, powerful, advantaged men and boys to 
change values and attitudes, getting buy-in from even 
the privileged members of the community to change 
the status quo. are necessary and have often been 
very successful 

•Through consultations and review of previous efforts, 
identify what has blocked implementation; what behavioral 
issues, values, social norms have been a challenge

•Identify measures necessary to work with women, the 
poor and the excluded and with family decision makers, 
community leaders, local political leaders and elites, 
e.g., poverty analysis with leaders, decision makers, 
sustained dialogue with men on masculinity, advocacy 
campaigns against social ills like chaupadi, dowry, 
boksi

4 Programming 
and 
budgeting

•There must be programmatic activities and 
budget allocations that specifically address issues 
experienced by women and people from excluded 
groups; budget must also be allocated for activities 
that can create a supportive environment to address 
gender/caste/ethnicity and other dimensions of 
exclusion 

•Activities must ensure that livelihoods and voice of 
women, the poor and the excluded are enhanced, 
along with changing inequitable social norms and 
formal policies; sufficient budget allocations must be 
made for these activities

•Estimate required resources and include human 
and financial resources for activities on gender 
and inclusion awareness for women and men 
and capacity building of women at program and 
organization level

•Include resources required to support childcare 
responsibilities, field escort for security reasons and 
other specific constraints/responsibilities faced by 
women and people of excluded groups

•Allocate sufficient resources for gender-balanced 
staff, training and institutional capacity building; 
include sufficient budget and time to build linkages 
and networking to strengthen different interest 
groups and to make sure that communication 
materials can be produced in several languages if 
need be

•Those responsible for implementation must be held 
accountable for ensuring that planned activities are 
executed and the budget allocated is spent

•Review program activities and budget in detail; assess 
likely impact of each activity on women, the poor and the 
excluded

•Ask whether activities are addressing barriers identified: 
will poor and excluded women and men be able to access 
resources and benefits coming from this activity? What will 
be their benefits? Will they get these directly? Will these 
activities help to address structural issues constraining 
progress of women, the poor and the excluded, e.g., 
violence against women or untouchability? Or, will they 
provide immediate benefits by improving livelihoods 
or welfare? Identify percentage of budget allocated to 
different activities addressing barriers and assess whether 
these will enable groups to benefit equally
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Table 3.3: Monitoring and Evaluation

S.N. Level Responses Process

1 NPC •Revise planning, budgeting, M&E and reporting formats 
and processes to capture GESI dimensions according 
to three domains of change: changes in assets/services; 
changes in voice and ability to influence; changes in 
informal and formal policies and behavior

•Issue directives to all ministries to report disaggregation 
at output and outcome levels; provide common format 
for gender and social disaggregation to be used by all 
sectoral ministries

•Review and strengthen PMAS and the District Poverty 
Monitoring and Analysis System (DPMAS)—or whatever 
province-level system may be established after the new 
federal structure is determined

•Review existing formats; identify strengths and areas of 
improvement; advocate for revision; create pressure for 
change

2 Ministry •In every program/project at least some objectives, 
outputs, and indicators must be phrased in a way that 
captures gender and inclusion issues; these indicators 
demand collection of disaggregated data

•M&E section to be strengthened to monitor according 
to three domains of change ((services, voice, rules) with 
disaggregation, and guide departments and other key 
stakeholders to monitor and report with disaggregation 
and analytical evidence

•As revision of NPC formats may take time, the M&E 
section of the sectoral ministry involved in the project/
program must develop operational guidelines that 
identify what disaggregated information is possible 
at national and district levels, and document case 
examples of success and lessons learned on how to 
ensure services and opportunities to excluded groups

•Log frame/results framework to be developed in a 
participatory manner with representatives of excluded 
organizations; log frame development team to have an 
expert on GESI

•Develop M&E and reporting formats requiring 
disaggregated information to be developed

•Information management system to be reviewed and 
strengthened

•M&E officers to be trained on GESI-sensitive M&E

3 Department •Revise necessary formats, indicators and monitoring 
guide to collect disaggregated information and 
evidence

•Monitor programs implemented by government and 
nongovernment actors in the sector

•Assess information provided by districts and report 
accordingly 

•In joint consultation with ministry and other stakeholders, 
identify steps required to make existing M&E system more 
GESI responsive and revise accordingly

•Remember qualitative data and participatory M&E 
involving the beneficiaries can be an important source of 
insight about the GESI impact of interventions

4 District •District line agencies to monitor whether programs 
are implemented as planned and expected outputs/
outcomes achieved, and report with disaggregation 

•District Information and Documentation Centers 
(DIDCs) to be strengthened to maintain disaggregated 
database showing status of women and people of other 
excluded groups in district

•GESI implementation committee to be formed in 
district development committees (DDCs) according 
to approved MLD GESI strategy; collaboration and 
linkages between these must be established, with clarity 
in roles

•Budget expenditure and planned progress (monthly and 
quarterly) must be disaggregated, as must reporting

•In annual reports, analysis must not be activity based 
but should be based on data that capture outcomes for 
women and people of other excluded groups

•To achieve all this, the Ministry of Local Development 
(MLD) has to give a directive to the local bodies

•Local bodies will need technical support to understand 
GESI-sensitive M&E and to establish database systems 
that can be maintained to provide disaggregated 
information about progress and achievements

5 VDC/
community

•Establish disaggregated database providing information 
regarding existing situation of village development 
committee (VDC) population; this can include “social 
mapping” that identifies the caste/ethnic identity and 
other significant features (such as female headship, etc) 
of each household in the project VDC

•Design/implement participatory M&E system

•Initiate participatory self-assessment process which is 
sensitive to social constraints like mobility, domestic work 
burden and family support

•Use mechanisms that ensure participation of women and 
men of different social groups
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S.N. Level Responses Process

•Work jointly with the Integrated Planning Committee 
(IPC) in VDCs and Ward Citizens’ Forums (which are 
to be established in each ward according to MLD VDC 
Block Grant Operational Manual 2009 of MLD) for 
monitoring

•Develop mechanisms and work according to an M&E 
plan.

•Establish/strengthen systems for use of social 
accountability tools like public audit, citizens’ scorecard, 
public hearing, etc, and ensure that these are 
implemented by disinterested third parties who can be 
objective about the results

6 Project/
program

•All of the above
•Incorporate GESI dimension in all processes, 

mechanisms and progress of project/program activities

•Work with government bodies as required, and 
strengthen government systems

•Efforts must be made not to establish a parallel system 
but rather to identify joint monitoring mechanisms that 
produce disaggregated data and analysis on outcomes 
for different social groups by gender

•Reflect in log frame/results framework objectives, outputs 
and indicators in a consultative process
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Table 3.4: Roles and Timing in Monitoring

Time
Ward Citizens’ 
Forum/ward level

Village Citizens’ 
Forum, Integrated 
Planning 
Committee/VDC

GESI 
implementation 
committee/social 
committee, DDC

GESI section/
division/unit 
of ministry/
department

Projects/programs NPC

Facilitate setting up 
of GESI-sensitive 
monitoring and 
reporting systems

PMAS, 
DPMAS: 
GESI 
aspects in 
formats, 
process

Monthly • Monitor progress in 
group participation, 
access to 
services, cases of 
discrimination

• Maintain 
disaggregated data 
about program 
implementation as 
per plan

• Self-monitoring

Regular meetings, 
monitoring of 
social mobilization 
and program 
implementation

• Regular supervision
• Assessment of 

progress as per 
plans

• Basis of monitoring 
to be three domains 
of change (services, 
voice, rules)

• Regular 
supervision 

• Assessment of 
progress as per 
plans

• Basis of 
monitoring to be 
three domains of 
change

Quarterly 
review

Review progress with 
focus on the three 
domains of change 

• Monitoring visits 
• Review with 

disaggregation 
as per the three 
domains of change

• Analyze reports of 
VDCs

• Integrate progress 
and learning to 
inform decision 
makers for 
strategic change

• Report as per 
three domains of 
change

Six-monthly Public hearing, 
covering program 
implementation and 
social mobilizers’ work

• Public hearing
• Public audit

• Participation in 
public hearing and 
audit

• Quarterly report to 
cover GESI

Supervision and 
review

Annual Gender and social 
audit

Gender and social 
audit

• Participation in 
public hearing and 
audit

• Annual report to 
cover GESI

Report

Source: Adapted from GESI strategy of LGCDP, MLD, 2009.

Notes
1 In a national program, a mapping of the local political economy of the sector in a sample of the different types of sites where 

the program would be implemented would provide enough to go on. 
2 Policy is understood here as a statement of intent, so it can be at the macro, meso or micro level, and it can be formal (govern-

ment Act or program-level guidelines/criteria) or informal, such as social practices/norms.
3 See SIAG (2009) for suggestions to increase GESI sensitivity in recruitment policies.
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Annex 1.1: Definitions of Socially Excluded Groups

Brief definitions1 of the socially excluded groups (women, Dalits, Adivasi Janajatis, Madhesis, Muslims, 
people with disabilities and people of geographically remote areas) are provided below.

Women. Due to existing gender relations in Nepal and a patriarchal society, women experience une-
qual power relations, resulting in their social exclusion. Although the depth of gender discrimination 
varies between social groups in Nepal, all women are excluded. However, women from excluded com-
munities face caste, ethnicity and location-based constraints in addition to the constraints imposed by 
their gender. Women constitute 51% of Nepal’s population.2

Dalits.3 People who have been suffering from caste and untouchability-based practices and religious, 
social, political and cultural discrimination form 13% of Nepal’s population. Within the Dalit com-
munity, there are five sub-caste groups from the hills (Hill Dalits) and 22 sub-caste groups from the 
Tarai (Madhesi Dalits).

Adivasi Janajatis.4 Peoples or communities with their own mother tongue and traditional social struc-
tures and practices, separate cultural identity, and written or unwritten history form 37% of Nepal’s 
population, with 5.5% Newars and 31.8% Hill and Tarai Janajatis. There are 18, 24, 7, and 10 sub-
groups respectively among the Mountain, Hill, Inner Tarai and Tarai Janajati groups.

Madhesis. People of plains origin who live mainly in the Tarai and have languages such as Maithili, 
Bhojpuri, Awadhi, Urdu and Hindi as their mother tongue are considered Madhesis. They include 
Madhesi Brahmin/Kshatriyas (2% of the population), Madhesi “other” caste groups (13%) and 
Madhesi Dalits.

Muslims. Muslims are a religious group found predominantly in the Tarai and form 4.3% of Nepal’s 
population.

People with disabilities.5 “Persons with disabilities include those who have long-term physical, mental, 
intellectual or sensory impairments which in interaction with various barriers may hinder their full 
and effective participation in society on an equal basis with others”.6 Persons with full disabilities can-
not manage daily life without assistance. They include people with total mental, intellectual or sensory 
impairment such as complete blindness. People with partial disability are persons who have long-term 
physical and/or mobility impairments, and require regular assistance to manage daily life.

People of remote geographic regions. This covers people living in geographic regions which have distinct, 
difficult terrain for movement, transportation and communication, and difficulties in accessing serv-
ices (e.g., Karnali has been defined as geographically excluded by the government in the Three-Year 
Interim Plan). Similarly, in a DDC some locations (VDCs) can experience geographical exclusion 
due to difficult terrain and remoteness. Within these kinds of geographically excluded regions, people 
experiencing gender-, caste-, and ethnicity-based discrimination experience further exclusions.
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The specific issues of exclusion differ between these groups. For Dalits it is caste-based exclusion; 
for Adivasi Janajatis it is cultural rights/language-based exclusion; for Madhesis it is identity-based 
exclusion; for the poor exclusion is economic-based; while for remote regions it is distance-related. For 
women, it is gender-based, a characteristic that cross-cuts each of the other dimensions of exclusion.

Notes 
1 Gender equality and social inclusion strategy, LGCDP/MLD, 2009.
2 Population figures are from Census 2001, CBS/NPC, Government of Nepal.
3 Based on the National Dalit Commission reports.
4 Based on NFDIN descriptions.
5 Based on Social Security Guidelines, MLD/Government of Nepal, 2065 (p. 1).
6 ‘Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities’, www2.ohchr.org/english/law/disabilities-convention.htm.
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Annex 1.2: Step 1 Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Framework: Analysis 
of Policy, Institutional, Program, and Monitoring and Evaluation 
Barriers

As part of designing responses that are based on the assessment done in Step 1, the analysis of the bar-
riers and responses must be viewed at several levels.

Policy. Analysis at this level assists us to identify which policies are addressing or reinforcing social 
inequalities, and reducing, maintaining or increasing disparities. This analysis will, in turn, guide us in 
the design of appropriate strategies for reprioritization or redefining policies. Policies exist at all levels. 
Some are more formal and official, others more informal and traditional.

Organizational structures. The rules and practices within organizations need to be reviewed to identify 
ways in which social inequity is created and maintained. The extent to which GESI policy commitments 
are formulated and effectively implemented depends on the understanding, skills and commitment 
of the staff in policy-making, planning and implementation roles. Additionally, most organizations 
have official rules and procedures, but unofficial norms and practices operate informally and influ-
ence results. Tools for organizational assessment in projects/NGOs/partner organizations include 
disaggregated staff profiles showing who has access to what opportunities and types of resources and 
levels of decision-making power; reviewing the job descriptions and terms of reference for including 
GESI in objectives, tasks/responsibilities, and key skills/competencies; and human resource policies 
for recruitment, promotion, capacity building and support for gender-specific responsibilities.

Program and budgeting. The program activities should be reviewed to assess the strengths and identify 
areas of improvement for addressing the needs and interests of women, the poor and the excluded. The 
program and budget should be assessed on whether they are specific, supportive or neutral towards 
these groups. A financial commitment to gender- and inclusion-related activities is an essential ele-
ment of mainstreaming GESI, reflecting the spending choices the concerned organization has made as 
per its available resources. When auditing budget and program design to assess their effectiveness in 
reaching different excluded groups and the poor, it is important to keep a separate eye on expenditures 
for men and women in these various groups. Otherwise gender-based disparities may not be picked 
up. Similarly, when conducting a gender audit, it is important to look separately at the expenditures 
and outcomes for women from different social groups since women from certain social groups may not 
have been reached.

Monitoring and evaluation. Monitoring and reporting should follow the conceptual frame of the three 
areas/domains of change: 1) changes in assets/services; 2) changes in voice and ability to influence; and 
3) changes in informal and formal policies and behavior. All monitoring and reporting formats must 
have disaggregation by poverty, sex, caste, ethnicity and location. Monitoring teams must be inclusive, 
with representation of women and people from excluded communities as members. Monitoring teams 
must consult with community women and men, including those experiencing exclusion, representa-
tive organizations and others. Monitoring must also focus on the process of implementation: what was 
done and how it was done, and from a GESI perspective, with whom it was done; and on the outcome 
or results of action.
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Annex 1.3: List of Budgets Reviewed, FY 2009-2010, for Gender Equality and 
Social Inclusion Budgeting Covering 22 Programs and Annual Plans 
of Two Ministries 

Sector
Number of project/ 
program budgets

List of budgets reviewed of FY 2009-2010 for GESI budgeting

Agriculture 3
• Commercial Livestock Development Project, ADB
• Project for Agriculture Commercialization and Trade, WB 
• Regular program of MOAC: extension services

Education 5

• School Sector Reform Program
• School Sector Support Program 
• Capacity Development Program
• Secondary Education Support Program, district level
• Education for All, district level

Health
Annual plan (covering 41 
programs) 

• Annual budget of FY 2009-2010 of MOHP

Forest
Annual plan (covering 18 
programs) + 2

• Annual budget of FY 2009-2010 of MOFSC
• Annual program budget of Kavre and Morang, FY 2008-2009

Water supply 
and sanitation

6

• Community-based Water Supply and Sanitation Program 
• Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Fund Development Board
• Small Town Water and Sanitation Project
• Regular program of district water supply and sanitation

Irrigation 3

• Community-managed Irrigation and Agriculture Support Program
• Integrated Water Resource Management Program
• Department of Irrigation
• Annual program budget of Kavre and Morang, FY 2008-2009

Rural 
infrastructure

4

• Rural Access Program 
• Rural Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Project 
• Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Improvement Program 
• District Road Support Program
• Rural Access Integrated Development Program
• Annual program budget of Kavre and Morang, FY 2008-2009
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Annex 2.1: Area under Different Forest Management Regimes

Category of ownership regime Subcategory of management regime Number of 
groups

Area (ha) % of area 
covered

National forest (state property), all owned 
by central state

Government-managed national forest NA 3,673,981 63.1

Protected areas, including buffer zones NA 887,000 15.2

Community forest 14,439 122,981 21.1

Leasehold forest 4,918 26,900 0.5

Collaborative forest 5 10,676 0.2

Religious forest NA 543

Private forest (private property) Private forest NA 2,300

Note: NA—Not applicable. Figures are rounded; official figures vary, as the database is not updated. Some forest areas are under proposed 
community forests which are not yet handed over to communities and are not included. 
Source: MFSC (2009).

Annex 2.2: Other Major Policies in the Sector and Their Gender Equality and Social 
Inclusion Focus*

Policies Inclusion focus Gaps

1977–1978 amendments of Forest 
Act 1976 

People’s participation in forest management 
recognized for first time

Totally silent on gender and social inclusion

Master Plan for Forestry Sector 
(1988–2010)

Livelihood of local people through forestry 
emphasized

Poor and women also recognized as primary users 
of community forests 

No caste and ethnic heterogeneities within 
user groups and their livelihood needs were 
conceptualized

Forest Act 1993
Forest Regulation 1995

Legal rights to use and manage forests by user 
groups

Leasing degraded forests to groups of the poor

No social heterogeneities within user groups and 
their livelihood needs were conceptualized

Buffer Zone Management 
Guideline 1999

Allocation of 30% of budget for community 
development through user group work plans

Totally insensitive to gender and social inclusion
Farming and indigenous occupations of the 

excluded are negatively affected

Forest Policy 2000 Allocation of 35% of user group income for the 
poor

No specific affirmative rules for socially excluded 
people

Leasehold Forestry Policy Guideline 
2002

Streamline implementation process for handover of 
leasehold forests to the poor

Formation of user groups by giving priority to 
women

Insufficient strategies to include socially excluded 
people and provide benefits to them

Tenth Plan (2002–2007) Involvement of the poor, women and backward 
people (by forming their sub-groups) in user groups, 
their capacity building, and income generation 
activities for them

Insufficient approaches and activities to involve 
Dalits, Adivasi Janajatis and other socially 
excluded people in user group governance to 
provide benefits to them

Three-Year Interim Plan (2007–
2011)

Specific income-generating activities for poor 
women, Dalits and Adivasi Janajatis

Promotion of gender equality, social empowerment, 
and good governance in user groups

Insufficient approaches and activities to involve 
Dalits, Adivasi Janajatis and other socially 
excluded people in user group governance to 
provide benefits to them

* Apart from those discussed already in the text. 

Source: MFSC (1976, 1988, 1993, 1995, 1999, 2000, 2002); NPC (2002, 2007).
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Annex 2.3: Forestry Projects/Programs Currently Working in Nepal

Project/program Donor countries/ 
organizations

Commitment Implementing institutions Time period Districts

BISEP-ST Netherlands €4.2 million MFSC, DOF, DSCWM, 
DNPWC, DPR

January 2007–
July 2009

8

LFP United Kingdom £18 million MFSC, DOF, DSCWM July 2001–July 
2011

15

NSCFP Switzerland SF3.1 million DOF July 2008–July 
2011 (Phase VI)

4

WTLCP United Nations 
Development 
Programme (UNDP)

US$13.1 million MFSC, DOF, DNPWC August 2006–
July 2012

3

LFLP Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO)

US$12.8 million DOF, DLS 2005–2013 
(Phase II)

22

TA for LFLP Finland through 
Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO)

US$3.5 million DOF, DLS 2010–2014 22

TAL World Wide Fund (WWF) US$5.8 million DOF, DNPWC 2007–2011 18

SHLP World Wide Fund (WWF) US$3.5 million MFSC, DNPWC 2007–2011 18

NMCP World Wide Fund (WWF) US$0.7 million DNPWC 2007–2011 2

CSUWN UNDP Global 
Environmental Fund GEF

US$2.4 million MFSC, DNPWC 2007–2012 2

MDBR Common Fund for 
Commodities (CFC)–
International Network 
for Bamboo and Rattan 
(INBAR)

Rs. 5.2 million DFRS February 2009–
January 2010

7

BMRGMPE Nepal Trust For Nature 
Conservation (NTNC)

Rs. 4.4 million DNPWC 2009–2010 2 national parks

FRA Nepal Finland €4.7 million DFRS 2010–2014 National

PWMLGP Japan International 
Cooperation (JICA)

N/A DSCWM July 09-July10 8

Full forms
Projects/programs
BISEP-ST: Biodiversity Sector Support Program for Siwalik and Tarai
LFP: Livelihoods and Forestry Program
NSCFP: Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project
WTLCP: Western Tarai Landscape Complex Project
LFLP: Leasehold Forestry and Livestock Program
TA for LFLP: Technical Assistance to LFLP
TAL: Terai Arc Landscape Program
SHLP: Sacred Himalayan Landscape Program
NMCP: Northern Mountain Conservation Program
CSUWN: Conservation and Sustainable Use of Wetlands in Nepal 
MDBR: Market Development of Bamboo and Rattan
BMRGMPE: Biological Management of Rhinoceros Grassland Management and 
Public Engagement
FRA Nepal: Forest Resource Assessment in Nepal
PWMLGP: Participatory Watershed Management and Local Governance Project

Implementing government institutions
MFSC: Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation
DOF: Department of Forests
DPR: Department of Plant Resources
DNPWC: Department of National Parks and Wildlife 
Conservation
DFRS: Department of Forest Research and Survey
DSCWM: Department of Soil Conservation and 
Watershed Management
DLS: Department of Livestock
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Annex 2.4: Logical Framework of Selected Programs/Projects on Forestry*

Project: insert project name
Period of analysis: insert period of analysis
Budget: insert amount
Currency: currency

GESI sensitive budgeting: Format used for Fund Flow Analysis at NSCFP

Budget Expense Headings Geographical
outreach

Budget 
Expense 
Amount

Insert 
amount

District 
rural

Cen-
tral

Inter-
na-

tional.

Discrimi-
nated

Non-Dis-
criminated

DAG Non-
DAG

Gen-
eral and 
common 

cost

Central 
cluster 
districts

Western-
cluster 
districts

Others 
and Na-

tional

Discrimination
perspective

(Caste, ethnicity/
gender)

Disadvantaged group
perspective

(Economically poor and 
socially discriminated)

Cluster
perspective

(Swiss cluster districts 
and others)

Fund Receivers Beneficiaries Fund Allocation

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Total amount

Action line
Budget

00
00

Gender Beneficiary Monitoring
Male Female

 - - -  - - -  - - - - -

Introductory Notes on FFA format
In line with the Swiss Cooperation Strategy 2009-12 (outcome 2), DAG are able to benefit more from effective targeted 
development interventions Fund Flow Analysis aims to analyse and monitor the flow of funds towards targeted receivers 
and beneficiaries and to provide information as to the percentage of project’s investment to various target groups, areas 
and beneficiaries to be used consciously for decision making at project and program level.

The new FFA form is a simplified version of FFA that was introduced in 2007. It has three main dimensions of fund 
flow monitoring:

 Fund Receivers: The fund receiver dimension is analysed in two perspective, namely Geographical and Discrimination 
perspective. Receiver indicates the act of receiving payments (money) from project. The receiver is determined from 
receipts, vouchers, advance settlement accounts and reports. 

 • Geographical perspective – receiver: the figures, numbers are distributed among the three columns according 
to the domicile of party receiving money e.g., District, Centre (Kathmandu) and International. 

 • Discriminated receiver: Discriminated receivers are the attention groups who are defined as discriminated by 
SDC’s policy; like: Women, Dalit and Janajati. All other payments received by non-discriminated group of people 
and organizations, companies and entities are recorded under Non-discriminated column.

 Beneficiary of fund: The distribution of numbers are done considering the immediate beneficiaries, based on the 
fact who benefited from the financed activity. Numbers are attributed to various columns like; DAG (Disadvantaged 
Groups), Non-DAG (Non Disadvantaged groups) or to a third column for other general and common costs. DAG 
beneficiaries are those beneficiaries as defined by SDC: economically poor and suffering from caste, gender or ethnic 
discrimination like; poor Women, poor Dalit and poor Janajati. Non-DAG are the rest of population who do not fall 
under DAG.

* Fund Flow Analysis (FFA) is adopted by Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) across all Swiss funded programs.
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 Investment (cluster district): Swiss Strategy has defined 4 central districts and 4 western districts as focus districts, 
also called as cluster districts. SDC aims at increasing investment in these districts. FFA intends to monitor the amount 
of investment made and investment trend in these districts. 

Timing: FFA assessment and reporting follows the project cycle; e.g., at the time of phase budgeting, at the time of YPO 
planning and while preparing annual reports. Consolidation of data and results is done at SDC and shared among the 
projects annually. 

Data entry: The entire (100%) amount of project budget or expenditure is to be covered for FFA monitoring. 100% of 
project’s budget or expenditure should appear in each FFA analysis. Every of budget or expenditure item must appear 
in all four categories independently. 

Attribution of percentage: Except for column 3 meant for value of Budget/expenditure the percentage values are to 
be attributed to all the columns (column 4 to 14). The total of percentage value must be 100 for each perspective of 
analysis; e.g, Fund receivers (geographical out reach 100, DAG perspective 100), Beneficiary 100%, Investment 100%. 

The total of all 4 categories will sum up to 400%.
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Annex 2.5: Monitoring Indicators Related to Gender, Poverty and Social Equity
 
Change area 1: Gender- and equity-sensitive policy and strategy 

Primary level % of amended or new NRM group policy documents (e.g., constitutions, operational plans, strategies), including 
initiatives or benefit-sharing mechanisms showing affirmative action towards the P&E.

Advanced level % of NRM institutions that have
• P&E-sensitive policy and strategies 
• P&E indicators in their M&E system 
• provision for gender and social equity budgeting in budget process
• provision for involving P&E groups in policy and strategy formulation process

Change area 2: Equitable governance

Primary level Proportionate representation in NRM groups
• % of women members in NRM groups
• % of P&E in NRM group executive committee
• % of NRM groups with at least one P&E member in the three key decision-making positions (chair, secretary, 

and treasurer)

Advanced level % of P&E expressing that committee decisions address their needs very well, well, satisfactorily and poorly

Change area 3: Gender- and equity-sensitive organizational development and programming

Primary level % of excluded staff in NRM institutions at field level, managerial level, and overall

Advanced level % of budget allocated and spent for P&E activities

Change area 4: Equitable access to resources and benefi ts

Primary level % of NRM groups with P&E receiving at least average share* of fuelwood, fodder, grass, timber, and NTFP

Advanced level % of P&E people who are not members of NRM groups

* Working definition of average share of natural resources: total of natural resource products distributed divided by number of households in 
NRM groups.
Source: Adapted from IUCN (2009) and MFSC (2006).
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Annex 3.1: Policy Analysis Format

Policy, provision, article No GESI analysis of policy statements, provisions, criteria, guidelines, etc

Addresses human condition within 
existing social hierarchy and division of 

responsibilities, does not make structural 
changes

Establishes 
equal rights and 

promotes structural 
transformation

Neutral

1……

2…..

Annex 3.2: Format for Disaggregated Diversity Profile

S.N. Post

Dalit
Janajati

Brahmin/Chhetri
Other 

Madhesi 
Castes/

OBC 
groups

Muslims Others
Total

Others

Newars
Hill Madhesi Hill Tarai Hill Madhesi

F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M F M

1

2

3

4

5

6

Annex 3.3: Program and Budget Analysis Format

Description

Directly supportive 
activity (1)

Indirectly supportive 
activity (2)

Neutral activity (3) Total

Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount %

Women

Dalit

Janajati (except 
Newar)

Newar

Brahmin/Chhetri

Muslims

Other Madhesi 
Castes/Other 
Backward Classes 
(OBC)

Location (rural, 
remote, Karnali, 
Tarai, etc)

Poor

Adolescents

Elderly

Disabled

.....
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