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I INTRODUCTION 

Communrty forestry polrcy In Nepal basrcally began In the mrd-1970s In response to the 

severe deforestatron and env~ronmental degradatron occurrrng Government ofFnals 

realrzed that the only way that they could reduce hrgh rates of deforestatron was to work 

together wrth local peoples on forest management and protectron The polrcres and 

legrslatron have evolved over trme to that whrch hands over natronal forests to forest 

user groups and gives them the legal authorrty to utrlrze, manage and protect these 

forests W~th these rrghts are responsrbrlrtres of the forest user group to develop and 

follow a constrtutron and an operat~onal plan for forest management Furthermore, these 

forest user groups are allowed to freely trade therr foresl products and utrl~ze therr 

Income In any way that they agree IS approprrate They often use the money to rnvest In 

communrty development act~v~tres such as lrteracy programs or no-rnterest loans to the 

poor 

Nepal covers an area of 14 7 m~llron ha, 73% of whrch IS mountarnous rncludrng the 

Himalayas The populatron IS 21 8 mrllron people, 53% of whrch lrve In these 

mountarnous areas It IS estimated that 90% of the people depend on forest to some 

extent, for example, 80% of the populatron s energy requrrements are derrved from 

fuelwood The populatron IS hrghly dependent on lrvestock productron wrth 9 2 mrllron 

animals Forest and pasture land also supply 42% of lrvestock fodder Semr-subsrstence 

farmrng IS a major contrrbutor to the nat~onal economy This farmrng In turn IS rntegrated 

wrth forests and the products they supply 

II POLICY AND LEGISLATION 

In 1976, the Nepalese government rnst~tuted a National Forestry Plan that recognrzed for 

the first time the need for peoples partrcrpat~on rn the protectron of forests In 1978, 

regulat~ons were establrshed to hand-over government forest to vrllage elected bod~es, 

known as Panchayat These areas became known as vrllage Panchayat Forest and 

Panchayat Protected Forest The Frrst Natronal Commun~ty Forestry Workshop was held 

rn 1987 and dec~ded that communrty forestry IS possrble for the whole country The 

meetrng also advocated a swrtch from the Panchayat to the actual forest user as 

manager As a result of the meetrng, In 1988 a Master Plan for the forestry sector was 

designed and rnstrtutronalrzed users as managers rather than the Panchayat Rules and 
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regulat~ons for communrty forestry were w~dely d~str~buted for comments from 1989 to 

1992 In 1993, the Forest Act was approved and legahzed commun~ty forestry Forest 

Rules were author~zed In 1995 Elements of the Forest Act and Forest Rules can be 

found at the end of th~s report 

The process IS st111 evolving, for example, the Th~rd Nat~onal Workshop on Cornrnun~ty 

Forestry was recently held In October 1998 

Currently, communlty forestry In Nepal IS defined as 

'A Commun~ty Forest IS the part of any nat~onal forests handed over by the 

D~str~ct Forest Officer to local users groups for therr benefit, fulfilling the dally 

requ~rements such as fuelwood fodder, t~mber and other forest products and for 

that they can carry out forestry development act~v~t~es hke protect~on utllrzatlon 

and management of forests as prescribed In the operatronal plan, with 

author~zat~on to freely fix the prlce sell and d~strrbute forest produce on the~r 

own ' 

At the t~me that commun~ty forestry leg~slat~on was evolvmg, the Decentralrzat~on Act of 

1982 was passed It author~zed the d~str~ct and v~llage Panchayat to plan and execute 

therr own development projects 

Ill PARTICIPATORY PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF COMMUNITY 

FORESTRY 

A key in the rmplementat~on of cornmunrty forestry IS that a communlty or v~llage as a 

whole 1s not glven rights, but the specrfic forest user group (FUG) formed wrthin a v~llage 

or across v~llages is If r~ghts are glven to the v~llage as a whole, then those v~llage ehte 

who do not directly depend on the forest for the~r l~vehhoods have the ab~llty to influence, 

sometrmes detrrmentally, what happens to the forest, for example, the ehte may allow 

outs~de interests to cut However by focussing on the FUGs, Nepal attempts to reach 

the true users and those most dependent on a forest These people are often women 

and the poorest of the v~llage Another advantage of focussmg on the FUG rather than a 

spec~fic v~llage IS that many forested or degraded areas are used by more than one 



vrllage Through the FUG, members of different villages come together to manage and 

rehabilitate areas 

The handrng over of natronal forests to FUGs has been the responsibility of Drstrict 

Forest Offices through therr officers and forest rangers The rangers would visit vrllages 

to rdentrfy interest and potential areas for handing over They use Participatory Rural 

Apprarsal (PRA) tools to rdentify forest users, the area to be handed over and local 

systems of forest management It also creates awareness among women and 

drsadvantaged grouDs and helps to establish friendly relationships between FUGs and 

government The PRA tools used are 

Establrshrng Rapport 

Informal interviews 

Reaching women 

Key informants 

Particrpatory mapplng 

Partlcrpatory forest profile 

T~me chart 

Drrect observation 

To garn the rights to manage a forest area, each FUG must write a constitution and an 

operational plan for management of the area It also establ~shes an executwe 

comm~ttee The constitution contarns a lrst of members In the FUG and the rules of 

membership including penalt~es for violatrons The operational plan is a five-year 

management plan for the speclfic area In the past, the Department of Forests and Soil 

Conservatron and Donor staff have been the princrpal facilitators, but now they are 

bringing NGOs rnto the process to form FUGs and to assist in the wrrting of a 

constitution and operational plan The role of these facrlltators IS to ensure that all 

interests rncluding women and the poor are represented in the FUG and to try to resolve 

any conflrcts They also assist in the technical aspects of the operational plan Upon 

completron the constrtutron and operatronal plan are presented to the D~strrct Forest 

Officer for approval Usually there IS not much difficulty rn obtarning this approval Upon 

approval the FUG is allowed to legally carry out harvesting and management activities 

A FUG IS only glven the right to harvest and manage, the land rtself still belongs to the 

government Funds derived from the use or sale of forest products are under the control 
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of the forest users themselves There is no government regulation on how this money is 

to be used 

A lesson learned has been that by carefully taklng the time to identlfy true forest users 

and to resolve conflicts during the formation of FUGs avoids disagreements In the future 

and ensures the efficiency of the FUG Giving the author~ty for approval to the District 

Forest Officer illustrates another aspect of community forestry In Nepal, that the 

Department of Forests and So11 Conservat~on, Itself, IS decentralzeci 

IV POST-FORMATION SUPPORT AND INSTITUTIONAL STRENGTHENING 

The District Forest Office provides trainmg to the FUG based on mformatlon ~t collects 

from a plannmg workshop w~th FUGs and on the types of forest In the area It also 

provides training to rts own staff This tralnlng IS one of the factors that allowed the 

trans~t~on of the role and attitudes of Dlstrict Forest Officers and Rangers from 

authoritative to fac~litory 

The FUGs have been able to earn money from the~r resources Often th~s money is used 

for community development such as no interest loans to the poor, health care and 

literacy programs 

Nepal IS try~ng to encourage and improve FUG-self monitormg and evaluat~on Crlterla 

and ind~cators developed by FUGs include forest cond~tion, gender balance In FUG 

committee, and equlty distribution 

Local networks of FUGs are forming whrch in turn help to strengthen one another At the 

national level, the Federation of Community Forest Users of Nepal (FECOFUN) was 

established in 1995 

Factors that lead to success of the FUG are peoples awareness of the importance of 

the forest direct benefits to the people (the government does not require a percentage 

of earnings), peoples active involvement In the decision-making process systematic 

record keeping and transparency, and income-generating activ~t~es 



V SYNOPSIS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY AS PRACTICED 

In many cases, communities are given degraded lands, yet the security of tenure has 

seen the successful regeneration of these areas In the beginning, durrng the 

Panchayat phase, the process was top-down as forest rangers origrnally prepared plans 

with local leaders who made declsrons regarding the forests and took the forests' 

benefits In the current system, people are aware of the policy and the forest users 

sometimes rnitrate the process The decisions related to forest management are made 

by the full participatron and consensus of all users Benefits are shared more equitably 

than they had been in the past Also now, the forestry officrals role has changed from 

custodial to facllrtator and provrder of technrcal assrstance 

To date 450,000 ha have been handed over to FUGs with the goal of 3 5 rnrllron in total 

The current area handed over represents over 6,700 FUGs and 715,000 households 

The FUGs have been successful in rehabllrtating lands and marnta~ning forests FUGs 

found that they achieved better forest regeneratlon when they protected the area than 

when they planted the areas Natural regeneratlon occurred very qulckly and requires 

less labor than planting Also, often nurseries dldn't contam the preferred species 

FUGs can sell logs rf it IS in the operational plan and if local needs are met first 

The FUGs choose a commlttee of members for the admlnrstratron of actlvrties Only 15- 

20% of these commrttees have women as members Greater representation IS strll 

needed The majorrty of FUGs already established still struggle with ensurrng an 

equitable distrrbutlon of benefrts and wrth unauthorrzed activities 

FUGs not only have the right to harvest and manage the~r forest resources, but also the 

responsrbrlrty to follow the approved operational plan If vlolatrons occur the 

Department of Forests can take back the area To date this has rarely happened (maybe 

only three cases) Currently it IS being debated whether the Department of Forests or 

the FUG Itself has the rlght to sanctron ~ndiv~dual FUG leaders for v~olatrons of the 

constrtution and operational plan 

The Teral regron (the plarns area border~ng w~th Ind~a) of Nepal st111 has a natural forests 

with valuable trmber species The Forest Master Plan drd not rnclude this area for 

community forestry The extent to which these forests wlll be handed over IS currently 

berng debated 
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The success of communrty forestry rn Nepal IS attributed to the decentralizat~on of 

authority to dlstr~ct forest offices, the devolution of management decrsrons to FUGs, free 

trade of forest products and freedom to keep and decide how rncome from forest 

products IS used From a sense of ownershrp, forest users, begm to rnnovate, Increase 

ther Incomes and extend therr knowledge to other FUGs 

VI FEATURES OF THE 1993 FOREST ACT 

(From Pollcy lmplementatron lecture notes by K B Shrestha, Deputy Dlrector General, 

Department of Forests) 

Forest User Groups are recognrzed as legal entltres and as an autonomous and 

corporate body 

Forest User Groups get regrstered at the Distrrct Forest Office along wrth its operat~onal 

constitution 

Forest User Groups will have a fund of its own and 100 per cent of sales go to the fund 

Forest User Groups can utll~ze the fund generated through the sale of forest products in 

any community development actrvlties 

The District Forest Officer has been given the authority to hand-over any part of the 

national forest as community forest to Forest User Groups 

Forest User Groups can freely fix price, transport and market forest products 

Forest User Groups must manage the community forest accordlng to the operatronal 

plan approved by the Drstr~ct Forest Officer 

Forest User Groups can revrse or amend operatlonal plans with the consent of the 

D~strict Forest Officer except when ~t is l~kely to adversely affect the envrronment 

Forest User Groups can punrsh ~ ts  members who break the rules 
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D~str~ct Forest Office can take back a forest from a Forest User Group that falls In the 

mplementat~on of tts const~tutton or operat~onal plan but can be handed back again if the 

Forest User Group IS formed anew 

Forest User Groups can appeal agamst the dec~s~on of the D~str~ct Forest Officer w~th the 

Reglonal D~rector 

VII FEATURES OF THE 1995 FOREST RULES 

(From Pollcy lmplementatlon lecture notes by K B Shrestha, Deputy Director General, 

Department of Forests) 

The boundary of the ward, vdlage or d~str~ct wrll not be any barr~er In handmg over forest 

to Forest User Groups 

There IS no hm~t of forest area to be handed over as commun~ty forest, prov~ded that the 

Forest User Group IS w~l i~ng and capable 

Forest User Groups can grow long-term cash crops In a community forest 

Forest products In commun~ty forests can be mortgaged In a financ~al lnst~tut~on to get 

loans for the development of community forests 

Forest User Groups are allowed to establrsh ~ndustr~es based on the raw mater~al from 

community forests w~th the approval of the D~strict Forest Office 

Any NGO can help the Forest User Group In the process of Community Forestry 
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Vlll ISSUES OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY IMPLEMENTATION 

(From Poky lmplementatlon lecture notes by K B Shrestha, Deputy Dlrector General, 

Department of Forests) 

Though the communlty forestry program IS expanding, there 1s st111 a lack of awareness 

about the Importance of communlty forestry among women and disadvantaged groups 

Village ekes strll can dominate Forest User Groups partially due to the widespread 

illrteracy of rural people 

Once a forest IS handed over, the dlstrlct forestry staff has not been able to adequately 

provide support to the Forest User Group for their ~nstltutional development and for the 

monltorrng of thelr activities The reason for this IS that there IS a shortage of field staff 

and a great demand for trme for the forrnatlon of new Forest User Groups and 

preparation of the operational plans and constltut~on 

Hasty rdentification and forrnatlon of Forest User Groups have resulted in conflicts 

afterwards Real users are sornetcmes left out, especially the disadvantaged 

The benefit sharlng mechanlsrn among Forest User Groups In the community forest has 

generally been on the basis of equality or on equal numbers or quantity This 

mechanism does not address the need of the poorer households  hose requ~rements 

for forest products may be greater than others because of total dependency on the 

forest So currently, achreving equlty 1s a concern 

Forest User Groups can remain suspicrous of government motrves because the 

government still owns the land 

The District Forest Officer has the rlght to take back the forest area Although, the case 

is able to be appealed wlthin the Department of Forests, there are suggestions that 

arbitration should occur wrthout forestry offrclals 
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