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• Fish farmers consumed significantly more protein per year—an average of 50 kg more—compared to 
non-fish farmers.

• Fish farmers generated an additional mean of $265 in net profit, almost 40% of the per capita GDP, 
annually from the selling of fish.

• Women in the fish farming cooperative reported feeling increased levels of happiness, self-confidence, 
and an increase in their education and skill set.

• Even after the essential WiA project ceased, aquaculture practice continued to spread throughout the 
village.

• Non-project-supported fish farmers started their farms after seeing their neighbours and their farms 
become just as successful.

• Overall, the WiA project is deemed a success due to its lasting impacts and self-sufficiency; it can be 
used as role model for further development efforts in Nepal.

In Nepal, agriculture is the mainstay of the econ-
omy, providing a livelihood for almost 60% of the 
population, and accounts for about one-third of 
the national GDP. Annual per capita income (USD 
$732) is one of the lowest in the world1. Economic 
opportunity and household food security are recur-
ring issues—especially for women in rural areas. 
Men commonly migrate to urban areas or abroad in 
search of work whilst women stay behind to take 
care of the household. Nepal is heavily dependent 
on remittances, which amount to as much as 29% of 
national GDP1. The deep-seated social roles among 
men and women has caused many women to dis-
continue their education and consequently a large 
gender gap is present in society. In 2016, Nepal was 
ranked 110 out of 144 countries in terms of having 
parity among men and women2. The proportion of 
households reporting women as economically in-
active was much higher than for men—respectively 
21.8% compared to 8.3%3. Further, 53.1% of women 
are literate compared to 76.4% of men4.   

Subsistence crop and livestock farming have 

traditionally provided for these communities. How-
ever, the effects of global climate change, such as 
the melting of glaciers, uneven distribution of mon-
soonal rainfall, and increased flood and drought 
frequency have decreased the productivity of these 
traditional agriculture methods, and as such they 
are in decline5. The most common forms of mal-
nutrition throughout the country are protein energy 
malnutrition, iodine deficiency disorders, vitamin A 
deficiency, and iron deficiency6. This stems from a 
lack of essential micronutrients like iron, zinc, vi-
tamin A, and calcium in the Nepali diet. According 
to UNICEF, about 18% people are undernourished 
in Nepal and about 28% of households have poor 
or limited food consumption, i.e. food insecure7. 
More than two-thirds of the population acquire their 
dietary energy supply from cereals, roots, and tu-
bers. Furthermore, the national average of protein 
consumption (grams/capita/day) is only about 10%, 
considerably lower than the 33% recommended for 
proper nutrition. The effects of malnutrition and 
food insecurity are especially evident amongst Ne-

1. Summary of Key Findings

2. Introduction
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pali women and children. Over 37% (approximately 
1 million) children under the age of 5 years show 
stunted or severely stunted growth, whilst 36% of 
women age 15 – 49 are anemic1. Therefore, Nepal 
needs effective and sustainable local solutions to 
these grave problems.  

Aquaculture has become a popular tool to 
combat household malnutrition and low economic 
opportunity. The practice of aquaculture itself is a 
fairly new activity in Nepal. It began in the 1940s 
with pond culture of Indian major carps. In 2013, 
aquaculture produced 43,400 metric tons which 
accounted for 69% of the total fisheries produced. 
Furthermore, the aquaculture industry has been 
growing at 8.4% annually in Nepal. This paired with 
the fact that there is currently over 100,000 hect-
ares available for aquaculture use in Nepal makes 
the future of the industry quite promising7.  

Taking advantage of this potential, in 2000, a 
pilot project called “Women in Aquaculture” (WiA) 
was started jointly by the Asian Institute of Tech-
nology of Thailand and the Institute of Agriculture 
and Animal Sciences of Nepal (now the Agriculture 
and Forestry University). This project began in Kath-
ar village development committee (VDC) in Chitwan, 
Nepal and was funded by the German non-govern-
mental organization (NGO) “Women’s World Day of 
Prayer” (WDP). The original objectives of the proj-
ect were to improve rural food security, generate 
supplemental income, and empower ethnic women 
through small-scale household aquaculture sys-
tems5. This was done by constructing and stocking 
ponds for interested women and their families and 
by providing additional training and workshops. In 

the beginning of the project, 26 ponds were con-
structed. Such success was shown in this essential 
stage that WDP agreed to fund a second phase of 
the WiA project during which another 53 ponds were 
constructed. 

The WDP organization finished funding the WiA 
project in 2004, after completion of the second 
phase. Then from 2005 – 2006, the Canadian Coop-
eration Office (CCO) in Kathmandu supported the 
project by helping establish women’s cooperatives 
and providing seed funds to the women’s group for 
the establishment of revolving funds. By 2007, 30 
additional ponds were constructed with the support 
from CCO. At the end of 2007, the CCO’s support 
ended, and the women of Kathar were left to man-
age their ponds on their own through their local co-
operative. Despite the lack of outside assistance, 
the practice of pond aquaculture appears to have 
spread throughout the village since 2007. In 2011, it 
was reported that there were 121 fish ponds belong-
ing to 106 households actively engaged in aquacul-
ture in Kathar village alone. Since then, fish farm-
ing practices have been observed in neighbouring 
villages, with many households both in and around 
Kathar having started their farms independent-
ly, without external support. There was evidence 
to suggest that household pond aquaculture was 
growing in the region. Therefore, in order to gauge 
the long-term benefits and sustainability of the WiA 
project and thereby also household pond aquacul-
ture practice in Nepal, an updated assessment of 
the socioeconomic impacts of household aquacul-
ture on women’s livelihoods was required.
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This assessment took place between January – April 2017 and surveyed 72 households in Kathar to 
investigate the impacts of the WiA project and introduction of household pond aquaculture practices to 
livelihoods of the women of Kathar and their families by assessing the changes in socioeconomic status, 
fish productivity, and profitability 17 years after initiation of the project. 

At each household, women were interviewed following a semi-structured questionnaire. Of the 72 
households surveyed, the following were identified: 30 fish farmers supported by the project, 12 fish farmers 
without project support, and 30 non-fish farmers. This report presents a detailed account of the findings 
from this study with recommendations for furthering both aquaculture and women’s opportunity in Nepal. 

Major findings are described in this section and a summary is presented in Table 1.

4.1 Pond information and aquaculture practices 
a) Number of ponds and pond size 

• On average all fish farmers had 
just one pond (e.g. Figure 1), 
but several project-supported 
farmers had added a second 
pond to increase their fish pro-
duction (Table 1).

• 54% of farmers interviewed 
started their fish ponds in 2000, 
while the remaining ponds 
were constructed throughout 
2001 – 2015. 

• The average size of ponds sur-
veyed was 437m2, with the size 
of ponds ranging from 120m2 
to 2,664m2  (Table 1).  

• On average, fish farmers who 
did not receive project sup-
port had larger ponds (mean = 
477m2) than those supported 
by the project (mean = 423m2) 
(Table 1). 

3. Methodology

4. Survey Findings

Figure 1 Example of a fish pond in Nepal.
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Table 1 Summary of key findings from interviews with project-supported fish farmers, non-project-supported 
fish farmers, and non-fish farmers.

Project-Supported 
Fish Farmers

Non-Project-Sup-
ported Fish 

Farmers

All Fish Farmers Non-Fish 
Farmers

Number of Interviews                                        (n)  30 11 41 30

Cooperative Membership                                  (n) 30 9 39 -

Total Number of Ponds                                     (n) 32 15 47 -

Ponds Per Family                                          Mean
                                                                             SD

1.07
0.25

1
0

1.05
0.22

-

Pond Size (m2)                                               Mean
                                                                             SD

422.67
110.44

476.822
142.84

437.2
88.61

-

Fish Production (kg/year)                            Mean
                                                                             SD

128.67
37.99

108.64
24.53

123.29
28.42

-

Yield Efficiency (kg/year/m2)                       Mean
                                                                             SD

0.35
0.04

0.26
0.03

0.33
0.03

-

Fish Consumption (kg/year)                        Mean
                                                                             SD

77.83
5.61

69.55
7.52

79.76
6.09

30.30
5.49

Fish Sales (kg/year)                                      Mean
                                                                             SD

81.87
202.32

74.29
83.29

80.1
180.27

-

Net Profits (Rs/year)                                     Mean
                                                                             SD

29954
45822

21113
15430

27581
39478

-

Net Profits (US $/year)                                 Mean
                                                                             SD

288.70
441.63

203.49
148.71

265.83
380.49

-

b) Culture species
• Farmers grew between 1 and 7 fish species, with most farmers (84%) cultivating 4 – 7 species 

together in one polyculture system. 
• Species included Naini, Rohu, Tilapia, Grass Carp, Silver Carp, Common Carp, Bighead Carp, and 

Catfish.  
• Most farmers with no project support cultured 5 species, while most project-supported farmers 

cultured 4.  
• The most commonly cultured species amongst all fish farmers were Naini (83%) and Rohu (73%). 
• In cases where only one species was kept, the species was Tilapia.
  

c) Feeding practice
• The most common feeds used by all farmers were mustard oil cake (98%) and rice bran (85%), 

followed by rice (32%) and banana leaves (27%).  
• The number of feedings per day ranged from 1 – 3 times per day, with an average of 
• 1.6 (±0.5 SD) times per day.  
• There was no considerable difference in the feeding practices between project-supported and 

non-project-supported farmers. 
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d) Seeding practice
• All farmers acquired seed stock from Bandhara Government Farm, apart from one Tilapia farmer 

who was producing his own seed stock initiated from Rampur.  
• 24% of all fish farmers interviewed said that the transportation and accessibility of seed stock 

was a major problem in their fish production.

4.2 Fish production, consumption, and sales
a) Fish production

• Fish production per family ranged from 15 kg/yr to 1,200 kg/yr for all fish farmers. 
• The average fish production per family per year was 123.3 kg/yr for all fish farms (Table 1). 
• Farmers supported by the project showed 18% higher average fish production per family per year 

(128.7 kg/yr) than farmers with no project support (108.6 kg/yr) (Table 1). 
• Farmers who received project support produced 35% more fish per unit pond area (0.35 kg/yr/m2) 

than farmers who did not receive support (0.26 kg/yr/m2) (Table 1).  

b) Fish consumption
• The average fish consumption of a fish farming household (80 kg/yr) was approximately 2.5 times 

more than that of non-fish farmers (30 kg/yr), or 50 kgs more (Table 1). 
• Project-supported farm households consumed 12% more fish per year than non-project-support-

ed households (Table 1).  
• 29% of all fish farming households consumed more fish than they produced per year. 
• 100% of fish farmers reported seeing health benefits from consuming fish. 

c) Fish sales
• The average amount of fish sold per fish farming household was 80 kg/yr (Table 1).  
• Price of fish was species dependent, ranging from Rs200-300 (USD $1.95 – $2.90) per kg. 
• Only 7% of all fish farmers sold more fish than their household consumed per year.  
• 77% of fish farmers reported selling their fish in the village to neighbours or to the market. 
• 22% of fish farmers reported that they did not sell any fish as it was for household consumption 

only. 
• Households which kept fish exclusively for household consumption directly saved approximately 

Rs15000 (USD $145) per year.

4.3 Economics: Cooperative membership, work, income, and profitability
a) Capital expenditure, costs, loans, and cooperative membership 

• The average cost to start a household fish farm was Rs9524.39 (±5665.63 SD) (USD $93). 
• 71% of farmers interviewed were originally supported by the WiA project. 
• The average amount of financial start-up support provided by the WiA project to supported house-

holds was Rs2746.67 (±658.49 SD) (USD $24). 
• Only one surveyed farmer was not an agricultural cooperative member. 
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• 42% of fish farmers had taken a loan from the agricultural cooperative. 
• The average loan taken from the cooperative was Rs28666.67 (±19452.02 SD) (USD $280) 
• The average cost for monthly maintenance was Rs3017.00 (USD $29). 

 
b) Working hours 

• On average, fish farmers spent less than 1 hour working on the fish farm each day (mean = 52 min 
±26.4 SD).  

• 87% of participants spent an hour or less working on their fish pond per day. 
• Non-fish farmers typically spent 4 – 12 hours working on agricultural activities per day.  
• In addition to working on their fish farms, 80% of participants reported working on household 

activities and 73% also engaged in other forms of agricultural work. 

c) Income, expenses, and profitability
• Agriculture was the primary source of income amongst all fish farmers, apart from 3 individuals 

who indicated other business interests or employment.  
• On average, fish farming households earned Rs27581 (USD $265) in net profits per family.  
• When asked what farmers spent this supplemental income on, the most common answers were 

child’s education (33%) and agricultural inputs (33%). 
• 92% of fish farmers explicitly reported that fish farming has helped them economically. 

 

4.4 Demographic information: Ethnicity, age, and gender
a) Age and family structure

• The average age of the fish farmers surveyed was 41.6 years, while the average age of non-fish 
farmers surveyed was 39.5 years.  

Figure 2 Tharu women doing household chores at the project site Kathar, Nepal in the Chitwan District.
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• The average number of children per household was 3 for fish farming households and 2.4 for non-
fish farming households.  

b) Ethnicity
• 65% of the participants interviewed were from the Tharu ethnic minority (Figure 2), followed by 

23% from the Newari and remaining others. 

c) Gender roles
• All women indicated that they received help on the fish farm from other family members.  
• Apart from fish farming, women indicated that they spent the majority of their time doing house-

hold activities. 

4.5 Empowerment, self-confidence, and education
• 100% of women reported that owning a fish farm made them feel good or happy.  
• 92% of fish farmers were part of the local cooperative which they said encouraged a sense of commu-

nity, built self-confidence, and gave women access to workshops, training, and skills development. 
• 42% of fish farmers were illiterate compared to 50% in non-fish farmers. 

4.6 Problems
• Water scarcity was the most commonly mentioned problem (86%) fish farmers faced, followed by 

fingerling transportation (26%), predation (21%), and market competition (21%).  
• Accessibility of quality fish feed, stock theft, and fish disease were also mentioned as obstacles in 

fish farming. 

4.7 Aquaculture sustainability and continuation
• 40% of fish farmers interviewed indicated that they would like to enlarge their existing pond(s) or add 

more ponds. However, many of these respondents (50%) did not have land available. 
• 66% of non-fish farmers indicated that lack of land was the principal reason they had not tried fish 

farming, while 10% said it was due to lack of knowledge.  
• 37% of non-fish farmers indicated that they would like to learn more about fish farming and the sup-

port given to fish farmers.  



—  8  —

5. Discussion
The implementation of household aquaculture in 
Kathar by the WiA project has had a tremendous 
impact on the lives of those who received support 
from this initiative. The WiA project had three prin-
cipal aims for their household aquaculture initiative: 

• Improve rural food security.
• Generate supplemental income.
• Empower ethnic women.

Most farmers started their ponds during 2000 
with support from the WiA project and produce on 
average 129 kg of fish per year. This production 
serves as an important source of protein for a com-
munity that otherwise relies principally on milk, 
curd, and lentils for protein. Small amounts of other 
animal meats are consumed, but still the average 
consumption of protein specifically from an animal 
source in Nepal is below 20% of the recommended 
level for proper nutrition. All fish farming house-
holds unanimously stated that they had noticed the 
health benefits from consuming fish. Not only does 
this fish production greatly improve the nutrition of 
fish farming households, it also provides non-fish 
farming community members a ready supply of fish 
for purchase. Most fish farming households typi-
cally sell their fish from their pond site or homes 
to neighbours in the community at a price which is 
likely cheaper than the market. It is therefore safe 
to say that small-scale, household aquaculture has 
certainly improved the nutrition and food security of 
fish farming households in Kathar. 

Household aquaculture not only provides essen-
tial nutrition to farming families, but it also serves 
as supplementary income through fish sales. While 
not all fish farmers sold fish, those who did would 
obtain Rs200-300 (USD $2-3) per kilogram, which 
is generally spent on child education. Even house-

holds which kept all fish produced for consumption, 
on average, directly saved approximately Rs15000 
(USD $146) in fish purchases, which frees funds 
for alternative essentials such as child education. 
Furthermore, this style of aquaculture requires rel-
atively low levels of management, investment, and 
inputs, with farmers only working on their ponds 
for approximately 1 hour per day on average. This 
allows farmers to still undertake alternative agri-
cultural and household activities during their spare 
time. While not all households earned a cash in-
come, 97% of women fish farmers surveyed said 
that their households had economically benefitted 
from fish farming.  

Owing to the strongly ingrained gender roles in 
Nepali society, rural ethnic women typically forego 
their education and tend to household activities. 
The WiA project endeavoured to empower women 
in Kathar by equipping them with the essential skills 
needed to produce a steady source of supplemental 
protein and cash income. Initial training and work-
shops educated women in fish production tech-
niques, and all women reported strong feelings of 
happiness from owning their own fish farm. Almost 
all the fish farmers (97%) surveyed were coopera-
tive members, which they indicated enhanced sense 
of community and increased their self-confidence. 
The fish farmer cooperative also gave women ac-
cess to further training, workshops, and skills de-
velopment which builds essential capacity amongst 
female fish farmers in a community where 42% of 
fish farmers were illiterate.  

It is apparent that the implementation and sup-
port of household aquaculture in Kathar was a suc-
cess and it continues to show potential for growth. 
This is evident in the number of households which 
subsequently initiated their own fish farms without 
support from the WiA project. Households which did 
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not receive support emulated fish farming practices 
of the WiA project-supported fish farms, culturing 
the same species and using similar feed items. 
Non-project fish farmers, on average, had slightly 
larger ponds than project-supported farmers, which 
suggests that financially better-off members of the 
community adopted the successful aquaculture 
practices initiated by the WiA project, but attempted 
to take advantage of the economy of scale. Despite 
this, average yearly fish production of non-project 
farmers was lower than that of WiA project-support-
ed farmers. On average, project-supported farm-
ers produced more fish per square meter of pond 
area, which suggests that they are more adept at 
this type of fish farming. It is likely that the support, 
training, and workshops provided to project farmers 
during the the WiA project implementation period 
made project farmers more effective fish farmers, 
and they have likely been improving and developing 
their fish farming practices for a longer period of 
time than unsupported farmers. While non-project 
fish farmers indicated that they similarly benefited 
from their fish farms, there appears to be room for 
culture practise improvement to maximize their in-
come through technical inputs, organized trainings, 
workshops, and so on.  

When surveying non-fish farming households, 
80% of those surveyed indicated that they did not 
know what fish farming was. The most common 
sources of protein in non-fish farming households 
were lentils, milk, curd, eggs, and meat, with only 
20% of those surveyed indicating that they con-
sumed fish regularly and 83% of them said they had 
noticed the health benefits from eating fish, which 
suggests that including fish in their diet was like-
ly desirable. However, only 37% of non-fish farm-
ing households said that they would like to know 
more about fish farming and the support given to 
fish farmers. This is likely due to the fact that most 
non-fish farmers indicated that they did not have 

extra land or manpower available and, therefore, 
could not pursue aquaculture. Furthermore, most 
non-fish farming households indicated alternative 
supplemental income sources were agriculture or 
business interests. Despite this, 40% of non-fish 
farming households said they felt financially and 
nutritionally insecure about their future.  

While small-scale, household fish farming has 
shown great potential to improve rural food secu-
rity, generate supplemental income, and empower 
ethnic women, difficulties associated to it were 
also pointed out by the women interviewed. The 
principal problem faced by fish farmers in Kathar 
is water scarcity. In large commercial aquaculture 
operations, water in production ponds is filtered and 
replaced as necessary using large pumps and limit-
less water supplies. In the small-scale, rural, house-
hold fish farms, such as those in Kathar, Chitwan, 
farmers likely rely on rainfall to fill their ponds. Evap-
oration is the main cause of water loss in ponds, 
followed by seepage which is likely worse in poorly 
constructed ponds. With growing concern about the 
uneven distribution of monsoonal rain due to an-
thropogenic climate change, there may be months 
where fish farmers are unable to readily replace the 
water lost in their ponds due to evaporation. This 
is particularly problematic in the absence of con-
sistent water sources, such as boreholes, nearby 
streams, and equipment for lifting and moving large 
volumes of water, such as pumps and water bows-
ers. A cheap, sensible solution to this problem is 
required so that existing fish farmers could readily 
expand the size and depths of their ponds.  

Other problems commonly mentioned by fish 
farmers were limited availability and access to 
fingerlings and seed stock, costly transportation, 
and fish losses due to bird predation and diseases. 
These problems are commonly encountered by rural 
fish farmers throughout the globe, and low-cost, sim-
ple, and sensible solutions applicable to the Kathar 
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community must be explored. The government of 
Nepal should encourage and provide support to the 
private sector to establish more fish hatcheries for 
fingerling supply and provide transportation facili-
ties to the rural farmers. 

The main obstacles identified by fish farmers 
were lack of land, water scarcity, predation, and 
fingerling transportation. While there is no simple 
solution to expand land availability, there are prac-
tical solutions to mitigate the other major problems 
identified by current fish farmers. 

Water scarcity is a major problem for rural fish 
farmers throughout the globe, and efforts can be 
made to not only to better store monsoonal rainfall, 
but also better construct ponds to avoid water loss 
by seepage and leaks. Adequate compaction of soil 
base layers and incorporation of plastic sheeting 
should be the focus of future pond constructions. 
The provision of large water tanks or reservoir ponds 
to store water from periodic but heavy rainfall will 
not only provide households with ready access to 
drinking water, but also serve as an emergency wa-
ter supply to ponds in periods of little rainfall. Pre-
dation of fish by birds is a major problem for many 
rural forms of pond fish farming, and in the case of 
small ponds, the effects of one or two large herons 
or cormorants can be devastating for a household. 
Efforts to exclude and deter bird predators can be 
undertaken by providing coarse mesh bird netting 
or creating a lattice of cheap polyethylene ropes 
across the pond. This will serve to either completely 
exclude or at least deter large bird predators from 
ponds. Furthermore, fingerlings are the most vulner-
able to predation, so efforts can be made to focus 
bird deterring/exclusion structures around “hapas” 
and pens used for fingerling development. Lastly, 
the transportation of fingerlings is a major concern 
for fish farmers as the poor road infrastructure in 
Nepal leads to major shock and eventual mortality 
for fingerlings. Loss of seed stock during transport 

must be mitigated if fish farmers are to make effec-
tive use of their ponds. Solutions include improving 
the road surface between hatcheries and concentra-
tions of household farms, and the establishment of 
more localised hatcheries to reduce the travel time 
for seed stock. Furthermore, one farmer had initi-
ated a self-breeding program using tilapia, so per-
haps more isolated farmers could consider using 
species which will readily breed in ponds to avoid 
reliance on fingerling delivery. Other practices to re-
duce stress during transportation can be included 
in further trainings and cooperative workshops. It is 
recommended that these remedies and mitigation 
methods be incorporated into existing and future 
cooperative workshops and trainings for both Kath-
ar and future projects in other communities.  

Despite the obstacles facing fish farmers in 
Kathar, it is obvious that the integration of rural 
aquaculture has great potential to improve the nu-
tritional and economic security of ethnic women 
and their families in rural agricultural communities 
of Nepal. The diversification of agricultural and on-
farm food supplies is essential for rural household 
resilience in the face of changing social, economic, 
and climatic conditions. Furthermore, the WiA proj-
ect has demonstrated that the self-confidence, in-
dependence, and capacity of women can be greatly 
improved by supporting them in starting their own 
fish farms. While the practise of rural, household 
fish farming has shown potential to spread through-
out and between communities on its own, additional 
initiatives, like that started by the WiA project, will 
greatly increase the rate at which food and econom-
ic insecurity can be addressed in rural communities 
in this region. Furthermore, additional support in the 
form of extension and skills development for exist-
ing fish farms stands to maximise these nutritional 
and economic benefits. 
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6. Conclusion
Rural, household aquaculture has proved to better 
the food and economic security of ethnic women 
and their families in Kathar, Nepal. Overall, all wom-
en reported positive feelings from owning their fish 
farms and stated they had experienced economic 
and health benefits from the sales and consump-
tion of fish from their farms. Fish farming is less 
rigorous and management intensive than traditional 
agriculture, and the average fish farmer spent less 
than 1 hour per day mainly for fish feeding and re-
lated works. This allowed fish farmers to also work 
on alternative income sources, household chores, 
or other agricultural activities. Contrastingly, non-
fish farmers invested much larger amounts of time 
in traditional agriculture, but still a large proportion 
(40%) felt both nutritionally and economically in-
secure about their futures. The practise of house-
hold fish farming has spread beyond households 
who received support from WiA projects during 
2000 – 2008, and has been observed in neighbour-
ing communities. Non-project-supported farmers 

emulated farming practices of WiA-supported farm-
ers, and the fact that fish farming practices contin-
ued to spread after the project support ended shows 
that aquaculture is an easily integrated practise that 
women are keen to undertake.   

In conclusion, developing the aquaculture industry 
in Nepal has the potential to advance the welfare of 
the people, especially women. Further work in Kath-
ar could greatly improve the existing aquaculture 
practices and expand the knowledge-base of the 
fish farming community in the area. The fact that 
fish farming practices have shown to spread readily 
throughout communities suggests that effort must 
be made to initiate projects similar to the WiA in 
nearby villages in the same district and also other 
districts where fish farming is not yet established. 
The WiA project in Kathar can be used as a model 
for the implementation of household fish ponds in 
nutritionally and economically insecure rural com-
munities throughout Nepal and other countries with 
similar conditions. 
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