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Formal Session
Dr. Srijana Baral, a Senior Researcher at Forest Action Nepal and the MC of the event
introduced about the programme and continued the formal session with the chairing of
Dr. Sindhu Dhungana, Head of Participatory Forestry Division, MOFE. Dr. Pem Kandel,
Secretary, MOFE and Her Excellency Felicity Volk, Australian Ambassador to Nepal were
the chief guest and the special guest of the programme respectively. More than 40
participants including division heads and department heads within the MOFE, academic
institutions, development partners, civil society organizations and professionals attended
the event.
Welcome note and report launch
The programme formally kicked off with the welcome note from Dr Rajendra KC, acting
Director General of the Department of Forests and Soil Conservation. Along with the
overview of the programme, he provided a brief synopsis of the success of community
forestry in restoring degraded forest, livelihood improvement, environmental services and
leadership development in Nepal. He also expressed his gratitude towards the
Government of Australia for being supportive, both technically and financially, in
introducing and nurturing community forestry in Nepal since the very initial days. Updating
the changing socio-economic context of Nepal in terms of education, economic
opportunities, demand of forest products, land fragmentation, cropping pattern,
outmigration, and population growth, he emphasized the need to reenergize the
community forestry in the above changing context. He also invited the Government of
Australia to continue and expand its support in the days ahead.
With these highlights, he welcomed the chief guest, special guest, and all the attendees
of the programme. He also appreciated the inspiration that participation of all attendees
have provided to work with more dedication and devotion for the promotion of community
forestry in Nepal further.
Following the welcome speech, the report was jointly launched by the Secretary of
Ministry of Forests and Environment, Dr Pem Kandel, and HE Felicity Volk, Australian
Ambassador to Nepal.
Presentation
Dr Naya Sharma Paudel, one of the editors of the report, highlighted the key findings of
the report. In doing so, he underlined some of the pressing issues around community
forestry in Nepal, and also offered a couple of directions to manage community forestry
in the changing context. Some of the key highlights from the presentation are elaborated
below:
This report is a collaborative effort where the editors are partly supported by the EnLiFT
project, however, more than 40 scholars working on community forestry have voluntarily
contributed as authors. After two years of this collaborative effort, we have been able to
bring this report. Moreover, we are also moving towards production of an edited book,
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that will be published by Mandala,
by the end of 2022 wherein most of
the authors of the report along with
a few additional experts, are
working on. There are eight
thematic chapters in the report that
primarily
focus
on
policy,
institutions, forest management,
biodiversity,
climate
change,
business, gender inclusion and
equity around community forestry.
Key messages
The changing socio-economic context and its impact, compounded by low economic
incentive has had a toll in the management of community forestry in Nepal. In the early
stages of community forestry, though monetary benefits were nominal, there was a high
stake in economic returns from community forests. But now a days, the benefits are
skewed towards a few leaders who may have been employed in various ways or misused
the funds, while poor are largely detached from the incentive structure of CF.
Besides, the existing legal and administrative requirements do not match to the scale of
operation and potential environmental risk. Introduction of new regulatory instruments,
which are partly rationalized in the context of expanding business and potential risks
around those businesses, might have checked unsustainable harvesting. Nevertheless,
the scale of the operation and the associated environmental risk are so small that the
regulatory instruments can be seen as burden. In most of the cases, groups managing
small area of forests cannot comply with those existing standards and requirements.
The report attempts to discuss on alternative options to address the current problems
facing community forestry. The report stresses on the need for more supportive role of
the government in addition to sole regulatory functions. In addition, it also emphasizes
the role of market and private sector in order to actually manage the forests. The report
appreciates the FECOFUN’s advocacy for further devolution of rights to the community,
but also highlights its limitations. Contrary to the commonly made three different lines of
arguments, this report suggests following six strategies to revitalize CF.
Strategies to revitalise community forestry
Strategy 1: Strengthening the economic rationale is the primary concern, because of
the fact that many CFs have weak economic rational to continue their institutional
functions. Most notably, the investments put on community forestry is not giving any
returns. Similarly, regulatory requirements have become burden to many CFUGs. The
term "burden" has been used in the sense that the scale of operation is too small and the
standards that needs to be met are relatively higher. At this moment, there is a need to
encourage the market related innovations to ensure that the economic rationale if fulfilled.
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Strategy 2: Leaving no one behind - when there is a macro discourse that many people
are shifting away from subsistence livelihood to a more market-oriented lifestyle and
commercial resource management, there are also certain social groups who continue to
rely on forest resources. These groups should not be overlooked by the shifting
discourses and hence should not be left behind.
Strategy 3: Diversifying technical and institutional services - the current laws and
regulations that are being introduced, has acknowledged DFOs and other actors into
service provisioning system. This would possibly help, but the point is how to diversify the
service provisioning when the DFO service system is too much stretched with the limited
human resources and increasing amount of work under their responsibility. So
diversifying technical and institutional services is of utmost importance.
Strategy 4: Differential treatment based on the categorization - The CFUGs have
different capacities, size, nature of resources and thousands of them do not sell any
product in the market. This implies there is little or no environmental risks associated in
their management and harvesting. So, there is little justification for imposing same
standards to all CFUGs. Perhaps, categorization and differential treatments accordingly
could be one strategy to addressing the issue.
Strategy 5: Integrate CF with the local environmental governance system – As local
governments are very close to the local communities and are better fit for supporting the
local groups, there is a need to link community forestry with the local governance system.
Currently, CFUGs are detached from the local environmental and governance system.
The changing socio-economic context
The recent population census shows that a lot of people are migrating from rural areas to
urban areas. In addition, the livelihood pattern is diversifying from subsistence agriculture
to a rather commercial one, and that has implications on forest-people relations. When
people out-migrate for a couple of years and then come back, they usually adopt different
occupations usually other than subsistence agriculture resulting in decreasing stake on
forest.
Few years back, EnLiFT team published a scientific article explaining the socio-economic,
policy and institutional, environmental and technological factors that are driving the
underutilization of agricultural lands. The paper has been well referred. Likewise, the fuel
use pattern is gradually moving away from firewood to LP Gas or electricity. This too
shows the declining interest in forest management. The case of one of the CFUGs from
Kavrepalanchok district, covering 50 HHs, where the income is 50 lakhs annually, is a
good illustration. If the figures on the income are to be calculated, estimates show that it
would come to be around 1 lakh per HH/year. However, the data of around 5-6 years
shows that 20 HHs have already migrated from the place due to the lack of employment.
So, the potentiality of our forest resources, are largely limited to calculator, while in terms
of the actual practice, we have not been able to materialize the potential benefits from
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forest resources. As a consequence, there is declining interest in community forests, both
in institutional as well as in forest management activities.
Last year, only 3 out of 580 CFUGs in Kavre submitted their annual progress and audit
reports, and planning reports to the DFO. Similarly, in Sindhupalchok, out of 527 CFUGs,
only 53 submitted their reports to the DFO. This gives a sense on the status of our
CFUGs. Many of the CFUGs are not being able to conduct their general assemblies on
time. One of the obvious explanations is there is no any incentive for the participants. In
general, the members are not adequately incentivized to invest in community forestry.
The scenarios from the last five years shows that people have been placing least effort in
harvesting fodder, grass, firewood, clearing unwanted trees and planting, and labor in
forest management. There are a couple of drivers as well some consequences
particularly in terms of declining interest and participation of people, weakening
institutional function, other forest management activities and that is ultimately leading to
increase in the human-wildlife conflict. Most importantly, the potential of community
forests has not been realized.
Another issue is how to make CF management relevant to the local economy. For
example, Kalapani CFUG in Kavrepalanchok has almost zero migration and heavily relies
on farming, especially dairy enterprises. Though they have a 175ha of forest, they import
rice straw and manufactured feed from Banepa and Terai to feed their livestock. The
forest little serves their economy. So, the point here is how we can make our forest more
relevant to the local economy.
The statistics from six CFUGs in Kavre and Lamjung districts, in regards to the time that
CFUG’ chairs are investing on various forest related activities accounts to 40+ days. In
most of the CFUGs, either they don’t have funds to pay for those spent days or they have
not made such provisions to pay. In the context of rising opportunity costs even in the
rural areas an important question is, how to incentivize the community forestry leaders to
engage in CF activities
Another issue is how to recognize and support diverse forest-people relations within CF
policy and practice. There are certain groups (for instance in Dhamilikuwa, Lamjung) are
heavily involved in particular kind of economic activities related to particular biomass
component of the forest. So, if we don't recognize these particular activities, and simply
advance our policy based on the broader discourses that we are moving away from
agriculture, then that would undermine the interest of forest dependent groups. Therefore,
while acknowledging larger drivers of discourse, we should also acknowledge that there
are certain socio-ecological groups who continue to rely on traditional practice of resource
extraction and use.
Out of 20,000+ CFUGs, not all are harvesting timber or any commercially valuable
resources. Moreover, thousands of groups are not active in terms of the market approach.
Also, many of them don’t even exchange their forest products or export them out of their
groups. So, how can we develop our regulatory instrument to have customized treatment
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over these different groups? We can categorize the groups not only based on their size,
but also based on the potential resources going to the market, or nature of transactions,
or biodiversity significance, and can design a differential treatment. In doing so, focus
should also be laid on to how to integrate CFUGs with the local environmental and other
government system so that they are not isolated and solely operating within the DFO. The
primary focus is to how to make them relevant with other economic and political activities.
Questions and feedback
The presentation was followed by quick round of questions and feedback over the report.
The discussion following the presentation is summarized below:
Dr. Deepak Kharal (Chief, REDD Implementation Center)
This report has provided the indication on the trend that our society is shifting towards. I
would like to highlight two main issues in this report.
a. The report has concluded that
enhancing agroforestry models
in community forestry through
national policy in future can be
effective. As we have observed
in the mid hills of Nepal that
agricultural land is being largely
abandoned due to increasing
outmigration, why do you
propose
agroforestry
in
forests? Isn't it challenging? I
think, there needs a rethinking.
b. Another point is, working examples of collective actions are visible often in situation
with high poverty. Here you have argued that economic incentive will strengthen
collective action. I see a paradox.
Prof. Bir Bahadur Khanal Chhetri (Dean, Institute of Forestry - Pokhara)
The presentation was very interesting. The presentation mentioned that size of HHs and
community forests in CFUGs are highly skewed. Some are too small and some are too
large. There is also a high variation in terms of economic return and other aspects too.
From the eyes of an academician and during the implementation by managers, the
question is - what does an ideal size mean? While we are talking about increasing the
economic returns and increasing the interest of users, the pertinent question is what
actually determines the ideal size? For example, whether a CF with 100ha can be
regarded as a good size? This is very challenging. Until and unless we determine the
ideal size, that will not deliver the expected outcome. Is there any insight from EnLiFT on
this aspect (ideal size of CFUGs)?
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Dr. Buddhi Sagar Paudel (DG, Department of Plant Resources)
The current average size of CFUGs is around 70-80 ha. This is not a viable unit.
Consequently, it cannot provide needed economic incentive to users for their
participation. The second point is while we are connecting forests with the national
prosperity, we should not solely focus on the economy. We should also value
environmental services that CF is providing.
Mr. Birkha Shahi (General Secretary, FECOFUN)
Community forestry is not merely as an economic entity but also contributes to
sustainable development including building institutions and leadership.
Moreover, the report shows decreasing users' engagement in collection of forest products
like firewood, grass, fodder. But several studies, for example, the study by the Ministry of
Energy, Water Resources and Irrigation shows that still 60% of the energy is derived from
forests. This report seems to have missed to analyze this aspect. Also, acknowledge that
we have not been able to utilize forest products since 2011 due to various regulatory
obstacles.
Mr. Gopal Aryal (DG, Environment Division)
The report has highlighted that the possibility of improving market system and enhancing
economic rationale of community forest products by increasing people-forest relation in
the changing context. How can that be met? Also, have the theoretical underpinnings
been changed now due to change in the livelihood? If yes, what has been its implication
on nature of formal institutional and informal institutional interaction? I want to know
whether this report has highlighted this aspect.
Dr. Dil Bahadur Khatri (Executive Director, SIAS)
Very recently, we were a part of an interaction programme (webinar) where Don Gilmour
said-"The socio-economic context during the formation of community forests and now has
changed significantly. However, there has been no significant movement in the
institutional modality of community forests."
This report has highlighted that the socio-economic context of community is changing so
as their response towards community forest. However, we should not underestimate the
fact that the farm-based livelihood is still crucial for local livelihood. The modality of
farming has been changed of course. Therefore, forest management modality that also
contribute in farming should be considered. The modality of community forests should be
analyzed from the perspective of farm-based need, economy and broader societal and
environmental value.
Next is the theoretical underpinnings. Theories also change according to the changing
context. While initiating community forestry, we have started it by formalizing and
packaging the informal and traditional ways. On this context, community forest’s relation
to theoretical reflection is also necessary in case of Nepal.
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Mr. Thakur Bhandari (Secretary, FECOFUN)
The presentation has not highlighted the term "sustainable forest management"
anywhere. The term might have been included in the content of report elsewhere. But
how this report specifically represents sustainable forest management as an umbrella and
its scope, is important. Another thing is how this report ensures the fact that "the concept
of community forestry that was developed through traditional knowledge, skills, and
practices" has been preserved. We must get out of narrow framing of seeing CFUG as
an economic entity.
Responses to the questions
Dr Naya Paudel responded to the questions and queries of the participants. The
responses are highlighted in the following points.
•

•

•

•

•

This report is the joint effort of 40+ scholars and we also should understand that
all 40+ people are from diverse field. However, we have come together in the
version of report that we have produced.
When we are talking of some kind of adaptation to a new situation that we all are
undergoing, this means we are not completely abandoning community forestry.
Rather, we are trying to address the issues, build the strength, the key qualities,
and the theories of collective actions on common.
Second, when we are talking of the economy, we are not abandoning other
aspects like cultural, environmental, among others, of the forest. But we also
should realize the fact that people are not attending general assemblies or
meetings or other basic institutional functions. This is not because of these cultural
and ecological factors. Rather, it is primarily because of economic factors. In such,
we can't question the people's rationale but we have to respond to their rationale.
While we were talking about the economy of scale, yes, there were debates on
integrated management of multiple CFs. But I think it is possible that without
undermining the emotional attachment and institutional integrity of CFUGs, even if
they have less than 1 ha, we can actually pool resources and opportunities out of
these small forests to develop some higher-level economic transactions and
business. Whether its forest products or business attributed to ecosystem services,
for example, tourism or any other kind of business without compromising the basic
belongingness and tenure security of community forestry, we have to explore to
the extent possible. So, while we are talking about the basic economy, we are not
dismantling the current community forestry system.
From the agroforestry point of view, bringing agroforestry into forest doesn’t
automatically hamper the forest quality. Because one can do agroforestry without
compromising the forest quality. Second, the increasing trend of underutilized land
begs the question of access. Most of the abandoned land are of those who have
relatively higher land holdings. So, there are people seeking land and there is land
being abandoned. So, agroforestry can benefit those with small land holding.
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Remarks (Bharati Pathak, Chairperson-FECOFUN)
The report time and again emphasised on the declining interests of community forestry
members. But the point is they are frustrated, mainly due to the control by the authorities.
For the last two years, they have not been able to harvest anything from the forest. Most
of the time, the regulations have been too stringent. The report has not highlighted these
aspects.
State has not invested on people for several years and how can the ordinary people, the
women, Dalits, and poor manage
their resources properly. Once we
move to federalism, community
forestry has been the first victim
due to imposition of multiple tax,
increased pressure on community
forestry
land.
Likewise,
the
government initially handed over
forests when it was in a poor
condition, following which people
invested for the last 40 years,
resource stock increased, but now,
the government has increased its claim.
The community forestry modality is the best in the world and any country, expanding this
programme have learnt from us. However, we at home are looking for alternatives. There
is something wrong in our thinking.
Remarks (H. E. Felicity Volk, Ambassador of Australia)
When I arrived to Nepal last January and met with people, almost everywhere, I heard
people taking reference of
Australia's early support in
Nepal's forestry, and community
forestry. In this context, this is
report is very timely. It also shows
the good collaboration between
Australian and Nepali scholars.
We must adapt to the new
emerging situation. The report
has rightly highlighted the key
issues and their implications to
community forestry in Nepal. Migration, urbanisation, remittance, changing livelihood
patterns all have changed forest landscapes. Covid-19 has further affected this sector.
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Generations of Australian foresters have worked in the community forestry programme
and generations of Nepalese foresters have undertaken their post graduate studies in
Australia or have been trained by Australian foresters in Nepal.
This time we have supported AUD 2.5m through EnLiFT2 which is working on enhancing
rural livelihoods through better forest management and forestry business. In the two
districts of Sindhupalchok and Kavre, 26000 ha of forests have been established through
Australian support. The partnership between Australia and Nepal has made an important
contribution to developing and fostering community-based approaches to forest
management, which is still relevant today, but obviously needs to be adjusted to the new
circumstances.
With the significant socio-economic and socio-political change, and shifts in national and
international contexts, community forestry models and approaches clearly need to evolve
too. HE the Ambassador stressed that the report generates more discussions and that it
will make valuable contributions into shaping the future directions of the sector.
Remarks (Dr. Pem Kandel, secretary, MOFE)
The secretary expressed his appreciation to all the editors and authors of the report. He
stressed that this is a very timely report and will be a foundation for MOFE to revisit and
revise many of the policies and
regulations.
Nepal's community forestry is not
only a forestry program but also a
rural development programme
comprising a whole range of issues,
including health, drinking water,
income and employment, and most
importantly leadership which has
now spread across civic and
political organizations.
However, we must acknowledge the changing socio-economic contexts and its
implications on forest-people relation and community forestry management which the
report has rightly highlighted. He expressed his agreement on the fact that community
forestry is still important from economic and other aspects and therefore should be
revitalised.
This report will become a foundation for MOFE to review and review many policy and
regulatory aspects to facilitate adaption in the current contexts.
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Closing remarks (Dr. Sindhu Dhungana, chair of the programme and Head of
Participatory Forestry Division)
Dr. Sindhu Dhungana, Chair of the report launch programme expressed his appreciation
to the Chief guest, Special guest, and participants from government and non-government
institutions. He expressed that as the Ambassador is not only a diplomat, but a writer as
well and invited HE to contribute
a chapter to the upcoming
community forestry book.
Community forestry is not a
monolithic and 43 of us (authors)
may have diverse opinions. He
expressed that; community
forestry is the only programme to
showcase inclusive institution
that is why I decided to
contribute to that chapter.
The report has highlighted gaps and we should be mindful of those gaps, it is not
advocating for alternative. We should not be afraid of 'silviculture' of 'private sector' or
'market' per se. But the question is how to deal with these and benefit from there.
What is important is the core principles of collective action in local commons. Also
important is the issue of economic incentive, and while saying so, we are not only talking
about timber but a range of other products and services from forestry sector. Likewise,
tenure security of people is most important and we must defend that. Forest officials
should not worry with the term. Finally, the Chair thanked all the participants for attending
and closed the programme.
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