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1. INTRODUCTION 

I. Background 

Community forestry has achieved broad global acclaim over the past three decades as a successful 
model for natural resource management that is innovative, people-centred and effective. It is 
increasingly recognised as a means for promoting sustainable forest management and restoring 
degraded forests, for enhancing the livelihoods of poor, forest dependent communities, for 
promoting community rights to forests, for enhancing forest sector governance and local democracy 
and for mitigating the effects of climate change.  

Nepal as one of the first countries to experiment with community forestry has now come to be 
widely recognised as being at the forefront of its development and has perhaps made greater 
progress than many other countries in establishing it as the cornerstone of its forest sector policy. It 
is fitting therefore that the Government of Nepal Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation with the 
support of its development partners organised the first international community forestry workshop  
in Nepal with the theme ‘Thinking Globally-Acting Locally: Community Forestry in the International 
Arena’. This workshop, held over 4 days in September 2009, brought together over 200 participants 
representing more than 30 countries to the beautiful Pokhara Valley in Nepal’s Middle Hills - the 
heartland of its national community forestry programme. The workshop aim was to bring together 
community forestry practitioners from all levels and spheres, working at local, national and 
international levels to experience at first hand and learn from Nepal’s achievements with community 
forestry and to share their wider international experiences and perspectives. 

This document is the main report of the workshop. It provides a synopsis of discussions during the 
workshop covering achievements, challenges and ways forward for community forestry. It tries to 
provide the reader with a flavour of the enthusiastic and varied interactions that took place in 
Pokhara whilst also trying to make a real contribution to the future direction for community forestry 
in a rapidly changing global scenario.  

II. Objectives  

The workshop had two broad objectives: 

a. To share and present Nepal’s progress in community forestry with a wider international audience 
and to provide an opportunity for Nepal to highlight its achievements and for others to learn 
from these 

b. To share wider international perspectives and experiences in key themes relating to community 
forestry that can contribute to its future direction both in Nepal and internationally.  

III. Workshop Themes 

The workshop was structured around the four major themes shown in table 1. These were 
considered by the organising committee to be those which best represent main future challenges 
and opportunities for community forestry at both global and national levels. Guiding questions were 
provided for each theme to help structure the presentations and discussions, although many other 
areas beyond these questions that had not been previously considered were actually raised and 
discussed during the workshop. 
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Table 1 Workshop themes with guiding and supplementary questions 

Major Theme  Guiding Questions Supplementary Questions 

1. State and 
community 
partnerships in 

community forestry 
 

a. How are state-
community partnerships 
evolving and what 

lessons can be learnt? 
 
 
 

 
 

 

b. What are the key 
processes in community 
forestry and how are 
these evolving? 

 
 

 Who are the key partners in community forestry 

and what are their respective roles and 
relationships?  

 How are the various roles in community forestry 

defined and what responsibilities go with them?  

 What governance models are there for community 

forestry and what roles do the community, local 
government, NGOs, government forestry agencies 
and the private sector play in these?  
 

 What are the processes for ensuring checks and 

balances in community forestry between different 
actors?  

 What are the processes for crafting the necessary 

enabling environment and policies that contribute 
to sustaining community forestry?  

 What are the processes for monitoring and 

assessing the sustainable impacts of community 
forestry? 

2. Community 
forestry, climate 
change and 

environmental 
services 
 

a. To what extent is 
community forestry 
contributing to 

environmental services, 
and what potential exists 
for linking community 

forestry with the 
international climate 
change agenda? 

 What have been the experiences in community 

forestry of systems for payment for environmental 
services?  

 How are community forests coping, adapting and 

responding to changing climate in different regions?  

 What have been the experiences of community 

forestry and its contribution to biodiversity 
conservation?  

3. Community 
forestry, social 

inclusion and 
democratic 
governance  
 

a. What are the 
achievements and 

continuing challenges 
regarding inclusive, 
equitable and democratic 
governance in community 

forestry, and what 
lessons can be learnt for 
the wider forestry sector 

from this? 
 

b. To what extent has 
community forestry 

become a wider social 
movement? Is this 
something that should be 
enhanced and 

supported? 

 How successfully have the ‘voiceless’ been engaged 

in community forestry as participants, beneficiaries 
and partners?  

 What mechanisms and processes work in favour of 

marginalised groups?  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 What learning and successes from community 

forestry can be applied outside the forestry sector?  
 What has been the effect of community group 

networking and its influence on democratic 
governance?  

4. Community 
forestry and 
economic 

development 
 

a. How have community, 
private and state 
institutions worked 

together to realise the 
economic potential of 
community forestry and 
what have been the 

challenges in this? 

 How is community forestry contributing to 

sustainable and inclusive economic development at 
both household and national levels – both inside 
and outside the forestry sector?  

 How has community forestry contributed to moving 
households out of poverty?  

 What are the factors that enable community 

forestry to move towards commercial management 
of forest resources and establishment of forest 
based enterprises?  
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The workshop greatly benefitted from the invited contributions and presence of nine distinguished 
and internationally recognised figures from the world of community forestry. These individuals gave 
their keynote presentations and thematic presentations during the plenary sessions. These set a high 
standard for further presentations and discussions in the four parallel thematic groups during which 
an additional 34 papers from participants from around the world were presented and discussed. 
Additionally there were 29 posters displayed and discussed during informal sessions. Overall 
impressions were that the high standard of the papers, presentations and posters at the workshop 
contributed much to the impact and quality of the discussions. Full versions of all the papers and 
presentations from the workshop are provided on the CD which accompanies this document.  

IV. Workshop Process 

On the day before the official start of the 
workshop, the majority of participants gathered 
in Kathmandu for the road journey to Pokhara. 
This proved to be an enlightening experience for 
many who were able to experience Nepal’s 
famous landscapes, steep hills, distant snowy 
Himalayas and plunging river gorges for the first 
time. For others who had perhaps not travelled 
the route for many years, the journey 
represented a visual reminder of how formerly 
bare hillsides and degraded forests have been 
transformed through community forestry into a 
lush green and productive landscape. The bus 

journey also provided an ideal opportunity for participants to meet, become acquainted informally 
and exchange ideas even before reaching the workshop venue in Pokhara. 

Inauguration and formal workshop proceedings began on Day 1 with an official welcome to 
participants by dignitaries from the Government of Nepal including the President of Nepal the Rt. 
Honourable Dr Ram Baran Yadav, the Honourable Minister for Forest and Soil Conservation Deepak 
Bohara and then Director General of the Department of Forests Dr Krishna Chandra Paudel. Opening 
remarks also were made by Simon Lucas from UK Department for International Development Nepal 
representing the donor community, Apsara Chapagain from FECOFUN on behalf of civil society and 
Sagar Ghimire representing youth as Nepal’s green ambassador. 

Opening sessions were followed on Days 1 and 2 by two keynote presentations from Dr Yam B. Malla 
(RECOFTC) and Dr V.K. Bahuguna (Government of India) and six thematic presentations followed by 
open questions covering the four workshop themes all taking place in the plenary. These plenary 
sessions were then followed by parallel thematic group presentations and discussions chaired by 
invited speakers and other workshop participants. Participants in the thematic groups had a great 
opportunity to share and learn from each others’ experiences from a diverse range of countries and 
contexts. The thematic groups each documented their conclusions for each theme based on their 
interactions focusing particularly on achievements, challenges and ways forward.  

Day 3 gave workshop participants a unique opportunity to meet with community forest users groups 
and visit community forests in mountain villages surrounding the Pokhara Valley. Six groups travelled 
by bus to different locations where they interacted with villagers and visited forests in adjacent 
districts of Parbat, Kaski, Tanahu and Syangja. A list of user groups visited by the participants is 
presented in section 8. Here they were warmly greeted by local people who were able to give them a 
first-hand flavour of Nepal’s community forestry programme and the range of activities and concepts 
it encompasses. These visits proved to be a fascinating learning experience for everyone concerned. 
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On Day 4, during the plenary, participants 
were able to share their insights from the 
previous day’s visits as well as present their 
main findings from the four thematic 
groups. Discussions on these were followed 
by a reflective presentation by the final 
invited keynote speaker, Dr Don Gilmour 
who was able to capture and reflect on key 
achievements and major challenges for 
community forestry that had been 
identified during the workshop sessions as 
well as give his ideas for future directions 
for community forestry. This presentation was again followed by extensive plenary discussions. 
Finally, a workshop declaration was drafted by a small team of participants that was presented and 
discussed in the final plenary session.   

The workshop also included side events such as cultural shows and stall exhibitions. Traditional 
Nepali dances were performed by local groups after the formal workshop on Day 1 and 4. 
Participants were also able to visit stalls of different organisations throughout the workshop. These 
stalls mainly showcased forest products made by user groups. 
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2. WORKSHOP PERSPECTIVES 

I. Global and Regional Perspectives 

This section of the proceedings focuses on the presentations from two invited keynote speakers and 
on subsequent plenary discussions.  

Dr Yam B. Malla (RECOFTC) ς ΨCommunity Forestry: Past, Present and Thoughts for the 

FutureΩ 

Community forestry has evolved in response to changing contemporary socio-economic and political 
situations starting from the collapse of feudal systems and colonialism post-1950s until the Bali 
Climate Change Summit in 2007 (Figure 1). It has indisputably passed the point of no return and has 
added a new dimension to forest management and governance. It has proved itself to be the most 
interesting and effective strategy for achieving sustainable forest management. 

Since the 1978 World Forestry Congress until today the concept of community forestry has seen 
significant shifts from ‘people’s involvement in forestry activities’ to ‘community control and 
management of forests seen in terms of their farming systems and livelihoods’ and even further to 
‘default power of influence over decision-making explicitly concerned with access rights and benefit 
sharing’. In all situations communities are better placed to manage forests than centrali sed 
government agencies in terms of their proximity to forests, capacity to manage, forestry-livelihood 
interface, human-environment linkages and overall the diverse and multiple management needs of 
forests. With the growing body of knowledge on climate change issues, the significance of 
decentralisation, rights and governance issues in community forestry are gaining momentum. In 
response, global alliances, networks and partnerships for community forestry also continue to grow. 

 

Figure 1 Shifts in community forestry concepts 

A key challenge facing community forestry is its ability to respond to change induced by rapid rates of 
urbanisation. Associated with this are rapidly changing rural livelihood patterns, on and off-farm 
production systems, price rises and food crisis. Nevertheless, new forms of rural products, income 
and employment opportunities are emerging with technological innovations. Forestry in general and 
community forestry in particular needs to adapt to such changes, and develop new products and 
services to remain in business. 
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One reason why the socio-economic impact of community forestry has been poor in many places is 
that often the forest handed over to communities is degraded or there are restrictions on harvesting 
and selling timber where forest is good. In other situations, local elites have been allowed to capture 
many of the benefits from community forests at the expense of poorer people. This kind of inequity 
has the potential to undermine the positive gains that community forestry has made. Furthermore, 
forest users are often delegated with responsibility to protect and use forests but without being 
given the necessary legal rights, incentives or autonomy to do this. It has been found that addressing 
inequity takes time. 

In future, community forestry needs to focus more on improving benefits and ensuring that these are 
equitably shared. This can be done by diversifying income and livelihood sources e.g. by linking 
community forests with small and medium enterprises. It also requires using a share of income for 
building the capacity of poorer households especially those belonging to marginalised groups. This 
requires greater autonomy under a rights-based approach to community forestry.  

Whereas REDD + offers some benefits for community forestry if communities are enabled to engage 
in all steps of carbon financing processes and modalities, community forestry should not shift 
completely towards carbon forestry but should continue to focus on sustainable and multiple-
objective forest use with an emphasis on social, biophysical and environmental aspects.  

Community forestry institutions need to engage more with multi-stakeholder bodies at local level 
and establish meaningful partnerships with local government to strengthen forest governance. They 
also need to develop closer links with the private sector. These recommendations show how 
community forestry needs to constantly evolve in response to changing perceptions of the role of 
forestry in society. Local people hold the key to healthy forests and this should be the prime reason 
for government and donors support for community forestry. 

Dr V. K. Bahuguna (Government of India) ς Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Forestry in Asia: A Review of Policy 
and ProgrammesΩ 

The traditional concept of forest management has gradually changed since communities have started 
protecting forests and other resources. Community forestry has become mainstream forestry in 
countries like India, Nepal and Philippines and still remains in a formative stage in Bhutan, Cambodia, 
China, Lao, Vietnam, Indonesia, Sri Lanka and Thailand. For the last 20-30 years, around 25% of the 
forest area of India and Nepal has been utilized as community forests. However, there are still 
questions regarding mutual trust among different stakeholders, transparency and long-term 
sustainability of these programmes.  

Governments use different instruments, acts or regulations to set up community forests. In Bhutan 
legal basis for community involvement is vested with the Nature Conservation Act (1995) under the 
Social Forestry Programme. Forests in China belong to the government and people only have user's 
right where households are engaged to protect and manage forests allocated to them by providing 
incentives such as rations, whereas Cambodia focuses on integrated resource management in 
community forests with restrictive use of forest resources, specially firewood.  

Three forest policies and six forest acts have been enacted in India since modern forestry practice 
was started by the British in 1864. The National Forest Policy (1988) provided a basis to start 
implementing joint forest management with an emphasis on environmental stability and ecological 
balance as the key management objective. Under joint forest management, communities have 
usufruct rights over a share of timber and all non-timber forest products. Policies and guidelines are 
increasingly becoming pro-people in providing people further rights and responsibilities to joint 
forest management committees. India is preparing to implement the Forest Rights Act (2006), which 
gives forest land rights especially to tribal people.  

In Indonesia there is more focus on bringing people into the production system through community 
forestry, village forestry and kemitraan meaning partnerships between communities and 
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concessionaires. Lao PDR has introduced joint forest management in the production system with four 
types of community forestry practices. In Malaysia local communities are involved in planning, 
establishing, protecting, managing and utilising forest resources through their collective action. 
Community forests were established in government, village and private land in Myanmar through 
Community Forestry Instructions in 1995.  

Similarly, in Philippines people's participation is ensured in forest management under the Community 
Based Forest Management Agreement. The Forest Act (1993) and Forest Regulations (1995) have 
established community forest users groups as self-governing organizations for development, 
conservation, utilisation and management of community forests in Nepal. Although there are 
informal participatory forest management groups, formal community forestry policy has not yet 
been formulated in Thailand. Community forestry was legalized in 2004 in Vietnam and participatory 
forest management is practiced in different types of forest land.  

Forest policies are changing rapidly to meet the challenges of new issues that arise including 
livelihoods and poverty, global warming, water shortage, land and environmental degradation, loss 
of biodiversity and stagnant agricultural productivity. The community forestry movement is 
successful in varying degrees depending on the specific context and largely due to the effects of local 
leadership and synergy when different organisations work collaboratively.  

The prime agenda of developmental forestry should be to conserve forest, enhance forest-based 
incomes of people and diversify rural livelihoods especially in countries where people are still 
surviving on land-based activities. Furthermore, there is a need to converge activities and make 
community forestry into a holistic model of development for future that can deal with cross-sectoral 
issues relating to water resources, agriculture, forests and biodiversity. Irrespective of the 
institutions there will be no improvement in livelihoods without synchronization of policies from 
these different sectors. 

II. Perspectives on State and Community Partnerships  

This section of the proceedings focuses on the presentations from two invited keynote speakers and 
on subsequent plenary discussions.  

Dr Keshav Raj Kanel (Government of Nepal) ς ΨtŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ in Community Forestry: Implications 
and LessonsΩ 

Nepal’s forests were largely under private ownership before 1957 and under state ownership 
between 1957 and 1990. Participatory forestry, first initiated in 1978, was futile since the local 
political bodies failed to manage forests as per people’s aspirations. The Forest Act (1993) and Forest 
Regulations (1995) provided a framework for the establishment of community forests by forming 
forest user groups and passing on forest management rights to them.  

Currently 1.66 million or 33% households organised into 14,439 community forest user groups are 
managing 1.23 million ha of forest which is about 22% of the total forest. Handing over forests to 
user groups has resulted in reforestation of degraded hill slopes, reduced fire incidences, increased 
annual harvest, promotion of eco-tourism, local capacity building and other development activities 
for the community. Consequently, the Federation of Community Forest Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) has 
established itself as a strong national advocating agency at local, district and national levels 
indicating growth in social capital.  

Over a period of time community forestry has become an institution-building process with changing 
roles of various agencies. The reform process is still ongoing. Forest user groups manage and utilise 
forest products while foresters are responsible for advising and monitoring. It has now become 
essential to provide greater incentives to forest user groups by transferring property rights, by 
capacity building and by entrusting them with forest and fund management. There is a need to 
reorient frontline staff to serve forest user groups and monitor and regulate as per the rules.  
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There are three main issues surrounding the forest sector in Nepal. Forest regeneration, a first 
generation issue, has been more or less successful  but we are now facing second generation issues of 
livelihoods improvement and decision-making and benefit sharing in the absence of a homogenous 
community. While the condition of forests has improved with the introduction of community 
forestry, its contribution to livelihoods remains questionable. Furthermore various studies have 
shown that community forestry alone cannot contribute drastically to livelihoods improvement and 
poverty reduction. 

The third issue involves institutional reform. Good governance is still obstructed due to the social 
exclusion inherent in Nepali society. There are rising concerns at the local, national and international 
levels about how to ensure the rights of excluded groups. However simply making necessary 
arrangements for inclusion in an institution is not enough if the result that the institution produces is 
not fair - as seen with community forestry in Nepal. It is crucial to compare the results with the 
institutional design and to learn and redesign innovative measures to achieve desired results.  

Responding to a question regarding total income of US$ 14 million earned by community forest user 
groups, Dr Kanel clarified that this figure was calculated based on open market prices since the prices 
fixed by forest user groups themselves are heavily subsidised. When asked whether community 
forests thrive at the cost of state forest degradation, Dr Kanel explained that the state forests in 
practice remain as open access properties creating incentive for anybody to use or abuse them. The 
solution to this is to transfer the management responsibility to individuals or communities. 

Dr Andy White (RRI) ς ΨThe State and the Community in Forest Areas: Roles, Risks and 
Urgency of Transformative ActionΩ 

A state's key roles in relation to forests are to establish and maintain legal and regulatory 
frameworks, to ensure provision of priority public goods and to ensure rules for international trade 
and investment. Unfortunately, states often assume a fourth role of owning and managing lands, 
which is a relic of a feudal past. Similarly, key roles of the community are to pursue and secure their 
rights, respect their responsibilities and actively participate in the governance of the community and 
the nation, which includes engaging the state to carry out its responsibilities. The community also 
often assumes a fourth role to supply public goods such as conserve the forest. Given that the state 
recognises the rights of the community, the third and fourth role of the community can form the 
basis for partnership with the state.  

This approach suggests three major sets of implications.  First, the relationship between the state 
and the community is dynamic and what the state gets back from the community is a reflection of 
what rights they recognise or provide. Second, the most important role of the state is to create a 
sound and just legal and regulatory framework. Third, public land ownership is often a major 
distraction to the state as well as a violation of human rights, especially of indigenous people and 
other long-standing forest communities. 

Current global trends indicate that public land is increasingly shifting to community or individual 
ownership and there have been efforts by some forest agencies to change their roles from managing 
forest resources to being facilitators and service providers to the community. This transition however 
remains very slow and limited to very few countries. Forest rights conferred to people in many cases 
tend to be inadequate, contradictory and fail to create incentives for community management of 
forests. Moreover, governments still heavily regulate most of the world's forests whether they are 
public or privately owned, unfortunately without the desired results.  

The forestry sector is facing key challenges with growing pressure on land resources for food, fuel 
and fibre, an acceleration in global ‘land grab’ and indications of increased conflict between armed 
forces in forest areas. Land ‘ownership’ rather than state sanctioned ‘access’ to public land has 
become essential to establish partnerships between the state and the community to resolve these 
issues.  
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There is a need to prioritise securing community rights, including those of women, for equitable land 
allocation and broad commitment of conservation programmes and REDD mechanisms. The state 
should reform regulations to encourage community forest enterprise and reorganise forest agencies 
and development organisations to assume the role of ‘supporters’ rather than ‘controllers’. As a 
result, local governance and enterprise development will  be the cornerstones for social and 
economic development and conservation in forest areas with the state becoming an ‘agent of 
change’ responsible for renewed resiliency in communal livelihoods. 

Responding to a question about the need for land ownership rights when communities already have 
rights over benefits for an indefinite number of years, Dr White clarified that when laws and rights 
are unclear the state has discretion. This limits communities from making their own decisions about 
their land use especially going forward as markets penetrate deeper and deeper into rural areas. 
When asked to comment on the experiences in Latin America as Nepal has the opportunity of 
including community federalism in the upcoming constitution which would ensure community 
ownership, Dr White explained that granting community ownership rights has not ensured exclusive 
private property rights in Latin American countries like Brazil. However, this does not prevent 
communities from making decisions. Asked whether it will be possible to intervene to correct issues 
like inclusion and equity after handing ownership to a group, Dr White said that there are ways to 
enforce it since all citizens have other civil rights and their interests must also be protected.  In 
response to the challenges of securing women’s rights in a country such as Indonesia, Dr White 
suggested that in a rigid political system, informing constituencies, organizing public debates and 
disseminating research findings could be the starting point.  

Thematic group discussions and presentations  

Papers from China, India, Bhutan, Indonesia, Nepal (2), Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand and Cambodia 
were presented under theme 1. The following section presents the key outcomes of the group 
discussions. Abstracts of all the papers are listed in section 6 and full versions of the papers can be 
found in the CD enclosed with this document.  

Key outcomes of thematic group discussion 

Lessons  

No matter how conducive the policies and regulatory 
frameworks tend to be, transforming them into 
practice requires that they pass through bureaucratic 
processes. Bureaucratic mindset and approaches 
often fail to visualize the potential long-term policy 
outcomes. They push forward the immediate needs of 
the state e.g. to ensure sustainable forest 
management, often at the cost of community agenda 
(to own and manage the forest). Such a situation is 
not likely to enable retuning and redesigning of 
community institutions for inclusive and equitable 
outcomes. On the contrary, it is likely to support 
rather easy reinforcement of existing undesired social hierarchies and divisions. Prioritizing new 
agendas like carbon payment for forests could be a distraction from getting the institutional 
processes right and meeting livelihoods needs. 

Community is a heterogeneous group of individual interests, concerns and perspectives. It is 
essential to formulate policy through multi-stakeholder consultation - finding innovative ways to 
involve different groups, including women, and secure their rights in different socio-political 
contexts. Communities and user groups will change over time so it is important to monitor them and 
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update community forestry guidelines accordingly. It is also crucial to link community forestry with 
productive land systems around water, crops, livestock and medium/micro enterprises.  

Challenges 

Forestry in most places is still not community-oriented and remains a top down approach. Often 
there are delays and confusion when change in government leads to change in policy and 
information about laws and regulations are not readily available to the general public. The role of 
civil society is often unclear and questions remain as to why the forestry sector is still behind in 
dealing with issues related to property rights, gender, poverty and equity compared with others. 

Way forward  

There is a need for multiple dialogues between civil society and the state to link grassroots level 
learning with national and international policy refinement. States need to advocate a separate 
component in REDD for community forestry engagement during international negotiations. If states 
receive REDD+ finance, civil society needs to ensure that this reaches the marginalized groups, 
including women.  

III. Climate Change and Environmental Services Perspectives 

This section of the proceedings focuses on the presentation from the invited thematic speaker and 
on subsequent plenary discussions.  

Dr Freerk Wiersum (Wageningen University) ς ΨCommunity Forestry between Local 
Autonomy and Global Partnership: Quo Vadis with Environment and Climate Change 
Payments?Ω 

Community forestry is ever-changing and the recent shift has been in commercialised management 
of forests with increased global interface. With the emergence of payment for environmental 
services, payments are offered for diverse types of forest products, biodiversity, watershed 
conservation, ecotourism and now even for carbon sequestration. Communities now need a strong 
and accountable system to stimulate multi-level decision-making and benefit-sharing with multiple 
stakeholders to meet both local and international standards.  

Forest certification and carbon financing are two cases that demonstrate the widening scope of 
community forestry. Payment for environmental services were initially a voluntary scheme with 
partnership among local bodies, manufacturing companies as trading partners, local NGOs as 
development partners and certifiers as controllers where certification was considered a marketing 
tool. Forest certification has changed more or less to a forest governance system with increasing 
standards for payments. However national governments are expected to act as the mediator for 
international payments under newly proposed climate payment scheme such as REDD. This favours 
recentralisation and appears to contradict the principles of community forestry.  

There are mainly three challenges in realizing the benefits of certification and payment for 
environmental services in community forestry. First, contradictions between expected and actual 
gains and high costs undermine the benefits. Second, there is little understanding of incorporating 
community-based payment for environmental services schemes into global governance and 
marketing networks. Finally, there are high risks of elite capture at various levels from the local 
community level to the international carbon financing mechanism level. 

It is crucial to clarify forest governance systems, objectives and standards and scope for different 
community forestry systems to reap the benefits of payment for environmental services. There is a 
need for community forestry to enhance its negotiation power at national level by forming strategic 
alliances and recognising the specific characteristics of different types of community forestry 
schemes.  
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Thematic group discussions and presentations 

There were six papers under theme 2 from different countries including Mexico, Nepal (3), Thailand 
and the Netherlands. The following section presents key outcomes of the group discussions.  

Key outcomes of thematic group discussion 

Lessons 

Whilst there is no doubt about the environmental services provided by community forestry, whether 
community forestry has a viable opportunity in REDD or not will largely depend on various factors 
including the capacity of the community, donor and NGO support and international negotiations on 
REDD. REDD+ and payments for environmental services hold some potential for community forestry 
without jeopardizing basic forestry needs and other economic benefits. Nevertheless climate change 
negotiation processes should ensure community rights. 

Clustering of community forests and forming umbrella organisations is necessary for making effective 
claims under REDD and payment for environmental services to reduce transaction costs. This 
requires new institutional arrangements and benefit sharing mechanisms.  

Challenges 

There are issues regarding the risk of re-centralisation of power, lack of research and information and 
the need for new institutional arrangements and benefit sharing mechanisms for community 
forestry. Potential carbon benefits cannot be realised unless it is bundled with other environmental 
services such as ecotourism, water and biodiversity. The current IPCC and UNFCCC standard and 
policy framework are complicated and adopt a top-down approach. There is a need to bring 
‘community’ and ‘poverty’ to the forefront of the climate change agenda. There are concerns about 
leakage which is likely to prevail since people have to meet their subsistence needs for forest 
products from somewhere, unless alternatives can be found. Looking for areas of improvement in 
existing benefit systems has become more urgent than looking for new income streams like REDD.  

Way Forward 

Pilot projects for REDD and payment for environmental services schemes must incorporate potential 
buyers for the ecosystem services i.e. markets and not limit themselves to technical and institutional 
issues. More sociological and anthropological studies and analyses are required to increase the 
understanding and voice of local communities in these issues. There is a need to remain informed 
regarding the influence of development actors and their large investments in emerging markets, and 
how they shape agendas and options when taking issues of livelihoods and climate change to a larger 
forum. 

IV. Social Inclusion and Democratic Governance Perspectives 

This section of the proceedings focuses on the presentation from two invited thematic speakers and 
on subsequent plenary discussions.  

Dr Mary Hobley ς ΨLƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ and Democratic Governance: What Can We Learn from 
Community FƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΚΩ 

Forests are not only important for the livelihoods of the people but they are also a source of power 
and wealth and their control underpins the political economy of many countries around the world. 
Managing forests therefore imposes diverse challenges due to conflicting stakes and interests of 
different actors from local to international levels. There is a weak understanding of the link between 
the forest and the nature of the state and questions remain as to whether forests fuel-up state’s 
fragility, form basis for state building or drive local economies. There has been continued struggle to 
find structures that maintain both forests and livelihoods in an inclusive and equitable manner.  
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Community development and livelihoods of the people were high on the agenda after much debate 
surrounding the forest sector. These priorities have changed with changing times over the past 
decades and forestry is again slowing becoming ‘tree centred’ owing to a set of global crises like 
climate change, energy shortage, food shortage, and political and economic crises. People are 
coming to be again regarded as instruments to protect forest and there is an increasing need to bring 
people back at the centre.  

Community forestry is a paradigm that delivers both democratic governance and social inclusion to 
bring social transformation. Community forestry in Nepal is a good example of how inclusion of the 
socially marginalized has changed their voice and ability to demand. Forest users have not only 
transformed degraded areas into productive forests but are now increasingly transforming 
themselves as citizens and demanding their rights.  

There are challenges to building internal understanding in groups with extreme poverty. These 
groups are highly politicised and do not necessarily look for other opportunities for improving their 
livelihoods. Moreover increasing politicisation in user groups has resulted in further exclusion of 
those away from power centres. Other challenges include state’s tendency to retain high value 
forest, unfavourable policies for communities to develop enterprises and link with markets, failure to 
link forest users with local government processes and secure their rights as citizens and a need to link 
extreme poor with social and livelihoods protection through other programmes - since user groups 
alone cannot provide all services. 

Poverty has to be understood in a dynamic way. Lessons from community forestry highlight three 
elements in society that need to work simultaneously to ensure development (Figure 2). Voices of 
the poor and excluded should be increased coupled with policies that are more inclusive whilst 
improving access to livelihoods opportunities. Emergence of identity politics and other new issues 
makes it difficult to speculate the future of community forestry. The solution to upcoming issues will 
largely depend on how the lessons from community forestry are applied.  

Ghan Shyam Pandey (FECOFUN) ς ΨCommunity Rights, Democratic Governance and 

Community Inclusion in Forest Management oŦ bŜǇŀƭΥ ! /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ 

Nepal’s forestry sector has gone through tremendous changes since the nationalisation of forests in 
1957. Continued perceptions of rapid deforestation and forest degradation during the 1970s forced 
the government to encourage community participation in forest management. However 
participatory forestry, as initiated in 1978, still remained under the control of the local and central 
administration without meaningful peoples’ participation. With the establishment of democracy in 
1990 community forestry was formally introduced into the acts and regulations and forests were 
legally handed over to local communities. Looking at the history of community forestry in Nepal, 
communities have been ‘acting as local development agencies’ for the country when government 
systems have failed to function at local level. Studies have shown that communities are better at 
managing forest and generating financial resources in addition to controlling deforestation and forest 
degradation.  

The forestry sector in Nepal is strengthened by robust local institutions like the Federation of 
Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), which is probably the largest civil society in Nepal. 
FECOFUN has been practicing community federalism since its establishment and has made 
remarkable achievements not only in forest conservation but also in improving the capacities and 
livelihoods of local communities. Civil societies like FECOFUN have bridged the gap between the 
public and the government to promote diverse forms of community institutions in forest and natural 
resource management and encourage community forest user groups to influence policy debates at 
national level.  

Despite these achievements challenges are still created by the bureaucratic system that restricts 
community actions. Community forests are still largely limited to degraded land with a low resource 
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base whereas government controls fertile and productive land with high economic output. Exclusion 
of poor and marginalised groups, lack of community participation in poverty reduction programmes 
and widespread corruption have limited the potential of community forestry. Moreover as long as 
policies remain unaccountable to the people they will continue to provide discretionary space to 
bureaucratic decision-making and remain a key challenge. 

In future it is essential to expand the space for community in forest governance. Initiatives such as 
carbon-trade have potential for improvement of livelihoods and biodiversity conservation only if  they 
ensure community rights over forest resources. It is important to incorporate the lessons of 
community forestry into the wider democratisation, peace building and constitution-making process 
in Nepal. Community should always be at the centre of development and policy-making since states 
and markets alone have failed to bring about the desired changes.  

Responding to a question about the concept of community, Mr. Pandey clarified that there is no 
geographical boundary for a community. It has social and spiritual attachment with forest and its 
resources. Clarifying a query on payment for environmental services, he said that work is in progress 
with awareness and advocacy campaigns. Regarding the potential role of the private sector in 
promoting community forestry, he confirmed that both will benefit but stated that community must 
remain in the front while the government and the private sector play a supportive role. Commenting 
on what the international community could learn from FECOFUN, he acknowledged the existence of 
strong civil society organisations in most countries and urged them to continue influencing the 
policies and regulatory frameworks to protect and broaden peoples’ rights over forest resources. 

Thematic group discussions and presentations  

Nine papers were presented under theme 3 from different countries including India, Philippines, 
Nepal (2), Kenya, Sri Lanka and three papers included studies from multiple countries. The following 
section presents key outcomes of the group discussions.  

Key outcomes of thematic group discussion 

Lessons 

There is no single model of participatory forestry 
that is the solution to deep rooted poverty and 
exclusion. However, the process of democratic 
forest governance is unequivocal in all 
approaches and convergence of service delivery 
that complement participatory forestry 
approaches could make desired impacts on 
reducing poverty and exclusion. It is necessary to 
secure tenure further by specifying well-defined 
rights for governance in community forest user 
groups. 

There is a need to unbundle communities on the 
basis of their existing social and economic power 

relations within individuals and households to create effective approaches to social inclusion. State’s 
local development programmes should incorporate community efforts to pro-poor community 
forestry. Institutional norms must be carefully designed and observed to promote empowerment and 
inclusion. Furthermore, social inclusion can result from economic empowerment through income 
generating incentives for the poor and excluded.  

Challenges 

There is a need to find ways to use experiences from community forestry to update policies and the 
legal framework. There is a lack of harmony between several models of participatory forest 
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management and between the activities of different institutions created for decentralised forest 
governance to influence broader policy and practice. Challenges surround the design, negotiation 
and operation of an all-inclusive REDD programme ensuring equitable benefit-sharing among 
stakeholders.  

Way Forward 

Community forestry must follow an experiential learning approach across nations - building on and 
learning from each other. State’s national sectoral plan allocation must be linked to performance 
indicators on the progress of reform. Political commitment, inclusive and pro-poor policies and 
democratic governance should be the answer in future rather than technocratic quick fixes. 

V. Economic Development Perspectives 

This section focuses on the presentation of one invited thematic speaker and on subsequent plenary 
discussions.  

Dr Augusta Molnar (RRI) ς ΨHow to Increase FƻǊŜǎǘǎΩ Contribution to Economic 
Development: Small is BƛƎΗΩ 

The forestry sector is changing with change in governance structures influenced by social movements 
demanding decentralisation, democratisation, and recognition of rights, ownership and tenure. 
Accordingly, the economic development models have been changing in response to global shifts in 
demand and supply and emerging opportunities and markets. Forests, given their significance in the 
global economy, face new governance challenges as they relate to millennium development goals, 
REDD, bio-fuel and other new global agendas.  

History shows that the model of forest-based industrial revolutions under state ownership have 
failed to reduce poverty, generate incomes and diversify economies. Yet many countries have not 
learned from their political history and still hold onto forest laws and regulations of the past. Even in 
countries where people had recognised forest rights, they suffer from limited knowledge of the 
broader picture of forest-based economy. An analysis of the contribution of formal forest economy 
indicates that countries with high forest areas are characterised by high density and incidences of 
poverty especially in and around forests. Furthermore prevailing forest concessions have failed to 
generate expected local economy, informal sources still dominate the domestic wood supply, and 
value addition is almost negligible in timber export. The forestry sector in these countries suffers 
from widespread corruption and its contribution in economic growth is insignificant.  

On-going transitions in global wood markets and industries shows that investments are moving 
towards the south and processing towards the east, whereas the north is now consolidating its wood 
industries. Nevertheless, new niche markets are opening up. Consumer preference is rising for social 
and environmental standards, which shows decreasing preference and recognition to supply from 
informal sources. Community based forest enterprises (CFEs) although a recent phenomena, are 
emerging in a few tropical countries. The revenue generated from CFEs are invested not only in 
maximising profits but in social infrastructure, conserving high value forests, and generating social 
and human capital for community development. CFEs have developed innovative economic models 
often not visible in other segments of the enterprises. Looking at the success of Mexico’s CFEs with 
that of Central and West Africa (with limited community forest areas and models), it remains a 
daunting task for community forestry user groups to replicate their CFE successes and upscale them 
unless governments and regulatory frameworks are supportive.   

There have been notable efforts and achievements in rural and national economy through small and 
medium forest based enterprises (SMFEs) in China, Bolivia, Mexico and the Philippines. They have 
made remarkable achievements in capturing domestic and export markets, supporting employment, 
developing social partnerships, promoting multiple and resilient uses of forests, engaging women in 
economic activities and even investing in conservation.  
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In the future governments need to create enabling policy environments for the development of 
community based forest economy by taking advantage of the existence of well established 
community forestry institutions. They need to clarify land tenure and forest rights  and eliminate all 
kinds of regulatory barriers that potentially discourage community institutions from practicing 
innovative approaches to uplifting forest based economic activities. Communities also need to 
understand the domestic as well as outside market opportunities, build their capacities and embark 
on small, medium, large and even combined schemes of forest enterprises.  

In response to mismatch between community managed forest area and amount of wood annually 
harvested in Mexico, Dr Augusta Molnar clarified that 48% of forest is protected and felling is done 
from the remaining forest. Responding to a question on the nature and type of institutional 
arrangements in Mexico and community institutions in China, she clarified that they have emerged in 
response to their specific local contexts. CFEs in Mexico are organised as collective governance units 
that take decisions on what to do with forests and how. There could be a single entrepreneur or a 
group of people to make decisions. Such enterprises are increasingly becoming pro-poor and 
diversifying with increasing revenue and income. In the case of China, government land under 
collective responsibility is allocated to individual farmers for management and plantation. However 
collective efforts are put in for technical as well as market-related activities.  

Thematic group discussions and presentations 

Eight papers were presented under theme 4 from different countries including Bhutan, Nepal (4), Lao 
PDR and two papers that included studies from different countries. The following section presents 
key outcomes of the group discussions.  

Key outcomes of thematic group discussion 

Lessons 

Community forestry facilitates the supply of goods and services including some income opportunities 
at household level. At national level it provides a range of environmental services and reduces needs 
for subsidies and community development. Experience shows that cooperatives and community 
forest user groups’ alliances have organised for marketing including successful community-private 
sector partnerships. Community forestry is increasingly involving the poor in forest based businesses 
and studies show that donor investment of about US$ 50 in community forestry is estimated to bring 
one person out of poverty. 

Challenges 

Lack of economic validation of benefits from community forestry, especially towards poverty 
reduction, and lack of suitable markets have limited the potential of the forestry sector. Remoteness 
and isolation of many user groups and lack of understanding of rights and governance issues pose 
further challenges. These groups are also restricted by inappropriate regulations and unfavourable 
bureaucracy. Existing monopoly chains make groups highly dependent on middle-persons or brokers. 
Moreover users often do not have entrepreneurial and technical skills nor business-oriented 
operational plans.   

Way forward 

There has to be economic validation studies, reduction of hurdles for forest user groups to access 
economic benefits of products including economic incentives and establishment of processing plants 
and marketing of enterprises. The way forward will be to adopt a business-like approach, create 
associations for organised marketing, train community entrepreneurs on quality standards, establish 
rights and governance, work as micro-financing institutions and arrange for storage facilities to cope 
with price fluctuations. Community groups should consider working as raw material suppliers as well 
as facilitating enterprise development at individual or sub-group levels with required institutional 
and technical support. 
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3. OUTCOMES AND CONCLUSIONS  

This section presents the reflections of participants from the field visits, workshop findings and 
conclusions made during the keynote speech by Dr Don Gilmour based on the discussions of Day 1 
and Day 2.   

I. Reflections from the field visits 

Participants shared their insights from the previous day’s field visits during the morning session on 
Day 4. Key points on what inspired the participants most, their lessons, the challenges they perceived 
in community forestry and their suggestions are listed in table 2: 

Table 2 Reflections from the field visits 

 

 

What inspired the participants most in the communities visited?  

Commitment to community forestry; hospitality and warm welcome;  interest and willingness to share 

experiences on participatory forestry; effective communication mechanisms;  innovative ideas for revenue 
generation;  focus on poverty alleviation through a diverse range of income generating activities;  strong 
cohesiveness in groups;  well protected and managed forests;  equity in loans and land allocation;  support to 
a range of community development activities;  social a udit approaches on finance and organisation 

management. 

What lessons did participants learn?  

 State’s single policy intervention can have a 

multiplier effect on community development 

 Forest conservation, use and community 

development are well intertwined in 
community forestry ensuring social and 

economic empowerment of women  

 Even degraded forest lands can be successfully 

regenerated through community forestry 

 Diversity in the community is as important as 

diversity in forests 

 Woman leadership is important for good 

governance 

 Changing responsibilities in community 

forestry groups helps to change 
responsibilities in households 

What challenges did participants perceive?  

 Damage to crops and livestock from wildlife 

 Access to market for non-timber forest products  

 Limited managerial and technical skills  

 Securing active youth involvement 

 Increasing youth out-migration from communities 

 Gender inequity in all  aspects 

 Dealing with critical issues like population growth 

and forest encroachment 

 Embarking on community enterprises and self-

financing mechanisms 

 Promoting tourism with no extra pressure on 

forests 

What key suggestions did participants have to strengthen community forestry?  

 Undertake community-level poverty assessment every five years 

 Estimate community forestry’s contribution to environmental services a nd institute payment 

mechanisms 

 Widen non-timber forest product activities and increase the productivity of marginal lands 

 Refine community forestry policy to allow communities to cultivate crops like tea and coffee 

 Include provisions in forest policy for community-level innovative practices such as payment for 

environmental services and eco-tourism 
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II. Dr Don Gilmour ς ΨwŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ²ƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ CƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ CǳǘǳǊŜΩ 

Introduction 

During the past two decades major transitions have been taking place in the formal tenure 
arrangements that apply to the world’s forests. Among these transitions are the de-collectivisation of 
forests (as well as agricultural land) in the ex-Soviet republics, China and Vietnam, the legitimisation 
and formalisation of indigenous and local community claims to land and forests in Latin America, the 
growing adoption of community forestry with its attendant changes to access and use rights in many 
parts of the developing world, and the privatisation of national forest assets in some western 
countries. Bull and White in 2002 claimed that 11% of the world’s forests are managed by 
communities, a far greater area than that managed by the forest industry, and about the same area 
as all private landholders combined. They postulated that this figure was expected to rise from 378 
million ha of community owned and managed land in 2001 to 740 million ha by 2015 – representing 
45% of the world’s forest estate. White and Martin (2002) analysed forest tenure in 24 of the 30 
most forested countries and noted that: “There is a major, unprecedented transition in forest 
ownership underway. The recognition of indigenous rights and community ownership—and the 
broader rationalisation of forest tenure—present an historic opportunity for countries to 
dramatically improve the livelihoods of millions of forest inhabitants”.  

The extent to which forest management objectives are achieved depends on a multitude of factors, 
of which the key ones may be included in one or other of three broad domains: governance, tenure 
and regulatory frameworks (Figure 2). This conceptual model is used as a basis for reference 
throughout this paper, as it conveniently emphasises the importance of the interaction between all 
of these domains in determining the ultimate outcomes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Key domains that influence the achievement of forest management objectives 

This brief introduction provides a background to the reflections on this international workshop  and 
emphasises the importance of understanding community forestry in the context of the global 
transitions that are taking place. It also emphasises the importance of the interactions between 
tenure, governance and regulatory frameworks in determining the final outcomes, and this provides 
a frame of reference for some of the following discussion. 

The many papers presented at the workshop provide a rich source of material for reflection. This 
paper will not attempt to summarise all of the contributions, but rather it will reflect on the 
presentations, highlight some of the common themes and threads and suggest ways to move ahead 
so that community forestry can contribute more effectively to the achievement of both national and 
local forest management objectives.  

Issues from keynote and thematic presentations 

The keynote and thematic speakers covered a wide range of topics including an historical overview of 
community forestry, the place of community forestry in rural development, social inclusion, 
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partnerships, environmental services, economic development and governance. Among the recurrent 
themes that came from these presentations are the following.  

Community forestry is something of a work in progress as it is dynamic and continually evolving.  Not 
only do the context and immediate issues and challenges differ from country to country, but they 
change over time. Nevertheless, some lessons of broad applicability have been learned. These 
include the derivation of generalised principles and concepts, and in parti cular, the need for an 
adaptive, exploratory learning approach to implementation. There is little doubt that the application 
of these principles and concepts can lead to better practice. In most countries community forestry 
commenced with a forest focus (i.e. as a means of achieving improved forest conditions) but over 
time has tended to move to a community focus, with an emphasis on socio-economic outcomes, 
particularly in those countries where it has achieved a degree of maturity. These socio-economic 
outcomes include enhanced overall economic conditions, targeted poverty reduction, social 
inclusion, equity and empowerment.  

While community forestry clearly has the potential to contribute to socio-economic improvements 
(particularly enhanced livelihoods and poverty reduction), there are limits. Community forestry 
cannot operate in isolation from other sectors and should not occupy the space that should be 
occupied by other actors involved in political and rural development. In particular there is a need to 
resolve parallel and competing governance structures. For this the solutions lie in the field of politics 
as much as in policy.   

Issues from parallel sessions 

Theme 1: State and community partnerships 

It was widely acknowledged that various forms of partnership are essential to promote, develop and 
implement community forestry. The most important of these is between state and community 
actors. Several constraints were identified relating to the nature of these partnerships that limit the 
potential of community forestry to achieve its potential in delivering both biophysical and socio-
economic outcomes. One of the most important is that bureaucratic power and processes tend to 
reproduce themselves. Thus, there are problems with strongly hierarchical organisations sponsoring 
participatory entities, as policies and practices of the sponsored entity (such as community forestry 
user groups) can easily reinforce existing social hierarchies and divisions. However, it was noted that, 
particularly in situations where a degree of maturity had developed, there was a trend for earlier 
power relations to change over time. Of particular note is that civil domain power has expanded in 
relation to government power, and this can act as a check against bureaucratic exerci se of power. 

The basis of partnership between the state and community forestry groups tends to be defined by 
the relevant regulatory frameworks (laws, policies, rules and regulations and implementation 
guidelines). In general, these should be enabling as well as enforcing so that they enable local 
communities to improve their own livelihoods and the condition of the forests in their vicinity by 
removing any constraints that inhibit them from doing so. In particular, the key rights (ownership, 
rights to access and use, etc) should be embedded as ‘hard’ rights in the policy and law, so they 
cannot be withheld or withdrawn at the discretion of government officials. This ensures that they can 
be defended in court. It was noted that if governments recognise a little bit of rights they tend to get 
only a little bit of conservation!  

‘Trust’ was recognised as a critical element of effective partnerships, but this has been little studied 
or analysed. A question was posed: what does this mean in terms of building (and breaking) trust? 
Social networks of various sorts, including federations and NGOs, frequently have an important role 
to play in advocating, sponsoring and supporting community forestry. These include politically active 
networks of leaders, organisations and coalitions that can help to advance democratisation of forest 
governance. In particular, they can play an important role in supporting and advocating for rights, for 
example, FECOFUN in Nepal which has sought to: (in) promote a civil rights agenda in forestry;         
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(ii) create civic resistance to top-down government decisions; (iii) augment service delivery; (iv) 
influence policy development processes; and (v) influence national and international discourses on 
forest governance.   

The introduction of new agendas such as carbon forestry, etc can be a distraction from getting the 
governance process right. Once the ‘process’ is functional and effective, additional agendas can be 
taken on board. However, it was noted that regulatory reform is slower than tenure reform (e.g. 
people can own the land but may be constrained from using it by the imposition of government 
regulations).  

A final comment in this section is that in most countries community forestry evolved not by a grand 
design, but through a complex trajectory that involved changing objectives and responses to political 
conditions (implicit and explicit). This has implications for implementation modalities. They need to 
be dynamic rather than static so that they can readily respond to changing conditions in the internal 
and external environment. This gives emphasis to the importance of adopting action-learning 
modalities to implementation processes and procedures. 

Theme 2: Climate change and environmental services  

Recent international discussions on the role of forests in carbon capture and storage have brought 
forests back onto the international stage after a decade or more where they were overshadowed by 
other issues. Carbon forestry has the potential to generate funds to enhance the biophysical and 
socio-economic outcomes of community forestry, but there are also some cautions that need to be 
heeded. There is a sense in the climate change discussions of a desire to ‘engineer’ landscapes in 
order to optimise carbon budgets, although there is no clarity about how this will take place in 
practice. If money is to flow from international or industry sources to national governments in 
exchange for guaranteed increases in carbon capture and storage, then carbon forestry has the 
potential to re-centralise power if national governments control the management agenda. This could 
change the dynamics of devolved forest management rights. 

The introduction of new agendas (such as REDD and other approaches associated with carbon 
capture) can be a distraction from pursuing tenure reform and, in particular, from getting the 
associated regulatory frameworks and governance systems as enabling as possible. Once these 
systems are functional and effective, additional agendas can be taken on board as long as 
appropriate safeguards are in place to guarantee local livelihoods and local empowerment. REDD is 
frequently advocated as having pro-poor benefits. But, as for payment for environmental services 
generally, there is nothing automatic about the pro-poor benefits of REDD, and REDD would need to 
be carefully targeted to make it pro-poor. At the same time, REDD has the potential, if tenure is not 
sorted out as an essential prerequisite, to further undermine livelihoods and increase poverty.  

The general feeling seems to be that REDD and CDM approaches make little economic sense for 
communities in many (perhaps even most) situations. However, it is imperative that relevant 
agencies engage in the climate change debate to influence the rules of engagement, particularly to 
protect community rights. It is important to internalise basic principles derived from community 
forestry to prevent its co-option by the carbon forestry agenda.  

Payment for environmental services can make some economic sense in specific cases, particularly in 
local areas where individual communities are the service providers and can retain control of the 
negotiations with the service users. In the vast majority of situations the major economic benefits for 
communities lie in harvesting direct forest goods (timber and NTFPs), but these benefits have yet to 
be realised in most countries. 

Theme 3: Social inclusion and governance 

Good governance is critical in achieving the objectives of community forestry, particularly the socio-
economic ones. This requires that organisational structures and institutional arrangements deliver 
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outcomes that are open, transparent, accountable, predictable, participatory, inclusive and 
equitable. 

One thread of the governance discussions related to the complexity of the compliance and 
procedural systems imposed by government partners, as these can have the effect of disempowering 
communities. These often consist of a mix of government monitoring requirements (of biophysical 
and socio-economic outcomes) with community needs (to manage the forests). It could be helpful to 
distinguish between these two needs so that the government partners accept the responsibility for 
the former rather than impose both on communities. In general terms it is felt that it is desirable to 
keep compliance procedures as simple as possible to minimise transaction costs and make the 
regulatory framework as enabling as possible.  

Several examples were given of situations where technically complex and very detailed and 
prescriptive management plans, as a prerequisite for forest management by communities or other 
groups, make effective implementation difficult, resulting in major control remaining in the hands of 
forest authorities and thus disempowering communities. 

Poverty received a lot of attention, and examples were given where it was claimed that poverty is 
being reduced in a few isolated situations where targeted pro-poor and locally planned activities are 
supported by community groups. However, it cannot be assumed that overall li velihood 
improvement equates to poverty reduction. Poverty reduction requires the explicit identification of 
poor people and the implementation of specially targeted activities. In this regard it is difficult to 
balance pro-poor development with a focus on high value products and maximising overall economic 
development.    

Power relations are fundamental aspects of governance and these are often understood as being 
mainly within communities, but they need to be seen to include government and civil society at all 
levels. It was emphasised that power relations change over time and that there is a need to involve 
elites as well as the poor in considerations of empowerment. Local elites need to take some power 
from national elites, as this creates space for community forestry to occur.  

It was noted that community forestry in Nepal has evolved to address social issues (including 
poverty) over a long period of time. The question was posed: can this be achieved quicker by 
focusing on such objectives initially? There seems to be little empirical evidence to provide answers 
to this question. 

Theme 4: Economic development 

There are many examples of the potential for community forestry to generate income and reduce 
poverty and there is some anecdotal evidence from a few isolated cases that this is taking place. 
However, there are few well documented examples. There are several reasons for this.  

1. It takes a long time to achieve tangible livelihood improvements. Many (probably most) 
community forests in most countries have been established in degraded areas and many years 
are needed to restore productivity. The real economic benefits will only be seen in the coming 
decades. However, the signs are very positive, for example, many small sawmills are appearing in 
Nepal that are utilising trees from both private and community forests. The financial benefits 
flow back to the forest growers, both individuals and communities. It is expected that such small 
scale enterprises will increase in the future as more community forests reach commercial age.  

2. Regulatory frameworks (in forestry and trade ministries) often hinder maximising value chain of 
forest products from community forests, and these need to be reformed and harmonised with 
national development agendas before substantial economic benefits can flow to communities. 

Why has community forestry not spread more widely? 

The potential of community forests to deliver both biophysical and socio-economic benefits makes it 
appealing to both governments and communities. However, in most countries it has remained an 
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enclave or pilot scale development, although there are some examples, of which Nepal is 
noteworthy, where community forestry has become a successful national programme. The question 
remains, if it is such an appropriate modality for the contemporary world in so many countries, then 
why has it not spread even more widely? We can obtain some insights from the early development 
and subsequent national spread of community forestry in Nepal which was built on the following 
factors.  

1. The programme was built on a real understanding of community structure and decision-making. 
In particular the sociology of collective action in the context of forest management was well 
understood. 

2. Substantial efforts were made to change the way forest department staff interacted with 
villagers. Efforts to‘re-orient’ field staff began with a number of individuals in association with 
donor funded projects, but were then mainstreamed into the departmental training system. 

3. Field methodologies (similar to RRA and PRA) were developed and applied to assist departmental 
field staff with implementation. 

To a greater or lesser extent, these three factors have been fairly widely developed and applied 
internationally, and while they are important, they are insufficient in themselves to lead to the wider 
and more meaningful implementation of community forestry.  

An analysis of the experiences presented at this international workshop and other sources suggests 
that, in most countries where community forestry has been trialled, three things are missing that 
inhibit its wider adoption. 

1. Lack of appropriate regulatory framework (law, policy and implementation guidelines) that is 
enabling, so that it enables local communities to improve their own livelihoods and the condition 
of the forests in their vicinity by removing any constraints that inhibit them from doing so.   

2. Genuine and wide spread change within forest agencies so that the internal culture becomes 
more participatory and aligned towards providing facilitative and supportive services for local 
communities. 

3. Effective devolution of real authority for communities to manage their forests (power relations). 
There is often strong resistance to reforms from many groups, particularly government officials, 
who might be very cautious about transferring management rights to communities without the 
confidence that they can manage forests sustainably. In addition, government officials might 
perceive that they could be disadvantaged by the changes. This is often expressed in covert ways 
by undermining the process, and needs to be brought to the surface. 

Directions for the future 

Following on from the discussion in the previous section, it is feasible to derive a few clear messages 
for the future aimed at improving the implementation of community forestry. These message s are 
targeted at two audiences: (i) policy makers and field practitioners; and (ii) the wider international 
community.   

For policy makers and field practitioners 

There is a strong conceptual basis (particularly knowledge of the sociology of community forestry) for 
moving ahead, but this is not always applied. Work at the community level and at the level of the 
primary interaction between villagers and government field staff can be done better. The basic 
sociology (which addressed inclusion, etc) is often lost in the application of standardised 
implementation procedures. The message from this is to get back to basics, particularly with 
governance and the regulatory framework. 

 In particular: 

1. Apply the conceptual understanding of the sociology of community forestry (addressing 
exclusion, unpacking community, etc) to implementation procedures and practices. 



 

22 

 

2. Ensure that democratic governance processes are set up equitably. 
3. Continually incorporate new knowledge into operational practice (using Action-Research 

modalities). 
4. Simplify compliance requirements, particularly those associated with establishing community 

forests and registering community forest management groups, etc to minimise transaction costs.        
5. Simplify procedural systems associated with the preparation and implementation of 

management plans to minimise bureaucratic constraints and maximise the ability of 
communities to manage community forests for their own benefit (particularly in the early stages 
of implementation).   

6. Address regulatory constraints that inhibit the commercialisation of forest products (both timber 
and NTFPs).    

For the wider world 

1. Various forms of participatory forestry are expanding globally and are now a recognised part of 
the international forest management landscape. 

2. Their adoption has resulted in substantial improvement in forest cover and condition.  
3. Most forest land allocated to communities was degraded before handover and economic 

benefits have been slow in coming, but the coming decades will witness a substantial increase in 
benefit flows, and this will need greater private sector engagement. 

4. Local voices do not have a legitimate space at the international table (although indigenous voices 
do). 

5. Donors have a critical on-going role to play in facilitating the transformations that are taking 
place, particularly in terms of supporting: (i) capacity building; (ii) networking; (iii) bringing 
knowledge; and (iv) challenging the status quo. 

Conclusions  

In spite of the wide spread adoption of community forestry, a review of its current status gives some 
cause for concern. Many countries still have only very small scale pilot projects. Even countries with a 
longer history of community forestry continue to apply major restrictions: community forestry is 
often applied only, or largely, to degraded forests (those with least value to communities); 
communities rarely have access to valuable resources from community forests (commercially 
valuable timber for example); emphasis is often on community responsibility for protection rather 
than on authority to manage; and real power (defined in terms of the right to make decisions about 
management objectives, processes and procedures) tends to be maintained by the forest authorities 
rather than being devolved to communities. It has also become clear that, while community forestry 
has sometimes contributed significantly to improving rural livelihoods and livelihood security, it has 
not always done this in a way that targets the poorest members of communities and, in fact, benefits 
have often been captured by local elites. As policy concerns increasingly focus on poverty reduction, 
there is a greater interest in making poverty reduction an explicit objective of community forestry 
programmes.  

In spite of the concerns expressed above, there is sufficient evidence from many countries where 
community forestry has been applied diligently to warrant optimism that it is worth pursuing more 
vigorously, but in a manner that is informed by best practice. Nepal is a shining example of what can 
be achieved, although much more can still be done. Large areas of previously degraded forest have 
been restored across the landscape in the country’s middle hills, giving a lie to the dire predictions of 
the World Bank in the late 1970s which postulated that this region would be devoid of trees by 1993. 
Clearly, processes of degradation can be reversed by empowering communities to act in their own 
self interest and at the same time contribute to national development objectives. The challenge for 
the future (in Nepal and elsewhere) is to expand this first wave of effort and to address socio-
economic objectives more explicitly as well as the initial biophysical objectives.         
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4. WORKSHOP DECLARATION 

Learning from Community Forestry: Recognising Rights and Advancing Democratic Forest 
Governance Globally 

Recognising that local communities and indigenous peoples have demonstrated the capacity to 
organise and act towards sustainable management, utilisation and democratic governance of forests; 
and their legitimate claims for the recognition of their land and forest rights worldwide. 

Recognising the wide range of institutional, entrepreneurial and governance innovations by 
communities and their partners; 

Recognising the emergence of grassroots networks, federations and associations influencing 
governance at different scales, and advocating for the rights of local, indigenous, poor and socially 
marginalised communities; 

Recognising the positive steps being taken by some governments to support community rights and 
initiatives through policies and legal frameworks; 

Admitting that creating equitable and inclusive livelihood outcomes is a long-term and challenging 
process in the face of prevailing social hierarchies, dominant private interests and state-centric 
governance legacies; 

Recognising the history of discrimination against women in forest and land laws, programmes, 
policies, markets and institutions, as well as their strong contribution to forest conservation, 
livelihoods and development; 

Acknowledging the positive role and potential of communities in achieving sustainable forest 
management and contributing to climate change adaptation and mitigation processes; 

Affirming the importance of legally acknowledging and practically supporting the rights and 
responsibilities of communities to determine their own destiny in the sustainable development of 
their socioeconomic condition (livelihoods) and resources; 

We, the 200 representatives of diverse stakeholders from communities, governments, civil society 
and other development partners from over 30 countries working in forestry and development, 
hereby declare that: 

1. Governments and policy makers should guarantee the human, civil, customary and property 
rights of local people over land and forest resources, including the recognition of the authority of 
forest communities to identify and pursue their own development objectives, by incorporating 
these rights into national laws, constitutions and all forest policies and programmes. 

2. National governments have a responsibility to ensure the transparent and democratic 
governance of forests with active involvement and representation of communities, including 
poor, women, indigenous and socially marginalised groups, in policy formulation and regulatory 
decision-making. 

3. Laws and regulatory practices should affirm and encourage local entrepreneurship by affirming 
full community ownership over forest and land resources, and by removing barriers to 
community and small-scale forest-based enterprises and the transportation and sale of their 
products. 

4. Governments and the private sector should properly acknowledge, account for and financially 
reward the contributions of communities in creating environmental public goods; and foster 
financial mechanisms through which local communities can realise greater value from their 
forests, such as payments for various environmental services; 
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5. International and national climate change agreements, policies and mechanisms, including 
carbon trading, should respect local rights and privilege payment to local communities 
conserving forests. 

6. Governments and community leaders must empower poor, women, indigenous and socially 
disadvantaged groups to exercise their rights, responsibilities and participate in decision-making 
at all levels of governance; and to ensure their fair access to markets and an equitable share of 
all benefits derived from the forest. 

7. Government policy should promote the development of community-based forest management 
institutions and expand the area of forest under community rights and management.  

8. Government, civil society, the private sector and donor organisations should work closely 
together to capitalise on the lessons of democratisation and civic participation emerging from 
the experience of community forestry, to drastically revise institutions and processes for the 
democratic governance of the entire forest sector, a necessary step to achieve the globally 
desired outcomes of social, economic and environmentally sustainable development in the 
forested areas of the world. 
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5. SYNTHESIS OF INVITED KEYNOTE PRESENTATIONS  

Days 1, 2 and 4 began with presentations by keynote and thematic speakers on relevant themes of 
the workshop. There were a total of 3 keynote and 6 thematic speakers. This section presents a 
synthesis of the keynote and thematic presentations.  

I. Dr Yam B. Malla (RECOFTC) ς Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΥ tŀǎǘΣ tǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ¢ƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
CǳǘǳǊŜΩ 

30 years ago, the great visionaries who promoted the concept of ‘Forests for People’ at the World 
Forestry Congress in Jakarta stressed the need for closer links between people and forests, and made 
a strong case for increasing community based forest management. Whatever vision they had in 
mind, I am in no doubt that today the concept of community forestry is real. And I believe that it has 
passed way beyond the point of ‘no return’.  

Since its very inception, the concept of community forestry has added new dimensions to forest 
management and governance – it has helped us to see the people through the trees – and has made 
the forest sector a more dynamic and interesting field of work. More concretely, over the years 
community forestry has proved itself to be the most appropriate and effective strategy for achieving 
sustainable forest management. I know that for all of us here, the term community forestry means 
much more than merely the planting, protecting, and harvesting of trees. It is nothing short of a 
challenge to the status quo, calling for a fundamental change in the way forest resources are used, 
managed and governed by local and indigenous people. In some countries, it has sparke d powerful 
social movements, calling for a paradigm shift in the way power revolves around the use and control 
of forest wealth. If we truly commit to it, it is nothing short of a revolution. If community forestry 
calls for and even demands such a profound change in power and control then we have to pose some 
very basic, but rather critical questions. The question is who has most to gain and most to lose from 
the success or failure of community forestry? Is it the state and its forest agencies; rich states 
concerned about climate change, or local communities? Why and in what ways? And in looking 
forward, who can help the most to realise community forestry goals? Is it the state (or forest 
agency); rich states concerned about climate change; local communities; or all of the above? Why 
and in what ways? If not, why not? 

Over the years community forestry has been explained and defined in a number of ways. In my view 
community forestry refers to ‘the governance and management of forest resources by its users 
(owners) using democratic principles and a bottom-up process of decision-making to achieve 
political, economic, social, cultural, and environmental goals, without compromising interests of 
other concerned stakeholders or of future generations’. A very strong case has been made for 
increased community involvement in forest management’s eight critical domains (Box 1). 

Proximity to the resource: those who live close to forests may be in a better position to manage the resource 
more efficiently 
Impact: those whose livelihoods impact most on the forest should be involved in its management  

Equity: forests should be managed so as to ensure adequate resource flows to rural populations  
Livelihoods: single purpose industrial management may be incompatible with rural  people’s livelihood needs 
Capacity: forest dwelling communities may be better managers than a centralised government forest agency  
Biodiversity: multi-purpose management of forest by local communities is likely to lead to better 

conservation of biodiversity 
Cost-effectiveness: local involvement in management may be an important way of cutting costs to the state  
Governance: community involvement introduces important checks & balances in relation to state services, 
which tend to be mismanaged 

Development philosophy: local participation, decentrali sation & subsidiarity may all, in themselves, be seen 
as good things and be considered as important ends  of development.  

Box 1 Rationale for community forestry  
Source: David Brown, 1999 

Chipko: The power of social movements 
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Since the 1950s, there have been five major periods that chart the decline, fall, rise, and then once 
again the decline and rise of community forestry. In the first period, prior to 1950 with the rise and 
fall of feudal systems and colonialism, push for specific political ideologies, and the search for 
national identity and unification. Most critically in the forest sector this led to a decline in support for 
local forest management systems. 

Then from 1950 to 1977 – what we regard to be the post-independence period – was a period of 
consolidation and planned development. The state became an agent of change making claims on 
forestlands. Here we saw an end to support for local forest management systems. In the period from 
1978 – 1991, we saw increased attention to rural poverty, rapid deforestation, and other 
environmental problems. Following the World Forestry Congress in 1978, there was a revival of 
support for local management systems, or community forestry, driven mostly by external donors. 
During the period from 1992 to 2006, the era of structural adjustment, austerity, market 
liberalisation, and globalisation. This led to a broader focus on environmental and social issues and in 
2000 the setting of the Millennium Development Goals. Over these years we saw changing views of 
the linkages between conservation and development. Specifically for forestry,  more national 
governments supported community forestry. But at the same time, outside interest in the higher 
level goals drew donor support away from the natural resource sector, including forests, and 
therefore away from directly supporting devolved forest management. Finally, I see the fifth period 
starting from Cop-13 in Bali in 2007 – to now. This put the issue of deforestation firmly on the climate 
change agenda and has led to a revival of outside donor support for the forest sector, for example 
through Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD).  

Similarly, we can see here how the community forestry themes have been prioritised and shaped 
over each of the past five decades, very closely linked to the prevailing macro socio-economic 
situation. In the 1950s and 1960s, the nationalisation of forests, growth of large scale industry and 
the production of timber for export was a by product of transformation and an enthusiasm for 
development through technology transfer. Widespread resettlement programmes impacting on local 
people got underway. The 1970s brought in redistribution with growth, a focus on basic needs and 
global energy crisis. Growing attention turned to forests as a source of fuel, contributing further to 
deforestation, the impacts of which were becoming clear. The focus on ‘Forests for People’ in Jakarta 
came not a moment too soon. The austerity of structural adjustment in the 1980s, the need for 
improved food security saw a technocratic focus on meeting subsistence needs and establishing 
more effective farming systems. The 1990s refined these approaches,  with stakeholder analyses, 
micro-credit, and a growing focus on poverty reduction. The Rio Summit on the Environment and 
Development increased the focus on environmental sustainability. In community forestry we saw 
more emphasis on understanding the socio-economic dimensions, and it began to mature into 
second generation projects. The turn of the century was marked by another major event, this time 
the Millennium Summit which set the global targets of the Millennium Development Goals. But did 
they go far enough in explicitly linking local livelihoods to environmental sustainability? Momentum 
for strengthening these linkages continues to grow. There is also no doubt that decentralisation and 
devolution has provided considerable momentum for the community forestry movement. Good 
governance and stronger rights are other key themes, and with the forests placed at the centre of 
climate change mitigation efforts during Bali’s Cop-13, as I said at the beginning, I think community 
forestry has firmly passed the point of no return. 

Looking at the enabling environment, in terms of having the essential policy frameworks and laws in 
place, considerable progress has been made in recent years. By 1991, relatively few countries had 
community forestry policies or laws in place. But today majority of countries in Asia-Pacific region 
now have community forestry policy and/or laws in place. This is a major area of work that must 
continue. Institutional processes are improving at the international level. We have certainly seen the 
number of networks, partnerships and alliances grow from a relatively small group into a forest of 
logos! Whilst this is a very welcome development, it emphasises the need to work well in partnership 
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to avoid duplication, competition and waste of scarce resources. There is no doubt, however, in 
moving forward the agenda of community forestry that there is enough work for everybody.     

Meanwhile the world has been going through a rapid process of environmental and social changes, 
and one of the challenges facing community forestry is its ability to respond to rapid change s. For 
example, the world is witnessing rapid urbanisation in developing nations. It is predicted that by 
2015 the urban population will overtake the rural population for the first time in history.  We are also 
seeing a dramatic change in rural livelihood patterns. Today around 30-50% of household income 
comes from rural non-farm sources – compared to less than 10% in the 1960s and 1970s. What we 
are seeing is a steady growth in forest-based small and medium enterprises that in most societies 
have followed the pattern you see laid out here. There seems to be a critical point where migration, 
transport links and urban development draw people in from the rural areas to take advantage of new 
opportunities. However, once a saturation point is reached, new business opportunities and new 
markets open up for resourceful rural communities. Similarly, with rising food and fuel prices, and 
growing populations, food and fuel security are matters of great concern. Bio-fuel is growing in 
popularity and competes with other forms of agriculture and is putting valuable forest lands under 
threat. We now live in an information age, and TV and radio reach out to some of the most remote 
communities. Rural people now have access to more information, and have greater opportunities to 
build their skills. This inevitably opens up new opportunities and access to new forms of 
empowerment and employment. These are just some of the changes that I believe are changing the 
landscape for community forestry. The forest sector as a whole, and community forestry in 
particular, cannot reach its full potential without adapting quickly and effectively to external 
changes. To succeed, community forestry, and community foresters must adapt to changes, adjust to 
new opportunities, and develop new products for new markets. 

Recently community forestry has received criticism for failing to show impact on the ground, 
especially a significant impact on reducing poverty. A major reason for poor socio-economic impact is 
that much of the forests handed over to communities are degraded. And in places where good 
natural forests are involved, there are strong restrictions for harvesting and selling of timber. In othe r 
cases and as reported by field studies, local elites capture most of the community forestry benefits. 
Inequity is critical and if not addressed, has the potential to seriously undermine all the positive gains 
that community forestry has made to date. Forest users are too often delegated with responsibility 
for forest protection and use, without receiving the necessary rights, authority, and benefits to do 
the job. We must work harder and act smartly to address these issues. Even though we do not see 
significant poverty reduction at this stage, we must remember continuing inequity in community 
forestry is only a reflection of a much larger landscape of social inequity and injustice. We can 
address inequity and other challenges, but it will take both  commitment and time. We must also 
recognise that in reality community forestry often pursues ecological, economic and equity goals in 
sequence, rather than simultaneously.   

Now thinking about the way forward, I have a number of suggestions of how we might move 
forward, and ensure the future of community forestry. Community forestry could improve benefits 
and equitable benefit-sharing by (i) handing over natural forests (not just degraded forest lands); (ii) 
allowing community foresters to harvest and sell timber (and non-timber forest products); (iii) 
enabling a larger share of income to be allocated for building the capacity of poorer households and 
reducing the amount allocated for general village development; (iv) creating an environment to 
diversify income/livelihood sources by making community forestry more responsive to demands of 
small and medium enterprises; and (v) putting more effort into strengthening the capacities of the 
poor and marginalised groups. These all require greater autonomy of, and trust to, grassroots 
institutions 

In the past, community forestry interventions have generally been restricted to specific kind of 
forests, mostly degraded. There are more productive areas where varied forms of community 
forestry interventions could be considered. These include protected areas, individual farmlands, and 
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private enterprises. In reality, more natural, dense forests have been brought under the protected 
area system, and these deny local communities’ rights to use forests. Private farmlands meet the raw 
material requirements of most small and medium enterprises and have even lead in some places to 
the development of small holder tree growers associations. Stronger linkages between community 
forestry and small and medium enterprises could further help diversify livelihood opportunities for 
forest dependent people. In turn this would make a strong contribution towards reconciling forest 
conservation and development goals.  

Pressure to secure forest use rights, and more recently ownership rights, have helped move 
community forestry forward. However, it is becoming evident that recognition of use and ownership 
rights, although important, are not a sufficient condition to advance the community forestry agenda. 
Local communities need capacities to actually exercise ownership rights to realise their expected 
goal. There is an urgent need for the rights based approach to community forestry to be more 
explicit and systematic. For example, we need to advocate strongly for the inclusion of excluded 
communities in protected area and state forest management. For those whose rights have already 
been recognised, we must build their capacities. We must expand the rights of private tree growers – 
who may have secure land tenure, but are restricted in selling farm trees in the market. We must 
also expand the rights of people who have community forests, but limited rights to use certain 
products beyond subsistence purposes. We need more rights for the initiation of small and medium 
enterprises and businesses. Finally we need more clarity on the rights over other natural resources, 
such as minerals and water within community forests. 

There is no doubt that forest carbon has helped to bring forests back onto national and international 
agenda. We see this as a huge opportunity both for sustainable forest management and for 
community forestry. However, there are also risks that this will revive an old assumption, albeit 
implicitly, that local communities are a part of the problem. That took 20 years to prove incorrect! 
We must resist single dimension forestry, that is ‘forests for carbon’ like ‘forestry for timber’ was in 
the 1960s and ‘forestry for fuelwood’ in the 1970s and 1980s. While we have an opportunity to really 
value forests with their trees still standing, the success of community forestry lies in sustainable use, 
not in locking away forest resources. The management of forests must be for multiple objectives, 
taking into account social, biophysical, and environmental aspects and, not for a single objective like 
carbon, or timber or fuelwood. This brings me to the importance of REDD+ where forest carbon is 
only seen as one product. Also it includes forest biodiversity and other environmental services, and 
the supply of forest products for both household and enterprise use and community forestry 
knowledge. Under REDD+ communities would benefit from, and be rewarded for providing a number 
of environmental services. These would include rewards for forest regeneration and protection, 
payments for forest carbon, products for household use and payments for the community forestry 
knowledge. Taken together this package of benefits could offset the opportunity costs. Carbon 
financing in forests is one concrete way of establishing a strong partnership between local, national 
and global stakeholders. And the negotiation and planning of carbon financing for any type of forest 
should ensure that local communities are engaged from beginning to end. These elements need to 
be negotiated, agreed, and included in community forestry management plans.  

A major innovation in community forestry has been the emergence of grassroots level forest 
institutions, including forest user groups, forest protection committees, tree grower associations, 
etc.  However, these institutions are forced to operate in direct partnership with central government 
agencies (district/provincial forest offices) rather than local government (local/district councils). 
Central government seems to take a ‘hands off’ approach and is often unwilling to devolve power to 
local governments to work with grassroots institutions. Business communities also prefer to deal 
with either the state or the private tree growers for their business, rather than grassroots 
institutions, as they often want to avoid requirements of transparency and accountability. Therefore 
grassroots institutions do not see any added value for dealing with local government and are forced 
to deal with the central state forest agency despite high transaction costs.  
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Community forest governance must involve multiple interest groups at all levels. Engaging multiple 
interest groups at local level is most critical for a sound forest governance and management system. 
No single interest group can manage and govern the forest resource effectively to the satisfaction of 
all other interest groups. Effective local forest governance requires a partnership of forest user 
representatives, state local forest authorities, local governments, and business communities. The 
necessary preconditions for effective local forest governance include ensuring that the empowered, 
authorised and capacitated local governments establish active partnerships with grassroots forest 
institutions. Once that is done, and then clearly defined roles, responsibilities and power sharing 
arrangements must be made among central and local governments, grassroots forest institutions, 
business communities, and other concerned stakeholders.  

In terms of the day to day management of forest resources, I strongly believe that people living in 
and around the forests must be seen as the real managers of the resource. Protection, regeneration, 
harvesting and utilisation of forest products are all critical for keeping forests healthy and productive. 
Harvesting and marketing of forest products, including carbon, form integral parts of the business 
planning for community – hence for sustainable forest management. For this, forest managers/users 
should be equipped with appropriate knowledge, skills, tools, techniques and other capacities for 
forest management and business planning. Local communities need to build their knowledge and 
skills in areas such as silviculture, harvesting, regeneration, utilisation, surveying, inventory, 
biodiversity conservation, watershed conservation, monitoring, recording, marketing, and so on. 

And in terms of forestry education and teaching, community forestry has added new dimensions to 
the fields of forestry, and environmental and social science education. It has emphasi sed social 
dimensions and local / indigenous knowledge and systems. But forestry education institutions have 
yet to capitalise on this and assume a leadership role. Although some social science faculties, 
including those responsible for community development, have started to include aspects of 
community forestry in their teaching curricula, there is a need to mainstream this. 

In summary, over the past 50 years of environmental protection and development effort, community 
forestry has emerged to be a forest strategy and approach that is socially acceptable, economically 
feasible, and environmentally sound. In order for community forestry to expand and improve, it must 
be viewed in the light of constantly changing and broadening perception of the role of forests in 
society. If allowed to grow into business, trading and marketing, community forestry could become a 
more effective means for improving rural-urban linkages and generating massive employment 
opportunities. The implementation of REDD+ mechanisms could reach out and establish sustainable 
partnerships among local, national, and global communities. For me, community forestry is ingenious 
in that it draws on the two dominant political ideologies - communism (a system where property 
should be owned by the community and managed as commons) and democracy (a system in which 
general people have a say in who should hold power). With global fears about climate change and 
growing pressure on natural resources, the need for healthy and sustainable forest ecosystems 
cannot be understated nor undersold. We must go beyond selling forest carbon to promote and ‘sell’ 
biodiversity, watershed conservation and sustainable forest management as an essential holistic 
package. 

Local people hold the key to healthy forests in this region. They have the closest direct stake in forest 
resources and will affect the outcome of any forest management strategy, including those aimed at 
climate change mitigation. If carbon financing is to succeed, it must learn from three decades of 
community forestry experience and actively engage and benefit local people. I cannot understate the 
need for strong grassroots institutions. Clear, secure, and fair rights to forests are fundamental 
prerequisites. Meaningful local participation, shared decision making, and high levels of transparency 
and accountability must be regarded as the ‘minimum standard’. Intermediary organisations are 
needed to build capacity and have key roles to play in securing equity and local participation. They 
must be supported by governments and donors to carry out these important functions. 
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II. Dr V. K. Bahuguna (Government of India) ς Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ !ǎƛŀΥ ! wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ 
tƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΩ 

Introduction  

Various governments have attempted to establish an integrated set of environment and 
development policies, especially relating to the administration of public forestlands through 
community forestry. Community forestry is practiced in various countries throughout the world, with 
respect to both native forests and plantations, for livelihoods and forest protection purposes and 
also for urban amenity values. While forests have been managed to some extent by communities for 
thousands of years, modern models of community forestry have been practiced widely for only about 
30 years. Community forestry takes many forms; there is no unique definition or categorisation, 
although a number of characteristics are frequently present. There is in general, involvement of a 
local community in forest planning as well as management, for a form of forestry which is usually 
relatively small-scale, motivated by multiple objectives, and receiving some financial support and 
organisational assistance by government and non-government organisations (NGOs). By 2001, 
community forest enterprises engaged more than 110 million people managing 378 million ha of 
natural forest worldwide. These figures are expected to rise to 740 million ha by 2015, covering 
roughly 45% of world’s forest resources (Kanel 2004).  

There have been a range of debates in the last three decades over who should hold stewardship—
rights and responsibilities—over Asia’s forests. On one side is the call for forest stewardship by rural 
communities living in or near the forest and on the other are those still sceptical of its degree of 
feasibility. In this paper, I will review how community forestry evolved in some countries in Asia with 
focus on joint forest management programme in India. Utili sation of the rehabilitated and 
regenerated community forests started only during the past decade in India, Nepal and the 
Philippines and in other countries in the region it is barely being considered. In some countries, 
community forestry has moved well beyond the pilot stage to become a mainstream and well 
accepted form of forestry. In other countries in the region (Bhutan, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, 
Laos, Sri Lanka, Thailand and Vietnam), community forestry is a much more recent policy initiative, 
and is still in its formative stages. One of the key feature common to all countries that made the 
initial experiments successful is the felt need by the people to reform to protect the forests. A brief 
description of community forestry in different countries in Asia is given below.  

Bhutan  

The Royal Government of Bhutan has been supporting social forestry since 1979 and the legal basis 
for community forest management is now vested with the Nature Conservation Act (1995) that 
involves local user groups under the social forestry programme.  

China 

About 60% of forestland is under ownership of communities in China. However the forestland 
belongs to the government and the people have only users’ rights. Townships, administrative villages 
and village household groups are under community forest management in Yunnan, Sichuan and 10 
southern provinces. There are indigenous management systems in many ethnic minority areas.  The 
tribal people known as smaller minorities have five national level autonomous bodies to look after 
their welfare. People are involved in large scale plantations for which they are compensated with 
rations, energy saving devices and other income generating activities for a few years. Special poverty 
alleviation projects are implemented under the Global Environment facility and United Nations 
Development Programme. People from rural areas are also engaging in enterprises under joint 
venture with private companies to promote ecotourism.   
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Cambodia 

Community forestry in Cambodia began in the early 1990s at few pilot sites in Takeo and Kampong 
Chhnang Provinces. The programme gathered momentum with expansion into 83,000 ha of forest at 
228 sites, covering about 0.7% of Cambodia’s total forest area and involving 404 villages and 415,000 
people (3.6% of Cambodia’s population) by the end of 2002. Kompong Phluk village  is an example of 
successful community forestry in Cambodia. The village controls and manages over 15,906 ha of 
mangrove forest. The community follows a resource management plan, allowing controlled fuelwood 
harvesting, monitoring fishing gear and catch levels, and generating fees for management activities. 
With over 200 different species of fish in the lake, these flood forests are i mportant site for 
biodiversity conservation.  

India  

There have been forest policies issued in India in 1894, 1952 and 1988. Implementation of these 
policies has had a major influence on forest management strategies and methods. The 1894 Forest 
Policy subordinated forest conservation to promote agriculture. Forest Policy of 1952 rejected the 
belief that forestry should be restricted to residual lands not required for any other purposes stating 
the need to check denudation on the hills, soil erosion and invasion of sand from deserts and coastal 
areas. The National Forest Policy of 1998 focused on ensuring environmental stability and ecological 
balance. 

Forestry development and community participation 

Various movements have defined the development of forestry sector in India including the ‘chipko 
movement’ launched by the people against felling of trees by forest contractors which brought 
conservation of forest and environment in the forefront. There have also been several initiatives by 
the private and government sector for management of forest resources. Rural communities have 
taken up planting of private and community lands under social forestry, farm-forestry and agro-
forestry programmes initiated in the 1980s. Similarly joint forest management of public forests 
involving the government and local communities for regeneration of degraded forests through 
effective protection, sharing of produce and improving the livelihoods opportunities of forest 
dependent communities was initiated by the forest department as a pilot project in Arabari, West 
Bengal in 1972. This approach was institutionalised by the central government through Forest Policy 
(1988) (June 1990 circular). There have been several reforms since to make the programme more 
inclusive and ensure good governance.  

There have been many success stories attributed to joint forest management. Hiware Bazaar village 
in the state of Maharashtra is a good example of integrated forestry, arable land and liv estock 
management activities. Table 3 illustrates the impact of the programme on the holistic development 
of the village. 

S. No. Item Previous Now  Time increase 

1 No of wells 97 219 2.2 

2 Electric pumps 87 280 3.2 

3 Aria under protective irrigation 250 ha 795 ha 3.2 

4 Area under summer irrigation 7 ha 72 ha 10.3 

5 Cropped area 480 ha 795 ha 1.6 

6 Oil seed area 23 ha 104 ha 4.5  

7 Area under pulses 31 ha 84 ha 2.7 

8 Improved/ hybrid seed 53 ha 548 ha 10.3 

9 Seed treatment 43 ha 444 ha 10.3 

10 Use of fertil izers 9 tonnes 163 tonnes 18.1 

11 Aria under horticulture  7 ha 54 ha 7.7 

12 Area under drip irrigation Nil 95 ha 95 
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Table3 Impact of joint forest management programme in Hiware Bazaar village 

Considering that integration of land-based activities is essential for the success of joint forest 
management, the National Rainfed Area Authority has highlighted four points for holistic and 
effective natural resource planning and development: (i) develop partnership between communities 
and forest departments, facilitated by NGOs; (ii) access and benefits only to organised communities 
undertaking regeneration, with equal opportunity based on willingness to  participate and on the 
philosophy of ‘caring and sharing’; (iii) work scheme, micro-plans detailing forest management 
regimes, institutional and technical operations developed by community organisations with 
assistance from local foresters and NGOs; (iv) plant grasses and medicinal shrubs and multipurpose 
tree species. Based on the successful models of integrated natural resource management and as a 
follow up action, the National Rainfed Area Authority has initiated pilot projects for the simultaneous 
treatment of fringe forests and adjoining non-forestlands in parts of Chhattisgarh, Maharashtra, 
Tamil Nadu, Tripura and Uttarakhand states. 

Indonesia 

The roots of community forestry in Indonesia date backs to 1980 with the introduction of the 
taungya system locally known as Sistem Tumpangsari in state owned teak plantations under social 
forestry programme. The Government of Indonesia gave official sanction to community forestry by 
announcing a new forest policy called Community Forestry in 1995. Under this programme 
concessionaires are obligated to support activities which contribute to the socio-economic 
development of communities living in and around areas surrounding their concessions. The 
government has introduced various policies to empower communities surrounding the forests 
through three schemes namely community forestry, village forestry and kemitraan meaning 
partnerships between communities and concessionaire. 

Lao PDR 

Participatory forest management has been implemented in Lao PDR since the early 1990s. 
Community forestry in Lao PDR largely focuses on production forestry. Four types of community 
forestry practices are prevalent namely:  NGO-supported community forestry, joint forest 
management, village forestry and peasant forestry depending upon the involvement of individual 
household or organsations. Peasant forestry involves individual participants mainly for the purposes 
of commercial timber production such as teak, whereas NGO-supported community forestry is for 
conservation through community participation. On the other hand, the local governments manage 
forests in co-operation with locals without involving them in decision making under joint forest 
management. The focus of village forestry is to develop partnerships between the state and village rs 
for sustainable management of designated forests to cater for local needs. Forest users are granted 
rights of possession, use, profits, transfer and inheritance other than buying and selling. 

Malaysia 

Forest management systems and forest-related legislation were introduced and established during 
the colonial period in Malaysia. In 1978, the federal government issued the National Forest Policy to 
monitor the extent of logging and the un-sustainability of such practices. Subsequently the National 
Forest Policy was translated into federal legislation in the form of the National Forestry Act (1984) 
with an amendment in 1993. Under the current policy, the strategy is to ease pressure on remaining 
primary forests while meeting domestic demand in conformity with the internationally accepted 

13 Milk cattle 19 476 25 

14 Daily milk sale 140 lit 4,500 lit 32 

15 Per capita income (INR)  832 24839 30 

16 Threshers 01 04 3 

17 Tractors 0 11 11 
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practices of sustainable forest management. Community programme entails the provision of housing 
and basic amenities for affected communities together with the introduction of agro-forestry. Local 
communities are involved in planning, establishing, protecting, managing and utilising forest 
resources through collective action. The role of the forestry department is limited to that of a 
facilitator. 

Myanmar  

In Myanmar, community-based forest management is defined in Community Forestry Instructions 
(1995). The instructions give broad discretion to the forest department to establish community 
forests on government, village or private land by involving local user groups. Communities are 
granted forestlands on lease initially for a period of 30 years with the possibility of further extension 
depending upon the performance of the user groups. The group is allowed to sell surplus forest 
products to other villages at the market price. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that under the 
current regime villages have great difficulty in acquiring usufruct rights, guaranteed by law, to control 
and benefit from their forests.  

Nepal 

The Government of Nepal enacted it’s 20-year policy and planning framework in the Master Plan for 
Forest Sector (1988) for the development of forestry sector (Ministry of Forests and Soil 
Conservation, 1989). The approaches of the Master Plan were strengthened by their incorporation 
into the 1993 Forest Act (MFSC, 1993) and the Community Forest Rules of 1995 (Ministry of Forests 
and Soil Conservation 1995). Accordingly, forests were classified into five categories namely 
community forest, leasehold forest, religious forest, protected forest and government managed 
forest. Another significant development for community forestry in Nepal was the incorporation in the 
Tenth 5-Year Plan of the primary objective of reducing poverty. The achievements of community 
forestry can be demonstrated in the form of better forest condition, social mobilisation, poverty 
reduction and institutional developmental at grassroots level. 

Philippines 

In the Philippines, people’s participation in the management of forests can be seen in community 
based forest management, socialised industrial forest management programme under industrial 
forestry, and protected area management under national integrated protected areas systems in 
pursuance of National Forest Policy (1995). About 9 million ha of forest had been allocated under 
community based forest management agreements and other forms of land tenure instruments by 
the end of 2008. By and large implementation of community based forest management has been 
successful in involving local forest users and conserving biodiversity. 

Thailand 

Under the current legal system, community forestry can be implemented in Thailand in the economic 
zone which consists of degraded forests suitable for cultivation of tree crops/plantations. Land 
ownership in Thailand is very complex and community forestry policy has not been enacted. 
However various de facto participatory forest management or community forestry programmes exist 
on land of every legal status including public land outside the permanent forest area and national 
forest reserves or state forests based on informal agreements between local government officials 
and villagers. 

Vietnam  

Community forestry in Vietnam began in 1994 with the government initiative to allocate forestlands 
to individuals, households, villages, forest management committees, seed stations, enterprises, 
army, schools, etc under the Forest Land Allocation Programme. However the legal status of 
community forestry in Vietnam dates back to 2004. These organizations were granted rights to use 
allocated land and forest for 20 years in case of annual crop production and for 50 years in case of 
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perennial crop production. Benefit sharing arrangements from the sale of forest products to 
households and individuals to whom forestland has been allocated, leased, or contracted has been 
specified in the relevant legislation. 

Discussion   

The success of community-based forest management in Asia has provided opportunities to learn 
from experiences and find solutions to emerging issues. It has become clear that communities can 
focus on roles of forest conservation, protection, regeneration, and improvement of livelihoods. 
Communities have been able to form strong grassroots level institutions to ensure community 
participation in resource management. However merely increasing the forest cover is no guarantee 
for ensuring long-term sustainable management of forests unless the inter-related (socio-economic, 
political and technical) factors impinging on the sustainability of the resources are tackled 
simultaneously. 

Further actions to improve community based forest management are still needed. These actions 
include: (i) providing legal back up to communities; (ii) building the capacity of communities both in 
terms of their being viable and coherent units and also their technical capabilities; (iii) delegating 
management responsibilities and creating institutions for the empowerment of women and weaker 
members of the community; (iv) coordinating between civil society and government institutions to 
forge political consensus for better management of forests at local levels; (v) promoting better 
management and utilisation of non-timber forest products; (vi) better monitoring and periodical 
evaluation to provide feedback for policy amendments; (vii) conducting research and development 
for sustainable management of resources; (viii) providing incentives to communities for wildlife 
conservation; (ix) coordinating with industries for development of autonomous community-level 
enterprises that provide local employment opportunities. 

Conclusions 

Forest policies across the world and in Asian countries in particular are changing rapidly to combat 
the challenges of livelihoods, global warming, impending water shortage, land and environmental 
degradation, biodiversity loss and constrained agriculture productivity as a result of increasing 
demand for forest products. So far the agendas of development agencies have largely been focused 
on enhancing forest based incomes and promotion of diversified agriculture production as part of 
poverty alleviation programmes. These assume that enhanced incomes of forest users will reduce 
their dependency on forests. However no country in the world has so far been able to increase its 
forest cover without recognising that forest incomes have been supportive to the local and national 
economies. In future, forest management needs to be focused more on integrated planning of 
natural resource use more broadly than it has to date because most of the pressure on forests 
originates from outside. As part of this strategy foresters need to develop a more holistic role to 
guide forest-adjacent communities in protecting and restoring degraded forests and watersheds 
through integration of land-based activities including agriculture, animal husbandry, forestry and 
rural development both in the forest and in areas adjoining forests. 

 

III. Dr Keshav Raj Kanel (Government of Nepal) ς ΨtŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇǎ ƛƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΥ 
LƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ [ŜǎǎƻƴǎΩ 

Overview of community forestry in Nepal  

The failure of a centrally controlled bureaucratic system of classical forestry, and the existence of 
informal indigenous forest management provided the impetus for institutional innovation in Nepal’s 
forestry sector. Successive refinement of partnership arrangements between local communities and 
the state forest agency based on practices in the field, and mutual assessment of the results has led 
to the growth of community forestry. 
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As per the provisions of Forest Act (1993), traditional forest users form a group to manage their 
adjoining forest. To date, 14,500 community forest user groups (CFUGs) are managing more than 
30% of national forests. They have access, use, extraction and management rights (Agrawal and 
Ostrom, 2001) over the forest. Alienation rights are still retained by the state, but more than 7,000 
forestry staff and many NGOs support the preparation of forest operational plans and constitutions 
which are implemented by the local forest users. Forest user groups have also formed the 
Federation of Community Forest Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) to safeguard their rights in forest 
governance. 

The district forest officer hands over the tenure rights of forest management to forest user groups. 
The user groups then sustainably harvest forest products – fuelwood, poles, timber, grass and tree 
fodder, herbs etc. for their own use as per the operational plan. The plan specifies the amount of the 
annual forest harvest, which is usually distributed among the users by charging a nominal fee. 
Surplus forest products are sold at competitive market rates. The income from the sale of forest 
products and from annual membership fees raised by the users is deposited in a fund managed by 
the users themselves. A preliminary study conducted by the Community Forest Division in 2004 
showed that forest user groups of Nepal earn more than US$ 10 million annually (Kanel and Niraula, 
2004; Kanel, 2008). The income is used for community development, forest conservation and 
management, and livelihood promotion. 

About 10 million people or one third of the population of Nepal are officially engaged in the 
governance of community forests and more forests are in the pipeline for hand-over. Forest user 
groups elect executive committees for decision-making and the committee is accountable to the 
members and their assemblies. Most of the committees meet once a month and assemblies are held 
twice a year. The governing mechanism of community forests and forest user groups is written in a 
charter (constitution) of association registered at the district forest office. The incorporation of the 
charter at the district forest office legitimises the forest user groups as an independent, autonomous 
and self-governing institution of perpetual succession. 

Creation and facilitation of these locally vibrant and robust forest user groups has been a unique 
institutional innovation in Nepal’s forestry sector. Devolution of forest management rights to them 
by the state forest agency is another new dimension. Forest governance has become more effective 
and efficient due to the partnership between the forestry agency and user groups scattered widely 
over Nepal.  As postulated by Arrow (1951) equity in decision-making and benefit sharing in any 
collective arrangement is still a challenging task. The on-going debate on inclusion while drafting a 
new constitution for Nepal by the recently elected constitutional assembly represents one of the 
contentious issues in building ‘New Nepal’. This issue is also pervasive in community forestry since 
Nepal is still very much a hierarchically stratified society (Bista, 1991).    

This paper focuses on two points: (i) how can Nepal address forest governance issues through 
partnership? and (ii) what lessons can we draw from Nepal’s experience in community forestry? The 
first section of this paper presents an overview of forestry in Nepal. Since learning and adoption are 
time and space specific, the success and challenges of community forestry are presented in the 
second section with a geographical, political and economic background. The third section describes 
the emergence and evolution of community and forest agency partnership in the governance of 
forest resources of Nepal. The fourth section is devoted to the achievements and challenges of this 
partnership in the governance of community forests and the fifth section analyses the implications 
and learning from this partnership. 

Political and economic setup 

Nepal is geographically and socio-economically diverse. This diversity is reflected in the way forests 
are used and managed in the country. Forests managed under protected areas are governed by the 
National Parks and Wildlife Act. These forests are mainly managed for bio-diversity conservation by 
the Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation (DNPWC). About 15% of forests are 
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under the protected area system. The remaining forests are managed for multiple uses and are 
governed by the Forest Act (1993) and Forest Regulations (1995). Legally forest is categorised as 
either national or private depending on the ownership of land on which the trees grow. Private forest 
is owned by private entity along with the land beneath the trees. National forest is on land that 
belongs to the state, but the management responsibilities of the above ground biomass can be 
assigned to different entities. If the management responsibilities and use rights are handed over to 
local communities, it is known as community forest. To date, more that 30% of the national forests of 
Nepal have been handed over to local communities. However if retained by the state forest is classed 
as government-managed forest. Similarly, national forests are further categorised as protection, 
religious and leasehold forest although negligible areas have been allocated to these three 
categories.  

Geographically, the country is divided into three east-west ecological zones: mountains in the north, 
hills in the middle, and flat land known as the Terai in the south. The mountains are topographically 
rugged, fragile and sparse in population. Aesthetically beautiful, the mountains are very susceptible 
to climate change. The melting of glaciers is a serious concern both for Nepal and its neighbouring 
countries. The middle hills have a mosaic of settlements and forests, with people highly dependent 
on subsistence farming of which forestry is an important component.  

The Terai is low flat land adjoining northern India and is densely populated. The forests of the Terai 
are located in the north of this region and almost all of the southern part has now been converted 
into agricultural fields. Most of the communities settled adjacent to Terai forests are hill migrants, 
whereas households living further away from the forests are often indigenous people, or the those 
who have settled from India over a period of time. The heterogeneity of population in terms of 
ethnicity and nationality and the residential distance from the forests has created difficulties in 
identifying real forest users and in the handing over national forests to them. More than half of the 
population of Nepal lives in the Terai and the region has a high value tropical forests, which  used to 
be a traditional source of revenue for the government. However forest’s share of national revenue 
has been declining over time, mostly due to the loss of forest area for agricultural expansion.  

Nepal’s economy is dominated by agriculture and the rural sector although only 23% of land is under 
farming. Small-scale forest-based enterprises are expanding as forests become more accessible due 
to construction of roads in rural areas. Almost all the biomass products harvested from forests are 
used domestically except for some processed herbal products, which are mainly exported to India.  

Institutional innovation in forestry 

The state used to play a dominant role in the forestry sector before the 1970s. The paradigm was 
based on two premises relevant to the European context and later transferred to its empires in 
developing countries. They were: (i) forests provide strategic commodities e.g. wood for ship building 
and railway sleepers – very much needed for international trade and defence; and (ii) the 
responsibilities for managing them should lie in a state forest service manned by professional 
foresters. 

Nationalisation of forests and its management by the department of forest totally alienated local 
people who were dependent on forests for their daily necessities. The Forest Act (1961) (and its 
revision) and the Forest Special Act created further mistrust between community members and 
forestry staff by vesting powers with the staff to even shoot those who did not follow the rules. The 
problem of forest management can only be resolved by changing the property rights over the forests 
in question. This entails devolving forest management rights to local villagers by withdrawing some 
of the rights of forestry staff. These institutional innovations or changes in forest governance 
resulted in the formulation and implementation of the community forestry programme in Nepal. 

Although the formal concept of community forestry was initially designed in the 1970s, it was refined 
in the process of preparing the Master Plan for Forest Sector (1988) (Bonita and Kanel, 1987). The 
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Forest Act (1993) and Forest Rules (1995) legalised the provisions of community forestry. The 
Community Forestry Development Guidelines (most recently in 2009) further elaborate the process 
of handing over all management rights to local communities.  

Interactions, practices and policies 

The change in focus from bureaucratically and centrally controlled forestry to community based 
forestry required regular interactions - initially among community members, community-based 
institutions and state forest agencies. But as the scope and scale of community forestry expands 
interactions among multiple stakeholders and other interest groups are proliferating. Frequent face-
to-face interactions among users - initially in setting up the user groups, and latter in operating the 
charter (constitution) and implementing the forest operational plan has generated confidence among 
these groups. Further interaction between front line forestry staff at the local level and forest user 
groups has created more trust between them. Forestry practices such as patrolling by users 
themselves or hiring one member to protect forests, or the sustainable extraction of forest products 
and distribution amongst themselves has built further trust and has enriched their knowledge and 
skill in forest management. Knowledge sharing has been further enhanced as communities carry out 
silvicultural operations in a group. Similarly district, regional, and central level interactions are on-
going to spread knowledge and best practices. These field based practices and their internalisation 
have helped in the evolution of community forestry policy.  

Forestry acts and regulations 

Community forestry has created a new institutional arrangement by which local communities as 
organised groups are given the responsibility to manage forests and the all-inclusive functions of the 
state forest agency are unbundled. However communities have to work in partnership with 
government forest agencies in carrying out the following functions: (i) incorporation of forest user 
groups registered at the district forest office; (ii) inventory and assessment of local forest by users 
with assistance from district forest office staff; (iii) preparation of operational plan for a duration of 
five to ten years with the joint agreement of forest user groups and district forest officers; and (iv) 
creation of forest user groups’ funds from the sale of forest products by the users and monitoring of 
the forest and group fund by the district forest officer. 

The shift from state dominated to community-managed forest has brought a new direction to social 
mobilisation in the overall development process of Nepal. Although local communities are the main 
actors of forest renewal and forest management, forestry officials both at the centre, district and 
range post levels provide facilitation for better management. Forest user groups have access, 
extraction, exclusion, and management rights over community forests based on the provisions of the 
operational plan. Forest user groups can act as independent, autonomous and self-governing 
institutions responsible for forest management. They can also undertake other development 
activities in partnership with other stakeholders. They are however forbidden to extract forest 
products beyond annual yield and cannot alter forest land use.  

Co-operating with stakeholders and networking 

Since its inception in 1995, Federation of Community Forest Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) has been active 
in grassroots mobilisation of community forest users by advocating for their rights over forests. It 
also has strong network with similar institutions in Nepal and abroad and carries out various 
awareness and capacity building programmes to empower the members of user groups. About 75% 
of forest user groups are members of FECOFUN. Forest agencies and FECOFUN work jointly – for 
example, in the preparng community forestry guidelines. FECOFUN has been instrumental in 
promoting community forestry in Nepal.  

Forest act and regulations provide enough space for other civil societies and private sector in the 
development of community forests and promotion of forest enterprises. Community Forestry 
Guidelines (2009) specifies the roles and responsibilities of various stakeholders in community 
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forestry. Although forest user groups and local level political bodies informally interact at different 
form, no formal mechanism of coordination and cooperation has legally been established between 
these two institutions. Therefore, most of the relationship between them is ad hoc.  

With the formulation of new forest act and regulations, and the process of handing over national 
forests to forest user groups, there has been a gradual proliferation of I/NGO involvement in 
community forestry. Various associations of forest user groups have emerged to exchange their 
learnings and practices. Regular forest user groups’ meetings are held at the range post level in all 
the districts while preparing the annual budget and schedule of activities and their evaluation.  

Initially, many donors (World Bank, Australia, USAID, DANIDA, FINNIDA) were involved in the 
promotion and implementation of community forestry. The UK, Dutch, and Swiss governments are 
still providing both technical and financial assistance to promote community forestry. World Wildlife 
Fund (WWF) is active in conserving biodiversity through mobilisation of forest user groups, their 
associations and federations. Although the state provides operational cost of forest administration, 
major part of the community forestry programme is still funded by donor agencies. Most of the 
NGOs, which are associated with forest user groups and FECOFUN, also get funding from donor 
community. However, high dependency on external funding will have implications on the 
sustainability of the programme. 

Achievements in community forestry 

A review of the community forestry programme shows that substantial progress has been made in 
devolving forest management rights and responsibilities over large areas of national forests to locally 
organised forest user groups.  The pattern of forest handover in terms of forest area and the number 
of forest user groups is shown in Figure 3. Analysis of this indicates that forest user group formation 
and handing over of forests expanded exponentially after the formulation of the Forest Regulations 
in 1995. However the process of handing over slowed down after 2005. This may be due to the 
reluctance of the state to handover more forests in the Terai to communities living in areas adjoining 
the forests in the north. 

 

Figure 3 Handing over community forest over time 

Analysis of achievements in community forestry in Nepal shows that it has been successful in 
designing programmes and implementing policies because it has been governed both by practice and 
pragmatism. The two-way communication between forest user groups and forest agencies has 
helped the programme be more adaptive.  Multiple stakeholders have collectively assimilated field-
level lessons.  It is now accepted by many that local people’s participation through decentralisation is 
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essential in the management of natural resources. The achievements can be broadly categorised into 
three domains (Kanel, 2008). 

First, the condition of handed over forests has substantially improved. The stock, cover and 
biodiversity of these forests are substantially richer than the adjoining national forests. Second, 
community forests generate significant amounts of income for local people. Forest user groups make 
more than US$ 10 million annually from sale of forest products among themselves at nominal prices, 
and to outsiders at a competitive prices. They spend this income on forest conservation, community 
development and local infrastructure and poverty reduction. However a rapid appraisal of the 
expenditure pattern of user group funds shows that the contribution of community forest to poverty 
reduction is not significant (Kanel and Niraula, 2004, Pokharel, 2008). Village level enterprises based 
on local forest products are also expanding to provide jobs and value addition. 

The third domain of achievement relates to the promotion of social mobilisation and governance. 
Forest user groups are now almost the only democratically elected institutions operating at grass 
roots level. They are an entry point for rural development, social mobilisation, and deliberative 
discussion. Regular interactions and meetings between forest users and forest officials, and 
facilitation of the process by other civil society members have empowered forest user groups to 
devise operational rules, which are more democratic and responsive. Although decision-making and 
benefit-sharing mechanisms are yet to be fully equitable, community forestry has helped in the 
promotion of local level institutions (social capital) and better local governance. 

Implications and Learning  

At least two implications – theory and practice – can be drawn from the experience of community 
forestry in Nepal. On the theoretical side where the dependence of people on forests and forest  
products is high, then only decentralised forest governance can be reasonably successful. The 
compulsion to decentralise forestry programmes also implies that foresters should primarily be 
engaged in creating viable and robust people-based institutions or organisations to manage local 
forests. Once such institutions are created then forest management and use rights can be legally 
devolved to them. Forest agencies should shed some of these earlier roles provide technical 
assistance for forest management. The agency could be more involved in monitoring forests and the 
production of public services from them. Forestry policy should provide sufficient management rights 
and incentives to local people and their institutions so that they are motivated to be  engaged in 
sustainable forest management. The provisions of forest products for household consumption are 
not enough for local people to be genuinely involved in sustainable forestry. Rather, they should also 
have the right to sell surplus forest products to outsiders at a competitive prices, so that they can 
initiate various activities beneficial to them from their forest income. 

The implication on the practice side are that learning from practice should be the guiding rule for 
policy formation. Practice based forest policy reduces transaction costs, and enhances its wider 
adoption. Since the contextual factors of a geographical area will affect the performance of a practice 
and policy, one can suggest that the successful evolution of community forestry in Nepal cannot be 
the blueprint for others to copy in different setting. 

The following lessons learned from community forestry could be useful to examine the benefits of 
partnership between forest agencies and forest user groups. These learning are mainly drawn from 
the paper by Kanel (2008) and Acharya (2002). They are: (i) social or even forestry reform is not a 
linear but an iterative and ‘muddling through’ process; (ii) starting negotiations and building 
consensus among forest stakeholders is the key to changing the role of forestry organisations; (iii) 
transferring property rights is the key to empowering forest users; (iv) community forestry is more of 
an institutional building process; (v)communities have the legal rights of forest management and 
utilisation; (vi) disaggregation of forestry functions is necessary to reform forestry governance ; (vii) 
reorientation and role change are painful, as the maintenance of the status quo is relatively 
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comfortable; (viii) forest based enterprise development can provide employment and value addition; 
(ix) reform is a continuous process, so keeping the tempo intact is the key.  

Conclusion 

Nepal has been successful in formulating and implementing forestry legislation to resolve the de 
facto open-access problem through gradual devolution of forest governance rights to locally 
organised groups of forest users. Community forestry has been successful in expanding and 
increasing forest cover and stock; generating income to invest in community development; and 
improving partnership in the governance of forest resources. However, the challenges lie in: ( i) 
expediting forest handing in the future; (ii) inclusion of indigenous group members, other socially 
marginalised groups, and distance users in the representation and decision making structures of 
community forestry governance; (iii) increased equity in benefit sharing from the forest; (iv) linking 
community forest with state restructuring; and (v) taping financial resources through REDD as 
community forestry helps reduce global warming.  

John Rawls (1971) suggests that the formulation of institutional arrangements based on two 
principles1 will lead to equity and justice. However, Amartya Sen (2009) argues that institutional 
arrangements are a necessary but insufficient condition for the promotion of justice in a society. Sen 
distinguishes between the Niti (Policy or Institution), and Nyaya (Justice as fairness). For justice to 
prevail in the real world, Sen asks us to see whether the consequences due to the functioning of 
these institutions are fair or not. He is of the view that if the consequences from just institutional 
arrangements are not fair then we have to redesign the institutional arrangements. Thus institutional 
arrangements need to be the subject of experimentation and their relevance and functional utility 
need to be tested and compared with the consequences. The views propounded by Sen appear to be 
relevant in the context of state restructuring, and strengthening of community forestry in Nepal. 

As we move forward, the way forestry is practiced is expected to shift due to the changes caused by 
the wider political and economic shifts in Nepal. This will lead to (i) strengthening of local level and 
other pluralistic institutional arrangements through inclusion of marginalised communities; (ii) 
meeting the increasing demands of environmental services from forestry sector; and (iii) changing 
the mindset of all stakeholders based on partnership, collective learning, and communication. The 
forestry profession and forest agencies will have to be reinvented to meet these challenges. 

IV. Dr Andy White (RRI) ς Ψ¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴ CƻǊŜǎǘ !ǊŜŀǎΥ wƻƭŜǎΣ wƛǎƪǎ ŀƴŘ 
Urgency of TransfoǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ !ŎǘƛƻƴΩ 

Introduction 

The word ‘partnership’ is used very often so it will be useful to examine more deeply the two 
components of the proposed partnership i.e. the state and the community – and reflect on their 
different roles and their responsibilities. We will then consider how they might be positioned to 
entertain ‘partnership’ in forest areas.  I will first review the roles and responsibilities of the state and 
communities in forest areas, and then the current status, globally, of the performance  of these roles.  
This treatment will be very generic and I will speak of the global situation and not specifically about 
Nepal, where I am certainly not an expert.  I will then provide an overall assessment of the status of 
these two, and the potential for ‘partnerships’, between the two.  I conclude that overall, the 
potential for true ‘partnership’ – which from my perspective would be based on mutual respect of 
rights, responsibilities, interests, and sufficient access to justice and recourse to fairly mediate those 
rights and interests – is not very positive from the global perspective, and indeed that the risk of 
deterioration is high, even where there has been progress.  One of the places in the world where 
there has been progress, and exceptions to this overall relatively negative scene, is Nepal, where 

                                                                 

1
 (a) Each person has equal basic liberty, (b) Fair equality of opportunity, and greatest benefit of the least 

advantaged members of society.  



 

41 

 

there has been dramatic progress in recognising rights of communities and transforming the role of 
the state, and improving the relationship between the two, over the last three decades.  I then 
review the risks and opportunities we in RRI forecast for people in forest areas of the world and 
provide some general recommendations with what needs to be done to manage the risks and take 
advantage of the opportunities – which at the same time provide the basis for real and positive 
‘partnership’ between the state and communities in forest areas of the world.  I conclude with a 
short set of questions for the audience to ponder. 

Conceptual approach: Roles/responsibilities of the state and communities in relation to forests and 
forest areas 

Roles and responsibilities of the state 

The generally accepted political philosophy is that there are essentially three roles of the state.  The 
first is to establish and maintain a legal and regulatory framework that: (i) recognises rights (human, 
civil, property, political); (ii) clarifies responsibilities (of state, of citizens/communities); (iii) ensures 
justice and fair mediation of interests and action; and (iv) empowers and enables individual and 
community action in pursuit of opportunities and interests, be they civil, entrepreneurial or political.  
The second role of the state is to provide (or ensure the provision of) priority public goods.  And in 
addition to the standard public goods of infrastructure, education, health, security, etc, in forest 
areas those public often include technical services, fire fighting, pest control, inventory – all of which 
require some investment. And the third role is to ensure adequate rules for international trade and 
investment, adequate in the sense that they protect the interests of citizens and communities and 
work towards a level international playing field for domestic producers. 

In many countries a fourth role is often assumed by the state: to own and manage lands (e.g. 
national parks). This is not a requirement or responsibility – rather a relic of feudal or colonial 
history.  There is a longstanding myth that land must be public to generate public goods, despite the 
fact that there is no inherent political, economic, or cultural logic to state ownership of land.  There 
are many developed and developing countries where a majori ty, or indeed all, of their forests or 
parks are owned by individual citizens or communities.   

Roles and responsibilities of communities 

Here I’ll take the approach that communities are groups of citizens that happen to live in a particular 
jurisdiction. That said, they might have other additional roles, rights and responsibilities as a group of 
citizens, for example if they are indigenous peoples or another legally recognised groups.  Here too, 
communities have three basic roles. First they need to actively pursue and secure their rights and 
interests.  Second, respect their responsibilities, as deemed by the community and the state; and 
third, actively participate in governance of community and state, that is, engaging the state to ensure 
that it carries out its responsibilities. These latter two roles are the basis of ‘partnership’ of 
communities with the state.   

In most developing countries a fourth role is assumed and regularly performed by communities: that 
communities supply public goods (e.g. schools, infrastructure, and in forest areas communities are 
often expected to freely supply national public goods of forest protection, conservation, their 
indigenous knowledge and research, etc.)  

Implications of this conceptual approach  

This approach suggests three major sets of implications. First, that the relationship between the state 
and the community is dynamic, and since the state is more powerful than the community, what 
states get (in terms of the level of provision of public good) is a reflection of  what rights they 
recognise or provide. Community forestry in Nepal is a great example of this dynamic in practice.  
Thus, the more respect for rights/communities, the more they contribute, the more possibilities for 
‘partnership’ are created - and again community forestry in Nepal is a good example.  Second, that a 
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sound and just legal and regulatory framework is the most important of all roles of the state - by far.  
If a state gets this right then development, justice, etc can ensue.  Get this wrong and a state spends 
and wastes lots of money trying to provide public goods – as well as abuses her citizens. A third 
general implication of this conceptual framework is that public land ownership is often a major 
distraction as well as often a violation of priority number one – a just legal framework, especially if 
you take the widely accepted position that ancestral property rights are a part of the broader set of 
‘human rights’, especially of indigenous peoples and other long-standing forest communities. 

It is worth noting here that much, if not most, of what I’ve laid out above is often seen as ‘radical’ 
across the world.  There is a long history of the state assuming and keeping power and there are 
dominant notions of communities as naïve, incompetent, and dangerous; and that power is a zero 
sum game; not to be yielded or shared – even if it might yield more public goods.  Nepal has proven 
that this approach is not ‘radical’ – but real and feasible. 

Current status of performance ς The state in action 

Legal and regulatory framework 

It is well known that forest areas remain characterised by a pervasive lack of human, civil, and 
political rights. There are at least 15 million people who lack citizenship recognition – including hill 
tribes of South East Asia, most Pygmies of the Congo Basin, and a lack of respect for these rights by 
development agents – illegal conservation, dispossession and millions of refugees – and 
compensation of these environmental refugees is still not on the agenda of conservation 
organisations.  Women are disproportionately disadvantaged - politically, legally, economically and 
culturally. And there is well-recognised and widespread corruption, limited rule of law, widespread 
lack of justice, accountability, transparency, and judicial redress. 

The legal, statutory ownership of forestland also remains heavily tilted toward the state, though that 
is beginning to change (Figure 4) and there is a long-term trend of shifting land from the state to 
communities and households underway.  In 2008 the state claimed ownership of approximately 74% 
of the world’s forests – down from about 80% in 2002. In this same period the amount of public 
forestland designated for use by indigenous peoples and forest communities went from 1.5 to 2.3% 
and the amount of forestland legally owned by these communities increased from 7.7 to 9.1%.  The 
amount of forestland owned by individuals, households and corporations increased from 10 to 14% 
of the world’s forestlands over this same period.   

While this rate of change might seem impressive, it is important to note that all of this change in the 
area of forest in different tenure categories took place in nine of the top 30 forested countries of the 
world, and almost all of it in Latin America, and even there the majority took place in Brazil.  On the 
other hand, there are many countries where land and forest policies are changing to increase the 
rights of forest communities, including for example India’s Forest Rights Act (2006), Bolivian law in 
2007 and new land and forest land laws in Brazil, Liberia, and the recent collective forest tenure 
reforms in China.  But – even where legal reforms are underway: implementation is usually very slow, 
and the increase of rights of communities is sometimes violently resisted or contested by other 
stakeholders (e.g. Peru, India); and the rights conferred are often limited: subsoil rights are not 
transferred (oil and minerals in Peru and Brazil, etc); carbon rights not legislated; and 
commercialisation rights not recognised (e.g. Brazil and Colombia). 
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Figure 4 Forest tenure distributions by tenure category in 25 of the 30 most-forested countries, 2002-
2008 

Today, governments claim to own more than 2.5 billion ha, or about 65%, of the world’s forests, and 
just a little more than 380 million ha, or about 9%, are legally owned by or designated for use by 
communities and indigenous peoples. This unbalanced pattern of statutory ownership has begun to 
change over recent decades, but state ownership claims remain particularly dominant in Africa. 
Figure 5 shows the extent to which the states have recognised the tenure rights of indigenous 
peoples and communities in Africa, Asia and Latin America. Latin America has done the most to 
legally recognise the tenure rights of indigenous peoples and forest communities; Africa and Asia 
have not yet made similar progress. In fact, at the present rate of change it would take 270 years for 
the tenure distribution in the Congo Basin to match that of the Amazon Basin. 

 

Figure 5 Forest tenure by region, 2008 
{ƻǳǊŎŜǎΥ {ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллуΤ L¢¢hκwwL нллфΦ  5ŀǘŀ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ос ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ 
representing 85% of the world forests.  

Forest regulations 

Governments also have a long history of heavily regulating forest use and management, whether the 
land is public or privately owned. Private landowners are routinely required to obtain official 
authorisation to use their forests following government instructions: standards of forest 
management, species of trees that can be harvested, when they can be harvested. The harvest of 
timber is regulated to avoid threatening the production of environmental services such as recreation 
or watershed protection. The movement and trade of forest products are also largely controlled. And 



 

44 

 

as a rule, landowners face strict restrictions on their ability to use their lands for non-forest purposes, 
such as agricultural crops.  The rationale for this heavy level of intervention is that governments must 
intervene to modify what otherwise would be spontaneous private actions, which in many cases are 
not compatible with the social good. 

This approach to forest governance would be unchallenged if it could show satisfactory results. But 
unfortunately, evidence points to the contrary. And indeed, widespread evidence suggests that 
governments, rather than private actors, are often the leading causes of deforestation and 
degradation, on both public and private lands.  After decades of arguably being one of the most 
regulated sectors, proof of generalised poor administration of forest resources is not hard to find in 
most forest-rich, developing countries. Accomplishment has been in general, scant. For instance, in 
the face of numerous attempts by government agencies, illegal timber harvest and associated 
deforestation continue unabated.  Perhaps the most dramatic evidence of flawed government 
regulation is the prevalence of illegal logging in the sector. In many countries as much as 80% of 
timber harvest has not been authorised by government.  All of this is the multifaceted manifestation 
of generalised regulatory failure.   

Provision of public goods: the changing role of forest agencies 

Forest agencies were largely designed in the 1900s to manage land, control people and produce 
timber - but the world has changed.  There is increasing local ownership, production, recognition of 
local political and property rights, expectation of transparency, participation, responsiveness etc.  
Forest agencies have tried to do it all i.e. ‘development’ on ‘their’ land. There is growing demand for 
forest agencies to deal with new, unfamiliar issues such as forest tenure, climate change, tourism, 
markets for ecosystem services, and international trade. 

Some forest agencies are rethinking their roles and transforming their agencies.  Some agencies are 
beginning to act more as ‘facilitators’, shifting from ‘doing it’ to ‘getting it done’ and are increasingly 
focused on ‘outcomes’. Examples can be found in Nepal (internal agency transformation), Mexico 
and Australia (payment for environmental services). Some agencies are also becoming ‘service 
providers’ to the growing number of community and private producers as recognition of tenure 
rights continues to spread across the world.  And there has been an increasing focus on enabling 
local communities to ‘restore’ forests as seen in Nepal, United States, United Kingdom, and Canada. 

Looking ahead: high risk of much greater pressure on forest areas 

The dominance of public protected areas, industrial concessions, and historically weak governance in 
forest areas suggests that land grabbing in forest areas is not new (Figure 5). Indeed forest areas held 
in parks and industrial concessions represent more than four times the area owned or administered 
by communities. In spite of the world financial crisis, 2009 was a year of unprecedented land 
grabbing. There is increased competition for the world’s productive land—including that under 
forests, all over the world and the financial value of forest land is rising.  Total corporate investment 
in land acquisitions over the past 5 years has been estimated at US$ 100 billion worldwide, with at 
least 24.8 million ha acquired since 2005 (Figure 6). What is most shocking, perhaps, is that the 
amount of forest land acquisitions since 2005 is now almost 20% of the total amount of forest land 
officially owned by or reserved for indigenous and other forest communities – which is the result of 
decades, if not centuries of resistance and political evolution.  ‘Land grabbing’ is taking place at a 
much faster rate than the recognition of community rights. This is taking place in parallel to a 
dramatic increase in world hunger—FAO estimates there are 100 million more hungry people since 
2008, and more than half of Africa’s population is malnourished. Since June 2008, over 180 
agricultural land purchase or lease deals involving 37 million ha have been reported for Africa, 40% of  
them South-South. 
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Figure 6 Key challenge # 2 ς land/resource grab between conservation, industry and forest 
communities 

Note: ‘Protected areas in forests’ refer to the total protected areas in forests worldwide in 2009.  
Data for ‘Industrial forest concessions’ and ‘Forest reserved and owned by communities and 
indigenous groups’ is from 2008 and covers 14 tropical countries.  ‘Foreign land acquisitions’ 
represents documented foreign land acquisitions in tropical countries since 2005, compiled and 
cross-referenced from several sources by RRI.  

General (global) assessment, recommendations and questions 

In most of the world, there is not much promise for real ‘partnership’ now.  There is much more 
fundamental work to be done in order to establish the essential conditions for partnership.  From 
this analysis, it is clear that:  

1. Land ‘ownership’ is essential in establishing partnership between states and communities.  Legal 
‘ownership’ of land is far stronger than state sanctioned ‘access’ to public lands.  State 
recognised ‘ownership’ enables community resiliency in capital markets, climate change 
mitigation and adaptation, and political initiatives. In anticipation of REDD, clear government 
recognition of land ‘ownership’ will be crucial for communities to benefit from REDD and to 
negotiate resolution to problems resulting from short-sighted project implementation (i.e. illegal 
encroachment).  It is time to transition from feudalistic land policy to land reform based on 
equitable partnership. 

2. The involvement and agency of women in all political, social, and economic spheres is of critical 
importance to both the short and long term success of these partnerships. The liberation of 
women could prove to be the crux to realising lasting positive change.  

3. Many (if not most) of us do not have a full understanding of the political fragility and potential 
for conflict in forest areas –  in this regard, the global forest development community is flying 
blind.  Initiating land reform and supporting gender equality are urgent.  Although there is value 
to paced learning, but incrementalism risks being overcome by other external events means the 
future is quickly approaching.  

Urgent need for transformative actions 

Securing human, civil and property rights for communities must be amongst the highest priorities of 
states. This includes ramping up efforts of land mapping and delimitation and providing resources for 
dispute mediation between competing land claims.  Prioritising protection and proactive support of 
women’s rights is a necessary component of any national land reform strategy.  The organisation of 
national dialogues to reassess what lands should remain within state/public control should be an 
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early step in reform processes.  And in order to fully ensure just and equitable land and resource 
allocation, there must be a broad commitment of conservation programmes and REDD mechanisms 
to respect the full spectrum of rights held by community members. 

The state should commit to reforming regulations and building programmes to encourage 
community forest enterprise, and rethink and reorganise forest agencies and development 
organisations.  As the full spectrum of communal and individual rights become operational, agencies 
should shift from ‘controlling’ to ‘supporting’ roles.  In step, states will flip to responding to and 
supporting their constituents’ organisations, their voices, and their enterprises. By embracing local 
governance and enterprises as the cornerstones for social and economic development and 
conservation in forest areas, these big actors (including the state) will become agents of change 
responsible for renewed resiliency in communal livelihoods. 

Some questions for the conference 

Finally, I would like to suggest some questions for upcoming discussion: (i) What can be done to 
encourage government agencies and other actors to promote real tenure reform – recognising 
community ownership?; (ii) How to resolve or address conflicts between ministries that have purview 
of forest and land?; (iii) How to overcome resistance to implementing reforms and dedicating funds 
to financing the real investment costs of reform (e.g. mapping, delimitation, and cadastre registry).  
(iv) In addition, what steps can be taken to get widespread promotion of community enterprises as a 
development model?; (v) How to facilitate transformation of organisations and agencies (national 
and international) toward pro-poor forest development? (vi) I think it is very clear to all that there 
has been great progress so far in Nepal – but what is the next, big, transformative step here? 

V. Dr Freerk Wiersum (Wageningen University) ς Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ [ƻŎŀƭ 
Autonomy and Global Partnership: Quo Vadis with Environment and Climate Change 

tŀȅƳŜƴǘǎΚΩ 

Introduction 

Since the inception of community forestry in the 1970s, the field has been ever expanding with 
shifting management objectives, scales of operation, interface with global market and environmental 
forums and processes. Initially, the focus was mostly on small -scale forest management systems by 
rural communities aimed at supplying basic forest product needs. Therefore, the major policy agenda 
was devolution of decision-making to local groups regarding forest use and management. Gradually, 
community forestry also included large-scale forest management on forest lands of indigenous 
people claiming ancestral land rights, commercial production and small scale forest enterprise. 
Consequently, community forestry moved from a relatively small scale, autonomous activity  to 
essentially being embedded in larger social and economic networks. The emergence of payment for 
environmental services (PES) further strengthened this move. The early PES schemes were based on 
voluntary arrangements involving partnerships between local communities, socially-responsible 
trading and manufacturing companies acting as trading partners, NGOs and development 
organisations acting as facilitators, and certification bodies acting as controllers. The experiences in 
developing community forestry certification provide important lessons about the possibilities and 
limitations of such voluntary schemes. Two contrasting developments in respect to the standards for 
payments took place, i.e. a demand for adding social objectives to the environmental standards, and 
a demand for simplification of procedures and minimisation of transaction costs. In order to balance 
these contrasting demands the certification schemes evolved from a forest certification system to a 
forest governance system. In the newly proposed climate change payments national governments 
are proposed to play a major role as mediator of international payments. Contrary to the core 
principles of community forestry, these processes appear to be favouring recentralisation. Therefore, 
proper political representation of community forestry institutions and meaningful collaboration 
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among them with inclusion of all possible community forestry types rather than few selected types 
are important emerging issues.  

Evolution in community forestry 

Two major development trends are observed 
in the field of community forestry: (i) change in 
thinking regarding the basic commitments for 
stimulating community forestry development; 
and (ii) diversification in community forestry 
regimes.  

There have been huge changes in the 
discourse and policy priority on the role of 
forests in environment and development 
(Arnold, 2001; Wiersum, 1999; Scherr et al., 
2003; Wiersum et al., 2004). Initially 
community forestry co-existed with modern, 
commercial sector. Community forestry was 
conceptualised as a supplementary to the 
prevailing forest management regimes 
focusing on national interests and economic growth. However, there has been gradual incorporation 
of traditional local systems by the dominant modern sector. Similarly, while traditionally community 
forestry used to be understood as a locally operating autonomous institution, it has now gradually 
been embedded in the national and global social and market institutions under the global 
environmental governance frameworks. Consequently, community forestry institutions have to 
operate under (inter)national standards. 

Evolution of community forestry composed of four broad phases. During the 1970s, conservation and 
meeting local needs was the major objective of community forestry. In fact, it was meant ‘to meet 
the needs for forest products for rural people in full from readily accessible community lands, and 
thereby lighten the burden on industrial production forestry' (in Chambers et al., 1989). This was 
followed by democratisation and empowerment phase focusing on effective involvement and 
meaningful participation of local communities in decision-making, notably in the form of common-
property resource management. Diverse forms of partnership or collaboration between state and 
local communities emerged as the third phase of community forestry. India’s joint forest 
management is a case in point. During this phase large tracts of forest were managed under state-
community collaboration. Incorporation of community forestry in national and global economy can 
be regarded as the fourth phase in community forestry development with a focus on poverty 
alleviation, income generation while addressing global environmental concerns. As a result, forest 
management systems need adhere to (inter)national standards on management and product quality. 

Along with the change in management agenda, the types of forests under community forestry also 
expanded. Initially, the focus was on forest fringe communities and village forests. Gradually 
community forestry included communities functioning as a social fence around forest reserves and 
contributing to rehabilitation of degraded lands. The focus then shifted to forest dwelling indigenous 
communities recognising the ancestral rights of indigenous peoples. In many countries new 
legislation was enacted for returning ownership and management rights. These new schemes 
involved extensive forest areas and often the old-growth forests beyond the previous focus on 
degraded forests, plantations or agroforestry systems. Four key types of community forestry can be 
identified: (i) working landscape mosaics managed by communities; (ii) forests on the agricultural 
frontier; (iii) large areas of natural habitat with indigenous and traditional stewards; and (iv) 
intensively managed farm and agroforests. 
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Payment for environmental services: a new phase in community forestry 

With the emergence of idea of payment for environmental services (Landell-Mills and Porras, 2002; 
Wunder, 2005), community forestry management objectives gradually got diversified to enhance 
forests products and other environmental services. Community forestry is now offered with payment 
for diverse types of forest products, biodiversity (e.g. Wiersum et al., 2008), watershed conservation 
(e.g. Porras et al., 2008), ecotourism and now even for carbon that forests sequester. Gradually, 
forest management institutions have to meet the expectations and demands of actors beyond the 
local domain. Community forestry institutions have to meet the national and global criteria and 
standards. Development agencies, the market and other regulating and facilitating agencies also 
emerged along with this process (Scherr et al., 2003). The theory and practice of PES have brought a 
major change in the fundamental characteristics of community forestry which are shown in table 4.  

Traditional views Evolving conditions 

Devolution of management rights to local 

communities 

Incorporation of local communities in international 

networks  

Management diversification based on local 
traditional knowledge and practices 

Modernisation of management by fulfi lling 
international standards 

Emphasis on recognising  subsistence needs and 

local norms for management  

Emphasis on international norms for forest 

management and commercial relations 

Focus on equitable sharing of forest benefits at 
local level 

Focus on equitable distribution of international  
payments  

NGOs as temporary facil itators  CSOs as long-term partners  

Table 4 Characteristics of traditional community forestry and evolving conditions 

Despite this transition from traditional to PES agenda in community forestry, several challenges 
appear in realising the benefits. First, non-realistic expectations on one hand and high transaction 
costs on the other have undermined the potential benefits through PES (Skutsch, 2005; De Pourq et 
al, 2009). Second, there are gaps in understanding how community focused PES schemes can be 
incorporated in global governance and marketing networks (Corbera et al, 2009). Orienting and 
supporting community forestry management from a local, autonomous and self-reliant institution to 
an active collaborative partner in global markets and environmental governance process. Third, there 
are high risks of elite capture at various levels from local community to international carbon 
financing mechanism.  

Experiences with developing community forestry certification 

Forest certification often seen as a form of standardising the supply of environmental service has 
largely influenced the management and governance of forests. Certification process is primarily 
concerned with the sustained supply of forest products and not merely on the quality of the 
products. By adapting global standards to community forestry conditions, the Forest Stewardship 
Council experiences with community-focused certification offer an excellent opportunity for 
assessing the challenges involved in developing schemes for community focused PES schemes. 

The slow pace of forest certification has lead to reconsideration of the international standards to 
better suit to the conditions of community forestry, making them more diversified and adaptable to 
specific management conditions. Contrary to initial concept of certification as a standard setting, it is 
recognised as a forest governance system with continuing process of negotiation between 
stakeholders.  

Conclusion 

The paper demonstrates four main issues that need careful consideration in order to achieve 
benefits from the expanding interface of community forestry. First, there has been a major shift in 
the community forestry agenda from: (i) co-existence of localised forest economy and dominant 
timber economy; (ii) subsistence use to income generation; (iii) local autonomy to engagement in 
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wider networks. Induced primarily by the PES system, these three changes describe newly emerging 
characteristics of community forestry. Second, during the evolution of community forestry attention 
moved from small scale village forests to large forest lands owned and managed by the indigenous 
people. It empowered indigenous people to participate in national and international policy and 
political forums on forest and environmental governance. Third, the early agenda of devolution is 
now complemented by involvement of multiple actors at different level. Similarly, entering into more 
formal system (such as inventory and carbon financing) has brought the risk of recentralisation. 
Fourth, development of secondary organisations such as federations and cooperatives may help 
forest communities protect their interests in the ever expanding and globalising interface.  

VI. Dr Mary Hobley ς ΨLƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Democratic Governance: What Can We Learn from 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅΚΩ 

There are mainly four reasons as to why we are interested in the forestry sector: (i) natural capital is 
a critical element to support life on planet; (ii) livelihoods for poor people; (iii) access to and control 
of forests underpins the wider political economy; and (iv) contribution to growth with potential use 
of rents for redistribution, galvanising local economies and poverty reduction. However, there is a 
weak understanding of the links between forests and the nature of the state, there are challenges in 
finding structures that maintain forests and livelihoods and it is difficult to generate and enforce 
policy amongst multiple stakeholders. 

Governance choices for forests 

The main institutional arenas in forest management are the state, civil society and markets.  These 
can be modelled as administrative rationalisation (state as main authority), democratic pragmatism 
(multi-interest frameworks such as community forestry) and economic rationalisation (market 
dominance). The variance of power and effectiveness of each institutional arena has changed 
overtime.   

However, each arena is subject to inherent failures of effectiveness and efficiency of policy and 
delivery and in the opportunities that emerge for certain groups to capture benefits.  To operate 
effectively there must be action in all three arenas, such as a political settlement which defines who 
is responsible for collective choices, property rights; and political mechanisms to formulate and 
enforce rules and policies. 

Key issues in managing forests 

In addition to governance issues, there are other pressures on forestry which includes issues both in 
the national and international arena. There are also problems regarding distribution of resource 
rents, rights and pro-poor growth. In international terms, we need to recognise that wildlife, 
biodiversity and natural forests are international public goods.  A range of international policy, 
institutional and monitoring frameworks exist to attempt to regulate, manage and control off-takes 
and trade in commercial resources.  The current focus on climate change is also driving new 
decisions, instruments and targets. Similarly, national change and enforcement of forest laws 
remains a challenge, particularly managing relationships between the state, civil society and the 
market.   

Some of the most important institutional issues concern the arrangements for access to forests and 
rents from them: (i) developing instruments that enable rents to be generated on a sustainable basis; 
(ii) determining how to manage them; and (iii) establishing fiscal arrangements that allow them to be 
shared. Claims to the rent from forests are also often contested – some by threat or exercise of 
violence, some by legal rights, and others through previously acquired, but contested, rights.  Finally, 
access to the commodity value chain is often linked to social identities and mirrors existing class and 
ethnicity inequalities.  Forests have the potential to drive or suppress growth and do not necessarily 
provide a path out of poverty (Hobley, 2007) - for example they are exposed to price fluctuation, 
corruption and illegality.   
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Does community forestry deliver a better form of democratic governance2 and inclusion? - The 
experience from Nepal 

Over the last few decades there have been changes in how people use and manage forests. In Nepal 
over the last twenty years, there has been a heavy emphasis on social mobilisation for group 
formation to support community-led development. Despite the success of group-based development 
and in particular forest user groups, the approach has remained relatively unchallenged despite 
evidence that unless explicit governance rules and norms are developed, these groups may be 
exclusionary (Guijt and Shah, 1998; Biggs et al, 2004; Manor, 2004; Hobley and Paudyal, 2008) and 
reinforce existing power structures. 

What has been learned from community forestry? 

Assets should be managed at a level as close as possible to the resource – this builds greater 
accountability for the resource and for its management. Authority and rights for management should 
be linked with responsibility for outcomes. An understanding of power and poverty within groups 
should be built, with mutual responsibility to support each other. Representative structures should 
be built that ensure empowered engagement. Dealing with social exclusion and poverty requires 
ensuring there is redistribution of benefits from forests to individual – group benefits do not usually 
filter down to the most poor and excluded. Group-based processes work if there is support to 
internal transformative approaches that ensure the powerful cannot capture resources and decision-
making. The opportunity to add value locally and link into low risk, low capital and skill requirement 
markets should be built. Forest resources linked into local government structures enable the use of 
forests as a resource for local development, redistribution of rents etc. Community forestry provides 
a framework for managing multiple objectives e.g. conservation as well as economic.  

What challenges remain for community forestry and what lessons can we learn?  

The challenges and lessons from community forestry are presented in table 5 below.  

Challenges Lessons 

Continued exclusion  
The extreme poor continue to be left out or self 

excluded from almost all  community forestry 
mobilisation processes.   
 

 

1. Build an understanding internally of the extreme 
poverty of some users and particularly the 

support required in challenging i nternal power 
relations 

2. Forests are not always the answer – consider 

supporting the movement of the extremely poor 
and excluded into mainstream development 
opportunities 

3. Understand how power relations  effects people’s 

capacity to obtain access to resources  – including 
de jure and de facto access 

4. Recognise the high risks attached to the poor in 
challenging these political spaces 

 
 

Poverty and power  

Process of decentralisation has been taking place 
around the world, driven by the idea that stronger 

1. Poverty is to be understood in a dynamic and 

differentiated way - different support is needed 
for those moving out of poverty and those stuck 

                                                                 

2
 The management of societal affairs in accordance with the universal principles of democracy as a system of 

rule that maximises popular consent and participation, the legitimacy and accountability of rulers, and the 
responsiveness of the latter to the expressed interests and needs of the public. E.g. expanding political space 

for each individual to express and claim their rights and allowing individuals to act as citizens and take part in 
the political process.  
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local governance will  ensure that decision-making 
is locally appropriate and decision-makers more 
accountable.  However, it does not nec essarily 
follow that increased power equates to improved 

equity or addresses exclusionary practices.  Indeed, 
experience to date suggests the effects of 
devolution in forest resource management are 
mixed. 

 

or declining 
2. Poor people and their vulnerabilities need to be 

centre-stage and not the forests  
3. Understand the different interests and livelihoods 

of the poor and do not impose our understanding 

4. Accept and implement wider l ivelihood-based 
approaches linked to governance arrangements 
that promote structural transformation  

5. Move from managing forests, groups and finances 
to a more nuanced approach that focuses on 
building the individual competence of user group 

members 

 

Inclusion & democratic governance 
Many people remain stuck as users not citizens as 

few programmes link forest user groups with local 
government processes and multiple group 
membership is required to access services . 

 
There is an increasing politicisation of groups and 
the elites are increasingly controlling resources and 
pushing the further exclusion of the less powerful. 

 

1. Need to accept l imitations of forest based assets 
for extreme poor and build links to social 

protection systems beyond forests  
2. Inclusion is an active process where people have 

the capability to choose to participate and to 

claim their entitlements 
3. Need to build structural relations between 

community forestry groups and local government  
4. Need to accept that participation without an 

accompanying structural change in relationships 
rarely benefits the poor and that attention to the 
poor, without understanding their relationships 
with the elites, will  not lead to sustained change  

 

Community forestry  
High value forests and their rents are generally 

retained by the state and not released for 
community management. 
 
There are weak market l inkages and enterprise 

development despite high potential.  
 

1. Use ‘the green bank’ to support the use of forests 
for local income and local development – e.g. 

establishing links to markets, enabling legislation 
etc  

2. Invest in gaining a silvicultural  understanding of 
forests to better understand the product potential 

3. Understand the evidence pointing to the 
importance of establishing pro-poor enterprises, 
but do not consider there to be the panacea for 
poverty reduction 

4. Invest in diffuse production systems that allow 
easy entry for low skills and low financing 

 

Institutional arrangements  
Many forest user groups remain weak and the links 
to other arenas could be improved.  
 

1. There is no ‘one-size fits all’ package – approaches 
need to be politically, socially spatially and 
resource-base differentiated 

2. The challenge is not amenable to single agency 

solutions but requires mix of community, private 
and public sectors 

3. Time and long term sustained support is needed 

to effect serious change 
4. Engagement is needed with policy, regulatory and 

service delivery function and with civil  and 
political society to understand how decisions are 

made and ensure local people are not at risk from 
international, national or local decisions  
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5. Ensure wider changes that might impact forestry 
practice are tracked and planned for e.g. possible 
impacts of REDD financing. 

 

Conceptual basis  
There are two main forms of mobilisation which 
lead to different inclusion and democratic 
governance outcomes.  These are not a stark 

choice, but on a continuum:   
1. Transactional approaches - where the focus is 

primarily on the economic dimensions of 

empowerment and service delivery rather 
than voice, agency or changing the rules of the 
game); and, 

2. Transformational processes - focused on 

empowering citizens to build their voice, claim 
assets and services, influence decisions and 
the rules of the game. 

For sustained change, the transactional inputs 
need to be framed in an overall  strategy to move 
towards transformational approaches.  
 

1. Support is needed to all  three domains of change - 
voice, response and livelihood security 

2. Long-term and sustained structural 
transformation requires group-based support that 

builds individual capability 
 

Table 5 Community forestry: Challenges and lessons 

Having followed these lessons, how will we know when we progress has been made? 

1. The transformation approaches will result in greater inclusion of socially marginalised groups 
with elites engaging as ‘champions of the poor’. 

2. Careful community based processes of disadvantaged household identification will lead to an 
acceptance by non-poor of the entitlements of the poor and increase the capability of the poor 
to access entitlements. 

3. A range of mechanisms for livelihood support will be generated and taken up e.g. lease land, 
access to credit, small grants, access to market information, forest based enterprises. 

4. The user groups will be institutionally mature e.g. with high levels of representation, 
transparency, responsiveness and accountability. 

5. Forests will be managed for a range of products – timber, non-timber forest products and 
agricultural crops.  There will be increased retention and improvement in large areas of forest. 

6. There will be some linking of community forest user groups to broader local government 
processes. 

7. Users will become citizens with a movement from interest groups to include them in local 
government. 

VII. Ghan Shyam Pandey (FECOFUN) ς Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ wƛƎƘǘǎΣ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ LƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ CƻǊŜǎǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭΥ ! /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ 

Community as the vital force for forest management  

In Nepal, local communities have come a long way in conserving forest ecosystems and nurturing 
local institutions for democracy and social justice. The historical context for the emergence of 
community forestry in Nepal dates back to the 1950s, when the Government of Nepal nationalised all 
forests hoping to optimise the use of natural resources and conserve them sustainably. This was 
construed as a process of building a modern state which however led to the promotion of feudalism 
in natural resource management.  
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Communities which had been using forests for generations were suddenly barred from entering the 
forest. They were totally excluded from the forest management process and this threatened the 
livelihoods of rural people. This exclusion led to massive deforestation and degradation of natural 
resources causing destruction of forest like never seen in the history of Nepal solely because the 
community viewed the state as an enemy.  

By the late 1970s, Nepal had lost almost 2.2 million ha of forest resulting in serious downstream 
flooding. This devastation focused the world’s attention on the rapidly deteriorating environment of 
Nepal and demanded immediate action. Understanding the dynamics of community in the 
preservation and conservation of forests, in 1978 the Government of Nepal introduced a new forest 
policy accommodating community participation in forest management. This continued until the 
1980s when in 1987, the Master Plan for the Forestry Sector was introduced strengthening 
participatory forest management systems by giving priority to community based forest management. 
Following the establishment of democracy in 1990, the government introduced the Forest Act (1993) 
and Forest Regulations (1995) with clear provisions for community forestry including the handover 
process to local communities. 

Community forestry for overall local development and environmental sustainability  

The community has been acting like a local development agency for the country when all other 
government systems have failed at the local level. The community is also a critical voice that watches 
over the actions of the state. It not only plays the role of civil society organisation but is also a 
development actor.  

With 16,000 forest user groups (covering one third of the total population) the Federation of 
Community Forestry Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) is largest civil society institution in Nepal surpassing 
even the largest political parties. Beyond civic engagement, forest user groups have proved to be 
more efficient in the management of forests compared to government (Figure 7-10). 

The Past and the Present 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

An analysis in the Western Terai district of Rupandehi shows that forest user groups managed about 
8,000 hectares of forest and generated about NR 25 million in 2007, whereas in the same year 
government managed about 18,000 ha and generated only NR 3 million (DFO, 2007). Moreover this 
revenue outcome was generated through public investment of about NR 20 million (spent by local 
forest office), of which only 10% was invested in community forests. This clearly indicates that with 
little public investment, communities are several times more efficient in forest management. 
Another analysis (Kanel, 2008) corroborates this finding. It shows that the Department of Forests 
which controls around 66% of Nepal’s forest generated only NR 550 million, whereas forest user 
groups which controlled around 25% of the forest generated over NR 893 million, of which over 84% 

Figure 7 Dadapakha area along the Lamosangu-Jiri road 
in 1978. Source: NSCFP  

Figure 8 Dadapakha area along the Lamosangu-Jiri 
road after handing over as community forest.   
Source: NSCFP  
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came from sale of forest products, and rest from grants and other income. The income of forest user 
groups would amount to NR 1.8 billion if market prices are used to calculate revenues.  

Community network at different levels - FECOFUN 

FECOFUN has been using various methods for meaningful representation from all over Nepal. 
Accounting for the 16,000 forest user groups in Nepal, if we consider an average sized executive 
committee of 11 members, altogether community forest groups have 176,000 leaders. Combining 
this with representation in FECOFUN at central, district, range post and village levels, there would be 
approximately 186,000 leaders working in this sector. In terms of inclusion, FECOFUN has been 
promoting and practicing the inclusion of 50% women in leadership positions within user groups. As 
a result, community forestry and its federations have contributed a great deal to gender and social 
inclusion.  

As an active member and chairperson of FECOFUN, I have travelled to more than 60 districts in the 
past five years. During these visits, the following achievements made by community forestry were 
evident: 

1. Institutions: During the Panchayat period, there were no institutions at grassroots level but with 
community forestry this has been possible. 

2. Forest Conservation: In the past, forests were degraded and wildlife was endangered. Users 
believe that every form of life is valuable hence community forestry has not only helped 
regenerate forests but has also with conserved biodiversity. 

3. Poverty reduction: Poor communities have been benefiting in number of ways through 
community forestry. Members not only get timber free of cost and support for income generation 
but children of user groups also get scholarships to go to schools. 

4. Local government: The voice of the community members have been recognised through 
participation in general assembly of community forestry user groups and use of their rights as 
members. 

5. Enterprise: In the past, communities were dependent on traders but now members own forest 
based enterprises. 

6. Federation: Encroachers had settled inside community forest areas but with support from the 
federation, communities successfully evicted the encroachers in places like Dhading, Dang, 
Bardiya. 

7. State policy/right: Communities were engaged in the 1990 democracy movement which enabled 
them to get their rights over forests and its resources.  

8. Movement: Communities were again involved in the 2006 people’s movement and got people led 
democracy. 

9. Representation: User groups ensure representation from all caste, ethnicity, groups regardless of 
their background and status. 

10.  Community federalism:  The federation has 186,000 leaders altogether from all the user groups. 

11.  Inclusion: There is a provision in the constitution of FECOFUN for including 50% women in 
leadership positions within the user groups while the state has provisions to accommodate only 
33% women in the parliament. 

Voices of the people 

1. Income generation: Rugu Thami from a disadvantaged social group who is a member of Suspa 
community forest user group says, “People go abroad to earn money, but both wealth and jobs 
are here if we know how to utilise the forest. Parents can work in the forest to support their 
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families. The forest income has helped us to build a school and pay teachers’ salaries”. (Source: 
NSCFP) 

2. Transparency: Ram Lal Tharu, Chairperson, Sadashiva community forest user group, Bardiya says, 
“Kameswor Chaudhary was the President. A public hearing was organised on the occasion of the 
annual general meeting when Baddul Tharu was treasurer and Daura Tharu was secretary. The 
subject of the meeting was that there were no users’ group funds left. So we asked for more 
details. It turns out that the irregularities added up to Rs. 29,000. Soon all the people went to his 
house and confiscated his cart. But that did not reimburse the amount. Then they took control of 
other holdings. It still wasn’t enough. But we somehow managed it. We got our money back in 
the end. Now the transactions are fully transparent”. (Source: SAGUN programme) 

3. Participation: Sapana Bhandari, Chairperson of Women Advocacy Forum, Kailali says, “It is all 
about having access to local natural resources from community forests, and the point is, women 
must participate in decision-making processes. That is because if they do not participate the 
decisions will not be in their favour”. (Source: SAGUN programme) 

4. Women Empowerment: Shobi Biswokarma, Vice President of Janashakti community forest users 
group, Banke says, “I couldn’t understand anything at the beginning. The group would call a 
meeting and I would go, sit down and come back. I used to wonder why they invited me since I 
would be much happier collecting fodder for my cattle. I used to dread those meetings. Then I 
attended those classes. I felt encouraged. I started to look forward to the meetings. I started 
thinking about the issues and coming up with questions. I was emboldened after I had attended 
the good governance classes. My wish had come true. Where there is a will, we can achieve 
anything”. (Source: SAGUN programme) 

5. Rural Livelihood: Ratna Bahadur Chauhan, chairperson of Hastepokha community forest users 
group, Bhojpur, says, “Now, we enjoy in forest, play in forest. Things have changed since 
government handed over the forest to us. Women in the forest are happy because they can get 
fodder and fuel wood from community forest and finish their chores in time”. (Source: National 
News Agency) 

Over the past 30 years, community institutions have proliferated both horizontally and vertically. On 
one hand, forest user groups experience has led to other diverse forms of community institutions in 
forest and natural resource management – such as leasehold forestry for the poor, and collaborative 
forest management in the Terai (Ojha et al, 2008). On the other hand, there has been strong vertical 
networking of forest user groups to influence policy debates at higher spheres of governance. 
FECOFUN has been a key player in forest sector, bringing the voice of local communities in national 
policy debates (Ojha et al 2007). FECOFUN has further politicised the practice of forestry and in many 
respects provided a bridge between people and the state. Along with NGO alliances, it has brought 
civil perspectives into the policy-making process that used to be solely dominated by government 
bureaucracy 

Major challenges of community rights movement in forestry  

Despite such achievements, the potential of local communities is not fully achieved and recognised 
by state and development agencies. Local communities are still considered as passive recipients of 
the development industry, which has performed very poorly over the past 50 years in Nepal.  
Likewise, the wider policy environment is still not enabling for community action, and rather 
continues to create bureaucratic hurdles to communities as they manage and market forest products 
and services (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11 Major challenge for community forestry: Discretionary bureaucratic space   

Critiques of community forestry and our response 

Exclusion of poor, control by elites: Only elites who are change agents can change the elites. 

Representation needs investment in terms of money and time which only elites are willing to do 

voluntarily. Until marginalised people become capable, those change agents will continue to work in 

capacitating the poor and marginalised. Community forestry also has unique examples of collective 

power negotiation where poor/rich, men/women, dalits/non-dalits, indigenous/non-indigenous 
peoples are accommodated in small structure like that of the nation. Exclusion of poor and 

marginalised is still there but the movement for including them in development and benefit sharing 

has already begun in many forest user groups. Our society is highly heterogeneous and hierarchical. 

So this has its effects in community forestry. We are struggling hard to make our groups inclusive and 

equitable. 

Exclusion of non-members: Altogether 35% of the population are members of forest user groups, 

only 20% of the state forest has been handed over to community. Almost 50% of the total population 

lives in the Terai where coverage of community forest is very low. Annual population growth rate is 

2.5% but our membership has been expanding approximately 2% per year. Government has devised 

alternative institutions for community forestry without providing sufficient rights to local 
communities. We admit that we may need different types of institutional modalities to fit the Terai 

or the high mountains but we cannot compromise with the legitimate rights of communities over 

local natural resources and forests. 

Poverty: Poverty is a multidimensional concept. As an institution, we have been utilising our 

resources for infrastructure development, social capital formation, human resource development, 
financial capital formation and natural capital management. We are the local institution that is 

directly engaged at grassroots level. Millions of dollars have been spent on poverty reduction by both 

government and donors over the past 50 years. But the most notable success in poverty reduction 

and local development have been demonstrated by local communities when they are given their 

rights over local forest resources. So we urge all international organisations to support community 
led development, and not treat us as passive recipients of their services; we want to take control of 

the entire process of change with their assistance in the process.  

Law 

 

Bureaucracy 

People 

Discretionary Space  
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Optimised use of product and management: The forests were denuded and degraded in the past. 
After handover, the community has conserved, protected and regenerated forests to the present 

stage. These communities have been utilising forest products optimally in terms of fodder and 

grasses use, only the use of timber is not yet optimised. 

Only in mid-hills: Degradation of forest posed a risk to downstream communities and community 

forestry was therefore launched mainly in the mid-hills. A tremendous amount of collective action 
was needed to reach the present coverage of forests in the mid-hills. People in the Terai are now 

asking why the state has not given them ownership over their forest land.  

Inclusion in key positions of executive committee: Representation of women, dalits, indigenous 

peoples, and marginalised was ensured in many forest user groups but they did not continue their 

representation because leading a position implied costs rather than benefits which were very difficult 
for them to bear. Only those who can bear such costs are able to represent.  

Substitution for state at local level: Local government has not been functional for a long time. If not 

for community forestry, the forest sector would have failed. Due to community actions, people at 

grassroots level are still functioning properly and there are timely elections and representation. 

Inequitable distribution of resources: Awareness through campaigning is being done at grassroots 
level. Many forest user groups have realised and changed their forest operational plans incorporating 

equity in distribution of benefit to poor, marginalised and disadvantaged. 

Corruption: Where resources are involved corruption is likely. But in community forestry good 

governance practices like public auditing and public hearing, display of people’s charters and 

information bulletins have been practiced by many forest user groups. For instance, Karahiya 
community forest user group in Rupandehi was the first to practice public hearings and public 

auditing. These were broadcast directly on local radio. This was immediately replicated by many civil 

society organisations. Corruption is also a relative. We claim that the level of corruption reduces 

substantially when management rights of forest are transferred from the government to local 

communities.  

Expanding community managed forests in all regions and locations: There is no doubt that 

community forestry in Nepal has been the most innovative and participatory method of sustainable 

forest management. Forest cover has grown in Nepal with the advent of community participation in 

its management and conservation through community forestry. Although climate change certainly 
has unseen effects and there are questions about the present conservation and management 

modalities, there is evidence that forests have been acting as a sink to store greenhouse gases. We 

have been conserving forests for several generations except during periods of unfavourable policy 

barriers and we will continue to protect and manage our forests in the future . The survival of rural 

forest-dependent people is linked to this. We therefore welcome the global community to join hands 
with us.  

Exploring the potential of carbon trade along with livelihoods, indigenous rights and biodiversity:  

Carbon trade is a viable option if it ensures communities’ rights to use by-products from the forest 

and benefits reach the community directly. Otherwise, the community will continue to conserve 

forest as it has been doing in the past with or without involvement from global partners.  

There is a need to share and link community forestry lessons to wider processes of democratisation, 

peace building and new constitution making since today’s national agenda of integration, negotiation 

and unity have been practiced by communities for quite some time. Community forestry has been 

process oriented since its inception. Participation and ownership which is gaining attention in Nepal’s 

constitution-making  process was adopted by communities in 1993. About 90% of forest user groups 
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have executive committees built on consensus without the use of ballots. Community forestry in 
Nepal therefore can be established as a model for countries affected by conflict. 

Community-led development:  Now that communities have proved to be the most efficient and 

equitable institutions for rural poverty reduction, we urge government, donors and international 

organisations to reduce their organisational overheads and directly support community led poverty 

reduction initiatives. We will ensure the most efficient use and equitable utilisation of public 
investment in development. 

Community federalism: Eight different federations of natural resource user groups have formed a 

confederation to promote the idea of ‘community federalism’. Our demand is to recognise what 

communities have been able to do and what they have the potential to do by constitutionally 

strengthening the community as an autonomous unit of governance at local level. We are ready to 
work with local government but we want our recognition first.  

Alternative knowledge that empowers communities: Quite often knowledge produced in government 

research institutions or university department has not helped communities to advance their agendas. 

We request the international community to support us in developing research and learning systems 

that benefit and that are led by local communities.  

Policy through community participation: We recognise that we need to change policies as we learn 
through practice. We urge government and international policy groups to recognise the voice of local 
people at all stages of policy making and programming. 

Way forward 

 

Figure 12 Way forward for community forestry 
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Introduction 

Tenure and market trends are changing the shape of the forest economy. This paper looks at trends 
and opportunities that are created by the transition to a more diversified and rights-based balance of 
forest ownership and administration in terms of community and small and medium scale forest 
enterprises.  It summarises the knowledge of the current and potential contribution of communities 
and small and medium forest-based enterprises (SMFEs) to income, employment, livelihoods, and 
revenue streams, looks at how the economy of community and SMFEs and what they contribute 
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socially and environmentally differ from that generated by an industrial scale dominant forest model, 
and looks at what needs to be done to increase their contribution. 

There are a number of other important trends in place that support the tenure transition underway 
and shape the potential for newly recognised rights to support a diversified forest economy. In 
parallel to tenure reforms, countries are democratising, decentralising, and devolving responsibility 
and authority over forests to communities and local governments.   Social movements and reformers 
are strong promoters of the tenure transition to community and local forest tenure.  While still 
problematic, forest and biodiversity conservation include more rights-based and people centred 
approaches.  On the economic side, global changes in demand, shaped in part by rising middle 
income populations in developing countries create new markets and trade opportunities.  Global 
attention to Millennium Development Goals and recently climate change (Reduction Emission from 
Deforestation and Degradation) and bio-fuels and global land grab have also forests back on the 
international agenda— for good and for bad.  In this dynamic point in history, there is a historic 
opportunity to enable and support small-scale and community-based forest enterprises so that they 
develop as an integral part of the overall forest economy, contributing to strong local development. 

Forests in transition 

For most of modern history, forests have been owned by the state, and the primary model has been 
allocation of forest harvesting rights to large industry, with limited concern for the rights or benefits 
of local people. A dramatic tenure transition is underway in many countries, however, and just 
recently this transition is beginning to reach some scale in Africa.  Currently, two-thirds of the forests 
in Latin America and one-third of the forests in Asia are locally owned or administered, many by 
communities (RRI, 2009a; Sunderlin et al, 2008). These shifts have occurred over the past three 
decades, and they continue because of sustained demands from communities and local people, and 
the demonstrated positive impacts on forest resource governance.  Africa continues to maintain a 
predominant system of state ownership—with less than 2% of its forests officially owned or 
administered by communities or local people. There has however been significant devolution of 
forest rights in Tanzania, Mozambique, Kenya, Uganda and the Sahelian countries  (Barrow et al, 
2008). 

In response to political and social developments, including a new interest in sharing forest 
conservation costs, improved forest management and governance, international pressures, and local 
activism to gain social justice and address threats – administrative rights over forest management are 
increasingly being decentralised to local governments in Central and West Africa.  This expansion of 
opportunity has spurred new participatory arrangements for rural fuel wood harvesting and other 
non-timber forest product enterprises, and new relationships between settled and pastoral peoples. 
This is taking place later in other developing forested countries than in the higher-income forested 
countries, of which, only Canada and Russia are dominated by state-owned forest concessions.   

Scope for small and community-based forest enterprises 

This paper looks at the evidence for the future role of smallholder and community-based forest 
enterprises and small and medium enterprises linked to them within the overall value chain.  One of 
the important findings is that even where forest reforms have been carried out which give greater 
recognition to the customary rights and practices of local people, including indigenous peoples, a 
myth persists that development is best served by large scale industry and this shapes policies in many 
countries, which is not borne out in the economic literature or in the experience of most higher-
income countries. 

Globally, shifts in the forest economies of other forested countries to new products and markets call 
into question much of the ‘conventional wisdom’ about the relation between forests and economic 
growth, tenure and industry. In developed forested countries, much of the sector's growth and 
activity is concentrated in growing small and medium scale enterprise sector, and despite the 
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consolidation of big industry and big capital, smallholder forestry predominates. In countries like 
Finland and the US, where forestry has been a main economic activity, there is a declining overall 
contribution to the economy. Even in Finland where the forest economy still contributes 17% of the 
gross domestic product, increased focus is on diversification—energy, tourism, recreation, water 
values, etc (Hetemäki). And in the developed, richly forested countries, and some intermediate 
economies, like India, Brazil and Indonesia, small scale forest enterprises predominate—generating a 
majority of economic value and employment, and return per cubic meter of raw material processed 
(Meyers and Macqueen, 2007). Forest communities in Mexico have recently created an indigenous 
chamber of commerce to advance collective forest industry owners' interests. 

A big constraint for new policies and visions is the limited knowledge of the reality of forest economy 
due to fragmented data on timber and non-timber, preconception of competitive options, poor 
information on domestic and regional trade or value of environmental and social services. Total 
employment and proportion of employment attributed to firms with fewer than 20 and 50 
employees. 90% of forest enterprises in European Union are Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises 
(Kozak, 2007). Globally, Small and Medium-Sized Forest Enterprises (SMFEs) account for 50% or more 
of forestry-related employment.  They employ approximately 20 million people, with 8 million 
directly employed from forestry and wood-processing alone (Table 6).  Yet, these numbers are hard 
to track since a large number of Small and Medium-Sized Forest Enterprises are ‘informal’ or ‘illegal’ 
components of developing economies (Barrow, 2009). 

On one hand, the conventional forest economy models based on industrial -scale wood harvesting 
and processing have not delivered as promised. Poverty density and incidence remains extremely 
high in forest areas, including in and around concessions. Timber exporters in Africa in the aggregate 
score lower on a range of economic growth and governance indicators than non-exporters in low and 
middle income countries— including, GDP per capita growth, rule of law, corruption, and political 
stability (Samjee and Davis, 2007; Ivar and Søreide, 2009; Transparency International, 2008; Freedom 
in the World 2008; World Bank, 2008).  

Concessions have not performed as promised either in generation of expected revenues or in 
employment and local development benefits.  Export model leading less and less to value addition— 
more of timber from Africa is exported as raw material, as logs or with minimal processing. Most 
domestic wood supply comes from informal (not officially permitted) sources and not from the 
industrial scale concessions (Birikorang, 2007; Yadav, 2008). 

Cameroon Gabon Congo DRC CAR 
Eq. 
Guinea 

Côte 
d'Ivoire 

Ghana Liberia TOTAL 

13,000 11,500 6,500 15,000 4,000 2,000* 25,000 50,000 
8,000 
** 

135,00
0 

Table 6 Direct employment by formal sector (industrial timber harvest concessions) 

* Lebedys A., 2004. ** UN Security Council14; Source: Karsenty, 2007. 

In contrast, a more balanced forest economy in which industrial scale forestry is blended with robust 
participation of small and medium enterprises in this value chain and robust incidence of smallholder 
and community based enterprises creates another set of benefits to the economy and society ; it 
makes conservation more rights-based and creates incentives for local people to conserve forests, 
diversifies timber and wood-based production and enables market chains that return more to local 
producers from non-timber products, and creates a set of other services, including new ecotourism 
or ecological service enterprises and social and cultural benefits.  This renewed forest economy can 
more easily favour traditionally marginalised citizens—including women, nomadic and traditional 
peoples, and the elderly.   
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Experiences in other countries that have undergone significant tenure reform demonstrate that 
SMFEs play a dominant role in forest industry and trade in the overall economy— generating the bulk 
of employment, a high return to the resource, the majority of timber and fibre production— and 
contribute significantly to local income streams and social needs (Figure 13, Table 7).  Indeed, it is in 
countries like the US and Canada where local income and social needs are priority issues for forest 
policy makers. 

 
Figure 13 United States wood household furniture sector and Swedish sawmilling 
Source: Kozak 2007. Data from the US Census Bureau, 2007 and from Eurostat, 2007.  

 
 

 

 
Brazil China Guyana India 

South 
Africa 

Uganda 

Number of SMFEs as a proportion 
of total forest enterprises 

98.2- 
96.9% 

87.0% 93.0% 87.0-
96.0% 

33.0-95.0% - 

 

Number of SMFE employees as a 

proportion of total forestry 
employment 

49.5-

70.4% 

50.0% 75.0% 97.1% 25.0% 60.0% 

SMFE revenues as a proportion of 
total forestry revenues 

75.0% 43.0% 50.0% 82.0% 3.0% 60.0% 

Table 7 Small enterprises are big in selected counties in the developing world: contribution of SMFEs 
Source: Macqueen and Mayers, forthcoming  

Different economies of community-based forest enterprises (CFEs) 

Community based forest enterprises are a subset of forest enterprises that have a very different 
impact on the general economy and the forest sector than conventional industry and approaches.  If 
we look at a subset of SMFEs, we find that successful community-based forest enterprises are a 
different kind of business where revenues are invested not only in maximising profits but in social 
infrastructure, conserving high-value forests, and generating social and human capital for community 
well-being.  
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Community-based forest enterprises are very sensitive to regulatory systems set up for more 
industrial scale forest industry but which term to be applied to enterprises across the board. 
Regulatory burdens can prevent these enterprises from growing or becoming competitive. Only a 
limited number of tropical countries (Mexico, Guatemala, Nepal, and Tanzania) have the conditions 
put in place for emergence and growth of community-based forest enterprises. Nonetheless where 
community forest enterprises (CFEs) have emerged they contribute significantly to local incomes 
with strong multiplier effects and economic innovation.  

What needs to change for small sŎŀƭŜ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ΨōƛƎΩ? 

A new vision is needed for the forest sector in which ‘formal’ includes a whole range of forest 
management and forest production and processing that is currently considered ‘illegal’ or ‘informal’ 
— both in forests currently gazetted by the state and those under community or local and private 
ownership and administration.  Protected area models need to integrate to this more comprehensive 
vision of forest management and economy and need to reflect the actual range of forest enterprise 
models and their upward value chain, not borrowing from a small part of the industrial sector. 

The following are a set of recommendations drawn from current knowledge on how to recognise the 
potential of SMFEs including community-based enterprises in policy planning, and forest 
programmes. 

1. Understand the potential of SMFEs and CFEs in your country and region by: (i) reflecting SMFEs in 
sectoral and national accounting; (ii) paying attention to domestic and regional markets and 
informal as well as formal economies and income streams; and (iii) learning from the experience 
of other forested countries and the transition. 

2. Eliminate or reduce barriers by: (i) lowering or modifying regulations that prevent the emergence 
of CFEs or limit their competitiveness, including taxation norms; (ii) securing tenure and access to 
forest resources; and (iii) increasing participation of communities in policy dialogue and 
development of standards for new markets like PES/MES, REDD, and socially differentiated 
markets. 

3. Multiple development actors support SMFEs and CFEs therefore: (i) help build capacity of 
community-based forest enterprises and their associations; and (ii) provide better market 
information and technical assistance. 

 

  

The experience of Mexico demonstrates many of these advantages. A reform of the forest sector in the mid -

1980s deepened rights of indigenous communities and land reform block communities, called ejidos.  The 
init ial transfer of forest rights to indigenous communities and ejidos in a southern forested state, Oaxaca, 

caused a production decline as parastatals and private companies lost a state-organised source of supply from 
the predominantly community forests.  However, community enterprises quickly surpassed the old production 

levels within less than a decade.  Today, CFE vertically integrated mills: 10-20,000 m3/annum= US$ 1.5 -3 
million in sales.  These reforms in Mexico have enabled 1,300 CFEs to emerge by 1995; now there are more 

than 2,400 with legal logging permits for harvesting commercial products. The returns t o the federal 
government from tax revenues are also hugeð improved management of 0.5 million has returned US$ 1 

million more per year to the state along with 1,000 new permanent community -generated jobs, taking a 
number of families above the poverty line a nd away from the need for government welfare.  In addition, these 

enterprises are increasingly diversifying, beyond timber to commercial NTFP including bottled water, 
ornamental palm, dried and fresh mushrooms, orchids, thatch, resins, breadfruit  and a range of enterprises 

based on environmental services and ecotourism. 

Box 2 Case of Mexico 
Source: Community Forestry Conservation and Development Program (PROCYMAF) II Annual report 2008, Government of 
Mexico (CONAFOR); World Bank 2009, Implementation Completion Report, Mexico 
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6. ABSTRACTS OF PRESENTED THEMATIC PAPERS  

The section presents abstracts of 34 papers presented under the four workshop themes. Full versions 
of the papers are available on the CD enclosed with this proceedings. 

I. Theme 1: State and Community Partnerships in Community Forestry 

Jinlong, L. & Juanwen, Y. τ ΨhǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ мл ¸ŜŀǊǎΩ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƻǊȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ /ƘƛƴŀΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\01- Jinlong et al_China.pdf 

Concepts of social forestry, community forestry, agro forestry, farm forestry, joint forest 
management and forest co-management were introduced in China in the late 1980s. Although there 
are some similarities in different types of forest management or development practices, many 
debates around the 1990s involved the connotations of these terms. Academic conflicts were 
reinforced by the expectations of international donors as different donors have their own specific 
interests. 

The paper documents the achievements of participatory forestry in China after the Chinese conce pt 
of participatory forestry was created three decades ago. It discusses the origin and different 
connotations of participatory forestry. The paper further analyses the role and functions of 
participatory forestry as a way of promoting sustainable forest management. Finally, it presents the 
challenges of participatory forestry due to lack of research and development and makes 
recommendations on how to enhance participatory forestry in China. 

Tewari, P. & Phartiyal, P. τ ΨStrengthening of Community Managed Institutes (Van Panchayats) 
through Public Private PŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƛƴ ¦ǘǘŀǊŀƪƘŀƴŘΣ LƴŘƛŀΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\02- Tiwari et al_India.pdf 

Village communities in Uttarakhand, India have been involved in community forestry management, 
known as Van Panchayats since the 1920s. There is a need for extending technical and financial 
support to Van Panchayats by the state government to strengthen natural resource management 
and rural livelihoods. This paper gives an overview of two such developmental projects. The Kyoto: 
Think Global, Act Local Project is a community carbon forestry project that attempts to measure 
carbon sequestered by the Van Panchayats. Similarly another project was implemented to 
strengthen the Van Panchayats. The state government is keen to support the Van Panchayats 
through its development schemes and needs a rationale for equitable allocation of resources. 
Measurement of carbon sequestered by the community forests can serve as a basis for allocation of 
resources and payment for environment services by the government. It can also be used as 
monitoring and evaluation base for assessing the impact of the project. The paper further discusses 
required interventions to strengthen the Van Panchayats by reducing their dependence on trees. 

Chhetri, B.B., Schmidt, K. and Gilmour, D. τ Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ Forestry in Bhutan ς Exploring 
Opportunities and CŀŎƛƴƎ /ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\03- Chhetri et al_Bhutan.pdf 

Community forestry emerged around 2000 in Bhutan with rapid expansion after 2007. This paper 
shows that the decentralisation of forestry to the district level and the stepwise development of a 
legal framework for community forestry have been essential for the successful evolution of state-
community partnership. Adapting the legal framework to incorporate experiences and upcoming 
issues into account, liberalising the rules in place and simplifying planning procedures and technical 
provisions for community forestry are current challenges facing the programme. With the changing 
emphasis on social and economic development, the programme needs to find ways to deal with 
issues such as governance, gender equity, income generation and poverty reduction. 

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/01-%20Jinlong%20et%20al_China.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/02-%20Tiwari%20et%20al_India.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/03-%20Chhetri%20et%20al_Bhutan.pdf
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Berliani, H. and Suwito τ ΨEstablishing Working Group on Community Empowerment to Influence 
and Accelerate CBFM Policies in IndonesiaΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\04- Berliani et al_Indonesia.pdf 

The new Government Regulation No.6/2007 on Forestry Planning stipulate for community 
empowerment to get optimum and just benefits from forest resources. Local community 
empowerment will be done through capacity building and providing access to improve their welfare. 
There is a new opportunity for the development of community based forest management in 
Indonesia such as village forestry, community forestry and other partnerships including Peoples’ 
Forest Plantation for community empowerment. Working group on community empowerment 
(WGP) was established to provide input to the Minister of Forest on relevant issues on community 
empowerment. The WGP played a very important role in bridging communication and coordination 
among parties to influence policy and accelerate implementation.  

Appanah, S.  & Baral, N. τ ΨCommunity Forestry in Nepal: Creating a Level Playing Field for 
Unequal PartnersΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\05- Appanah et al_Nepal.pdf 

Work initiated by FAO and IFAD on community forestry in Nepal reinforces the following findings: In 
the surveyed areas, leasehold forestry does confer several benefits in terms of improved income , 
food security, increase in social cohesion, self-help capacity and better access to basic services as 
well as microcredit facilities; crops introduced under the programme appear to be limited; a more 
diverse suite of fodder grasses and other tree crops, especially for the more marginal and drier areas 
of Nepal, would have to be tested and implemented. Over and above these, the diversity of the 
natural regeneration and recovery of forests is remarkable. However, the leasehold forestry policies, 
embodied to specifically target marginalised groups in the communities, are indirectly reinforcing 
existing social hierarchies and divisions. Likewise, policies have not been able to bring about 
functional coordination and synchronisation with other programmes which also aim at poverty 
alleviation.  

Khan, S.I. τ ΨThe Community Face of Joint Forest Management: A Case Study of JFM Experience in 
Fateh Bandi, Siran Forest Division, NWFP, PakistanΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\06- Irfanullah_Pakistan.pdf 

This paper discusses the findings from a recent survey conducted in Fateh Bandi, where a pilot 
programme on joint forest management was introduced in 1996 to know the level of community 
participation in the new decentralised system, to explore the effectiveness of the system in terms of 
providing direct and indirect benefits to participating communities, and to assess the effectiveness of 
the system to protect forests from internal and external sources of degradation. Although the 
programme has contributed towards fulfilling basic needs of participating communities, forest 
degradation has occurred at a higher rate than the former departmental management system. The 
study concludes that even though community participation in the new system is high, the decision 
making process is influenced by big land owners and other socially and politically dominant 
members. Increased forest degradation is also linked to weak governance and recommendations are 
made for a more transparent and accountable system.  

Dangal, S.P. and Da Silva, PMA τ ΨCommunity Forest Management in Sri Lanka: Lesson Learnt and 
Future DirectionΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\07- Dangal et al_Sri Lanka.pdf 

Community forestry model was intensively tested in Sri Lanka from 2003-2009 with the help of Sri 
Lanka Australia Natural Resource Management. During this period a number of policy documents 
such as Operational Guidelines for Community Forestry, Agreement Provision between forest 

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/04-%20Berliani%20et%20al_Indonesia.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/05-%20Appanah%20et%20al_Nepal.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/06-%20Irfanullah_Pakistan.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/07-%20Dangal%20et%20al_Sri%20Lanka.pdf
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department and community were approved by the government. Linking development with other 
service providers through forest department for leveraging fund and technical service was very 
crucial for the success of the project. The impact study and the Independent Completion Review 
Mission submitted in late 2008 concluded that the project has made substantial contribution in the 
management of forest and other natural resources, significantly contributed in the livelihoods of 
local communities and developed the capacity of forest department. Realising the success of the 
programme, Government of Sri Lanka has adopted this as the national programme. 

Dharam, U.,   Binaya, P. and Birendra,K. τ ΨState-Community Partnership: ACase Study of Kog 
Bung Preu Community Forest of Northern ThailandΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\08- Uprety et al_Thailand.pdf 

The study investigates the relationship between state and communities in terms of forest use and 
their management under community forestry in Kog Bung Preu Community Forest (KBP-CF), North-
east Thailand. The community forest has been under community protection and management since 
the 1980s. Kog Bung Preu community forest was plotted in 2003 by a research team from Forestry 
Resources and Institutions (IFRI). They revisited in 2009 to assess changes in the forest as well as in 
the communities. There has been no change in community forest managing committee and forest 
management governing rules. The ban over encroachment, logging, grazing and fire has improved 
forest condition. The community has been harvesting mainly non-timber forest products such as 
mushrooms, ant eggs, and frog for subsistence and commercial purpose. In comparison to 2003, 
vegetation diversity and total number of saplings per ha has reduced but tree abundance and basal 
area has increased. The increase in mean diameter at breast height (DBH) of trees is statistically 
significant. The recurring drought, death of Xylia xlyocarpa, emergence of new invasive species 
Veronia cineria and reduced sapling are major challenges for the community.  

Bampton, J., Da, H. and Ratanakoma, L. τ ΨPartnerships for Community Forestry Development in 
CambodiaΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\09- Bampton et al_Cambodia.pdf 

This paper shows the development of community forestry in Cambodia, and discusses the challenges, 
current situation, future challenges, and how the partnership between forestry administration, 
communities, local governments, NGOs and donors has been or will be key in the expansion of 
community forestry. The partnership between key players has been key to developing a truly 
national community forestry programme, sharing lessons and overcoming challenges, building 
capacity and implementing the activities necessary for community forestry to complete the legal 
requirements. In particular, the requirements for legalising and managing community forests are 
quite complex, which comes at a high cost for those who can least afford it, and that the system is 
not yet fully enabling. Furthermore, there is growing pressure on forests used by rural communities 
to convert these to alternative land uses. As partners continue to turn good ideas and new 
knowledge into better practices improvements can be made that will make a difference to 
Cambodia’s rural communities. 

Ojha, H.R. τ ΨScience, Bureaucracy and Politics:  The Dynamics of Community Forestry Evolution in 
NepalΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 1\Paper\10- Ojha_Nepal.pdf 

After three decades of innovation and practice, community forestry appears be contributing to 
livelihoods and food security for Nepal’s rural poor. About 1.6 million households are now managing 
more than 1 million ha of the country’s forest. 

Despite significant progress made in defining legal and institutional frameworks for community 
forestry the politics between state and community is entering a new and more complex stage. A key 
trend is that radical discourses of change such as participation, devolution, and good governance are 

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/08-%20Uprety%20et%20al_Thailand.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/09-%20Bampton%20et%20al_Cambodia.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%201/Paper/10-%20Ojha_Nepal.pdf
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becoming the very instruments for more subtle forms of political and ideological hegemony, not only 
in the sphere of state-community relations, but also in ways development professionals, community 
elites, NGOs and other intermediary actors interact with the poor and marginalised forest dependent 
groups. Therefore the next important steps for community forestry to move forward requires a more 
sophisticated understanding of community forestry encompassing three key aspects: (i) how 
scientific and other forms of knowledge claims can be articulated in decision-making and negotiation 
processes together; (ii) the possibilities of democratic reorganisation of bureaucratic power as a 
bridge between civil society and political society; and (iii) the rules and practices of politics, including 
the space for resistance, movement, and dialogue. This paper looks at these issues to develop an 
understanding of how community forestry is evolving in Nepal, and concludes that there is a need to 
understanding these deeper politics to better inform the policies and practices of community 
forestry, including an exploration of how deliberative processes for forest governance can be 
developed. 

 

II. Theme 2: Community Forestry, Climate Change and Environmental Services 

Benneker, C. τ Ψ!ǊŜ Existing Strategies for Forest Management and Conservation Suitable for 
REDD? A Case SǘǳŘȅ ŦǊƻƳ aŜȄƛŎƻΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\01- Benneker_Mexico.pdf 

Worldwide, people involved in the promotion of sustainable forest management and forest 
conservation have high expectations of the possible inclusion of REDD (Reduction of Emission from 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation) in the international climate convention to be signed this year 
in Copenhagen. In Mexico, a study has been implemented to assess the potential of three existing 
state programmes to reduce deforestation and forest degradation under REDD. The first programme 
promotes community forestry, the second programme implies payments for hydrological services by 
the state and the third programme implies payments for carbon sequestration by the state. The 
potential of these programmes to contribute to the objectives to reduce deforestation and forest 
degradation and to enhance carbon stock inside and outside the forest has been assessed using the 
expected requirements for additionality, leakage and permanence. The study shows that all 
programmes have more potential to reduce emissions from forest degradation and enhance forest 
stock than to reduce emissions from deforestation. 

Singh, B.K., Adhikari, B.R. and Singh, H. τ ΨSeeing the Community and Leasehold Forestry from the 
Perspectives of Environmental Services and its Contribution in Food Security in Nepal: A Case of 
Sathighar, KavreΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\02- Singh et al_Nepal.pdf 

The paper aims to look at environmental services such as supply of water for drinking, irrigation and 
electricity generation from community-based forestry (both community and leasehold forestry) and 
its contribution in food security for the local community. A study was carried out in Sathighar village 
development committee of Kavre district, Nepal with 10 leasehold forests and one community 
forest. The study has explicitly found that conservation of forest through community and leasehold 
forestry has increased the water quantity and quality reducing women's workload and drudgery in 
fetching water.  With the increased availability of water, vegetable farming is presently done in 15 ha 
by 43 households. This has substantially augmented their income and contributed in food security. 
The findings also suggest that community-based forests should bundle their services to claim 
payment for environmental services mainly in watersheds of hydro electricity dams and water 
sources of town and municipality that need large quantity of clean water.  

 

 

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%202/Paper/01-%20Benneker_Mexico.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%202/Paper/02-%20Singh%20et%20al_Nepal.pdf
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Acharya, K.P., Baral, S.K., Malla, R. and Basnyat, B. τ ΨPotentiality of Payment for Environmental 
Services in Community Forests of NepalΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\03- Acharya et al_Nepal.pdf 

The Department of Forest Research and Survey, Nepal conducted a pilot study on payment for 
environmental services in Lalitpur and Chitwan districts. Environmental services such as biodiversity 
conservation, water purification and regulation, soil erosion protection, forest recreation and carbon 
storage provided by community forests are gaining some attention and there is a need to link 
commercial market activity to conservation objectives. This paper aims at identifying major 
environmental services, and recommends appropriate payment schemes which can provide 
incentives to community forest user groups to maintain the services identified. Field visit and local 
level stakeholder consultation helped identify potential environmental services and buyers. 
Identified environmental services were quantified using contingent valuation methods, benefit 
transfer method, travel cost method and conducting forest inventory.  The paper also provides a 
framework for developing an equitable payment for environmental services mechanism together 
with appropriate institutional, legal and policy measures within the community forestry programme 
in Nepal. 

Silori, C.S., Soontornwong, S., Roongwong, A. and Enters, T. τ Ψ[ƛƴƪǎ Between Biodiversity 
Conservation and Livelihood Security in Practice: A Case Study of Community Conservation of 
Mangroves in Pred Nai, ThailandΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\04- Silori et al_Thailand.pdf 

The links between livelihood security and forest conservation have many dimensions and therefore 
are interpreted by scholars and practitioners in different ways. We have examined some important 
aspect of this link by studying the community conservation of mangrove forest of Pred Nai village , 
located on the eastern seaboard of Thailand. Study reported that a sustained conservation initiative 
for more than two decades, supported by self regulated resource harvesting practices helped 
regeneration of mangrove and marine resources. Increased population of grapsoid crab, mud crab, 
fish, shell and other marine animals provided round the year cash income opportunities to the 
villagers, particularly to the poor households. Other aspects of this link, including community 
awareness, institutional building, networking and outreach are also discussed, especially in view of 
sustainability of the community initiative taken by the Pred Nai village and future challenges.  

Van Laake, P., Karky, B. and Skutsch, M. τ ΨCommunity Forestry as a Requisite ŦƻǊ w955Ω 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\05- Van Laake et al_Netherlands.pdf 

Community forestry has proven to be an effective mechanism to enhance sustainable management 
of forest resources in many tropical countries. Under the UNFCCC a new instrument is being 
developed that will make emission reduction in natural forests eligible for financial compensation. 
There is recognition among the negotiators at the UNFCCC that indigenous groups and local 
communities need to be involved in the implementation of REDD – and have a meaningful share of 
the proceeds – but many countries are still debating how to operationalise such involvement. In this 
paper we will demonstrate how communities can contribute in the collection of basic data on forest 
properties, in a very cost-effective manner. This community-based inventory is not only cost-
effective; it is also addressing many of the technical obstacles that other inventory techniques 
present, in particular for the assessment of forest degradation. Forest degradation occurs in different 
forms: not only as the result of selective logging in by commercial parties, but as the result of 
increasing pressure from local populations for subsistence purposes. The associated biomass losses 
do not show up on remotely sensed images. Reversing this trend is possibly the greatest source of 
emission reductions to be achieved. 
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Nepal, S. M. τ ΨaŀȄƛƳƛǎƛƴƎ Climate, Community and Biodiversity Benefits from Forest Carbon 
Project: Lessons LŜŀǊƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ŜǊŀƛ !ǊŎ [ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩ 

The project aims to stabilise and increase populations of tigers, rhinos and elephants in the Terai Arc 
Landscape (TAL). The project activities focus on restoration of the critical forest corridors and 
improving the livelihoods of local people through capacity building and the development of 
alternative livelihood opportunities. To that end, 6,816 ha of forest in critical areas are now under 
community control, promoting sustainable management and ensuring equitable benefit sharing and 
the active participation of all user groups in decision making. 

To encourage participation and deliver maximum conservation interventions, acti vities to improve 
the livelihoods of local people, especially poor and disadvantaged, have been implemented in the 
corridors and buffer zones of the landscape. Formation and strengthening of eco-clubs and their 
networks has contributed significantly in raising conservation education and awareness among 
school children and communities. 

Baten, M.A., Khan, N.A., Ahammad, R. and Missbahuzzaman, K. τ ΨVillage Common Forests in 
Chittagong Hill Tracts, Bangladesh: Balance between Conservation and ExploitationΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 2\Paper\06- Baten et al_Bangladesh.pdf 

Despite exclusion of customary rights on government managed reserved forests, indigenous 
communities in the Chittagong hill tracts (CHTs) of Bangladesh are managing forests around their 
homesteads in a sustainable way. Bangladesh, as one of the forest poor countries in the world, is 
continuously struggling to conserve its forest resources. However, community managed village 
common forest (VCF) represents an influential model of forest management, serving multi-functions 
to the dependent indigenous communities. The current study was conducted in the 12 VCF areas of 
Rangamati and Bandarban districts in Chittagong hill tracts employing semi structured interviews to 
the members of forest user groups. The study found that VCFs are enriched with more biodiversity 
than that of government forests. Moreover, indigenous management of resources in VCFs were 
sustaining a balance between exploitation and conservation. Finally, the study suggests that to halt 
degradation of forest resources in Bangladesh, VCF could be used widely as an effective tool. 

 

III. Theme 3: Community Forestry, Social Inclusion and Governance 

Devkota, R.R., Maryudi, A. and Krott, M. ΨCommunity Forestry: A New Mode of Governance Driven 
by Power NŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\01- Devkota et al_International.pdf 

Community forestry has not met the great public expectations of significant contribution to 
sustainable forestry yet.  A bulk research in the management and policy of community forestry has 
been focused on the complex process of multi-level social choice.  Instead of following the previous 
research paths on analysing the complex policy processes, we focus on the investigation of the 
powerful external stakeholders. We hypothesise that the key factors determining the outcomes of 
community forestry are the interests and power of the most powerful stakeholders. This hypothesis 
is tested in a comparative quantitative and qualitative analysis in eight countries comprising 
developed and developing in four continents across the globe.  

Kotru, R. and Sharma, S. τ ΨParticipatory Forest Management in Testing Mode: Are Lessons on 
Social Inclusion and Governance in Changar Up Scalable and Sustainable?Ω 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\02- Kotru et al_India.pdf 

In the degraded Shiwaliks of Himachal Pradesh in India, local communities in 593 villages were 
involved from 1994 to 2006 to promote sustainable natural resource management. Capacity building 
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of village communities and their institutions focused on management of natural resources in 
equitable, self-responsible and sustainable manner. Use of the locally designed pro-poor and 
inclusive, integrated resource management plans, created a sense of ownership and resource users 
were capable of decision-making, implementing, monitoring and evaluating. Communities were 
brought into active networking with a diversity of government and non-government stakeholders to 
leave behind a sustainable institutional governance mechanism.  

A wide range of impacts and lessons pertaining to eco-conscious attitude for existing natural 
resources, improved local livelihoods, social inclusion and natural resource governance were 
generated. Learning was contributed regularly to state’s enabling framework for a broader concept 
of decentralisation in forest sector as well as by implementing this reform in the participatory 
forestry management guidelines of the state. Three years after the project, a rapid appraisal across 
18 villages shows that proactively disseminated project lessons have contributed to the next level of 
discourse on development such as natural resource based livelihoods promotion, performance based 
incentives to local users, etc. However, the local community have not received commitment from the 
forest department in terms of devolving forest management rights and decision-making power to use 
and market forest resources to the local community. In order to upscale lessons on social inclusion 
and improved governance in forest sector, there is an emerging need of mainstreaming lessons from 
Changar in practice not only by entrusting forest management ownership to local communities but 
also greater commitment of public service delivery agencies to support the pro-poor and socially 
inclusive achievements made so far.      

Dionco, C.C. and Munez, M.P. τ Ψ.ǳǘ {ƘŜ {ŀƛŘΥ /ǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ {ǇŀŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ±ƻƛŎŜ in Community 
ForestryΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\03- Dionco et al_ Philippines.pdf 

Filipino women’s participation in forest management pre-dates the introduction of democracy in the 
Philippines. In the contemporary period, women remain visible and active in forest management. 
They are present in membership and leadership in many community-based organisations involved in 
forest management. However, rarely are forestry issues and solutions seen from the ‘eyes’ of women 
from and working with forest-based communities. In view of the above, WISE saw the potential role 
of media and information technology together with the guaranteed freedom of expression and the 
press in a democratic country like the Phil ippines as windows for women’s ‘voices’ to be heard. Given 
this, the initiative called ‘Women in Community Forestry and the Media Working Hand in Hand 
Towards Sustainable Forestry and Social Justice’ was born.  At present, WISE is sustaining the 
initiative through the established mechanisms and processes. Stories have been told, experiences 
have been shared. Women in community forestry are not incidental participants but key players. 

Pokharel, B.K., Carter, J., Parajuli, R.R., Byrne, S. and Gurung, B.D. τ Ψ/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ CƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ bŜǇŀƭ 
as a Means of Empowering People Living in Poverty: An Assessment of its Social, Economic and 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\04- Pokharel et al_Nepal.pdf 

Community forestry in Nepal has become, in the eyes of many, more than a means of managing 
forests for environmental and economic benefits, but an important vehicle for social change – 
empowering the marginalised. This paper draws mainly from the experiences of the Nepal Swiss 
Community Forestry Project and takes five key indicators on which regular monitoring i s conducted, 
considering each in turn through the lens of pro-poor practice, power dynamics and sustainability. 
Our research has found that forest user groups are becoming self sustaining grassroots level 
institutions. Pro-poor strategies are having an effect; as a result, forest user groups are able to reach 
poor households. Nevertheless, pro-poor practices in community forestry can only develop in a 
sequential manner, building upon a strong institutional and environmental basis. Funding for forest 
user groups is being derived from community-run businesses –in some cases including specific pro-
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poor measures, but full potential for income generation is not yet being realised. New opportunities 
such as payments for carbon sequestration or other environmental services might offer community 
forestry further, improved prospects for ensuring economic sustainability and enhancing the lives of 
people living in poverty. 

Blomley, T., Maharjan, M.R. and Meshack, C. τ ΨExploring the Rationale for Benefit Sharing in 
Community Forestry: Experiences from Tanzania and NepalΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\05- Blomley et al_Tanzania Nepal.pdf 

Nepal and Tanzania have made great strides over the past two decades in introducing and scaling-up 
national programmes in support of participatory forest management. Beyond the consistent calls for 
greater levels of benefits to be devolved to the local level, and for these benefits to reach the 
poorest members of participating communities, there has been very little discussion to date 
regarding the underlying rationale for intra-community sharing of forest management benefits. 
Drawing upon specific examples of pro-poor participatory forest management implemented by CARE 
International (and partners) in Nepal and Tanzania, we argue that there is a considerable lack of 
clarity regarding the basis (or rationale) for redistribution of forest management benefits at the 
community level. We explore two contrasting objectives –‘poverty-equity’ model in Nepal and ‘cost-
benefit-equity’ in Tanzania , the potential efficiency-effectiveness-equity and trade-offs they 
generate and the degree to which the double goals of forest management and poverty reduction 
interact within the framework of developing equitable mechanisms for the sharing of forest 
management benefits. 

Dahal, G.R., Larson, A.M. and Pacheco, P. τ ΨForest Tenure Reform and its Impact on Livelihoods, 
FoǊŜǎǘ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ό[LC9ύΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\06- Dahal et al_International.pdf 

This paper presents a range of existing tenure reform models and processes across the selected 
countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America, and discusses why and under what conditions reform 
results have a positive or negative impact on LIFE particularly amongst rural poor.  It also analyses the 
linkages between tenure reform and equity, and presents the trends showing the degree to which 
the issue of women's participation, equitable distribution of benefits, and inclusive decision-making 
considered under the various reformed tenure arrangements. Field data with some cases are used to 
substantiate the research questions. Finally an assessment shows the impact of tenure reform on 
forest conditions and environments, and discusses the reasons why the condition of forest has 
deteriorated or improved overtime under various reformed tenure arrangements.  

Mbuvi, M.T.E., Kagombe, J.K. and Ongugo, P.O. τ ΨEmerging Social and Democratic Institutions:  
Experiences from Community Forestry AǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ YŜƴȅŀΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\07- Mbuvi et al_Kenya.pdf 

Community forestry formally referred to as participatory forest management in Kenya was 
implemented in late 1990. By 2007 there were pilot programmes in more than 40 forests. The 
approach has aroused the interests of several stakeholders to participate in forestry management 
with the communities expecting benefits and re-assertion of their right to manage the forests once 
again. Results from a Action Research done in five forests shows several emerging scenarios: (i) the 
elite still dominate the Community Forestry Associations (CFAs) except in forests where the civil 
society and/or non-governmental organisations are the lead process facilitating organisation; (ii) the 
poor and other marginalised groups are lacking in most of the CFAs membership and where present 
they are mainly participants. Participation of youth and women were visible where the CFAs 
regulations deliberately demand their inclusion. The process is also emerging as a powerful method 
for community and resource mobilisation and the user groups’ umbrella CFAs are emerging to be 
strong advocacy groups demanding social inclusion and better governance. The results indicate the 
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need to build the capacity of the community and other stakeholders through training, awareness 
programmes and creating pathways (networks) that support and facili tate the CFAs to institutionalise 
democratic governance in their institutions while at the same time demand similar actions by other 
partners.  

Wickramasinghe, K. and Senaratne, A. τ ΨCommunity Forestry Under Conditions of Low Forest 
Dependence: Experience from Dry and Intermediate Zones of Sri LankaΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\08- Wickramasinghe et al_Sri Lanka.pdf 

Community forestry initiatives are usually involved with forests on which local communities have 
high dependence for livelihoods. Conditions found in dry and intermediate zones in Sri Lanka 
represent a context where rather than for any livelihood needs, there is a high demand from local 
communities to convert forestland for agricultural purpose. Forest department implemented a 
community forestry pilot project in fifty selected sites in five districts.  The aims included restoring 
degraded patches and conserving them from damages due to human activities, especially shifting 
agriculture. Present study aims to assess the programme using data collected through a primary 
survey, focus group discussions, key informant interviews and observations. 

Twofold challenges involved here to encourage communities which have limited economic incentives 
to actively engage and to transform the role of forest department from administrator to facilitator.  
Despite low cash income potential, communities have benefited through other means such as 
improved social cohesion and enhanced linkages with various service providers including financial 
institutions. The study reveals that undertaking innovative measures of benefiting communities and 
strengthening links between the forest department and communities are vital for sustainability of 
community forestry activities under low forest dependence conditions. 

Poudyal, A.S., Poudel, R.P., Kandel, B.R. and Saha, A.K. τ ΨCommunity Forestry for Poverty 
Alleviation: Social Inclusion and Sustainable Forest Management Initiatives: A Case Study from 
Sundar Community Forest, Morang DistrictΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 3\Paper\09- Poudyal et al_Nepal.pdf 

This paper is mainly divided into three parts. The first part looks at the context of livelihoods and 
forest resources linkages with respect to community forest. The second part looks at the social 
initiatives by community forest user groups and creation of 'community fund' to utilise the prevailing 
resources wisely and widely for income generation to improve livelihoods. The third part looks at the 
context of sustainable management of Sal (Shorea robusta) forest to improve the natural 
regeneration and productivity of the forest. This paper discusses on livelihood improvement 
initiatives on behalf of community forest user groups, the harmony that has historically existed 
between forest and the community that depend on forest and how sustainable extraction of forest 
products regulated on the basis of need based extraction. However the user group committees in the 
Terai look at the market which has made livelihood needs as secondary issue. This paper concludes 
that livelihood improvement approach could be an appropriate tool for reaching the poor as it 
sensitises all the members of forest user groups towards the need of pro-poor and social inclusion. 

 

IV. Theme 4: Community Forestry and Economic Development 

Bhattarai, B., Leduc, B., Choudhary, D. and Pandit, B.H. τ ΨEngendering the Value Chain: The Case 
of Community-based Bay Leaf Enterprise in NepalΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\01- Bhattarai et al_Nepal India.pdf 

There is growing concern about the need to make enterprises more equitable in terms of benefit 
sharing among different groups involved in various stages of value chains, including women. Gender 
equity is largely missing in value chain development and women’s access to and control over value 
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chain benefits is often denied in the value chain development process. This paper presents the case 
of Cinnamomum tamala (bay leaf) value chain development in projects site in Udayapur district in 
Nepal and shows how community-based non-timber forest products and their value chains can be 
engendered to achieve gender equity and to become more profitable. It presents a series of gender 
sensitive joint interventions, which ensured women’s proportionate representation in the governing 
bodies of community institutions, made market information available to both men and women, and 
built the capacity of men and women in relation to value addition techniques. The project has also 
supported to build alliances of producers to promote collective bargaining with traders.  

The paper concludes that gender-sensitive partnerships among community groups, civil society, the 
private sector, and state institutions can lead to: (i) strengthened livelihoods options for poor women 
and men through the sustainable commercialisation of non-timber forest products;  (ii) increased 
access to income for poor women producers; (iii) women’s empowerment and changes in traditional 
gender roles, (iv) sustainable management of resources and (v) increased resilience of poor women 
and men producers to cope with vulnerabilities through strong local institutions and access to 
information. The paper also identifies some challenges in relation to institutionalisation of gender 
approach and its sustainability in the long term, maintaining functional alliances among producers, 
traders, and processing companies, and increasing women’s control over productive resources. 

Meijboom, M. and Peldon, S. τ ΨCommunity Forestry and Economic Development: Opportunities 
and Challenges for Non-Wood Forest Product (NWFP) Commercialisation in BhutanΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\02- Meijboom et al_Bhutan.pdf 

In Bhutan, a management plan is a prerequisite for commercial harvesting of non-wood forest 
products. So far, 36 community forest management plans are in place focused on the management 
of non-wood forest products species. A range of challenges exist to realise the full economic 
potential from non-wood forest products species. This paper describes the opportunities and 
challenges for economic development from non-wood forest products in more detail, linked to 
practical experiences from community forest sites in Bhutan. We argue that the realisation of 
economic potential depends on a number of factors and most importantly on: (i) the enabling 
national policy environment; (ii) legal access to and sustainable management of non-wood forest 
products resources; (iii) a good functioning community forest group with the institutional 
arrangements formalised in by-laws; (iv) secured marketing linkages including inclusive business 
arrangements and (v) proper collaboration among the different actors in the value chain. However, 
there will always be some external factors such as changes in demand and prices that may or may 
not provide opportunities for economic development and poverty reduction. 

Pokharel, S.B., Kesari, V.P., Das, S. and Thapa, D. τ ΨPromotion of Non-Timber Forest Products 
through Community Forestry: Improving Livelihoods in Central Terai by Applying Innovative Value 
Chain ApproacƘΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\03- Pokharel et al_Nepal.pdf 

The promotion of non-timber forest products (NTFPs) in community forest through innovative value 
chain approach promises local income and employment opportunities to the rural poor. Government 
of Nepal with advisory support from SNV Nepal has promoted NTFPs through value chain approach in 
various participatory forestry management modalities. In Central Terai , 487 forest user groups are 
actively involved in managing 73,454 ha of forest lands; out of which, around one third forest user 
groups have initiated to cultivate and manage NTFPs for improving livelihoods of poor and 
marginalised groups. Primary and secondary data analysed illustrates the economic development 
and shows it is above potentials for reaching targeted beneficiaries while involving other value chain 
actors. The recent Kurilo (Asparagus racemosus wild) and Lemon grass (Cymbopogon flexuosus) 
value chain analysis study in Central Terai shows that some value chain actors are crucial and 

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%204/Paper/02-%20Meijboom%20et%20al_Bhutan.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%204/Paper/03-%20Pokharel%20et%20al_Nepal.pdf


 

73 

 

activating these led local farmers to earn net income of NR 645,090 3 per ha/yr. Visible impacts on 
economic growth of poor and marginalised groups in study area are registered. The experience and 
evidence however suggests that for stimulating a long term synergy-effect in the entire value chain, 
appropriate institutional arrangements for business planning and implementation followed by 
market based-solution are indispensable. In addition, there is a need to build capacity of value chain 
actors and systems to encourage private sector investment. In turn, this can support mobilisation of 
large number of community and other participatory forest management modalities to harness 
economic potentials for the benefit of rural poor whilst managing their forest resources sustainably.  

Rana, B.  and Subedi, R. τ ΨContribution of Community Forests in Reducing Economic PovertyΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\04- Rana et al_Nepal.pdf 

This paper presents an analysis of poverty reduction through community forestry in hilly region of 
Nepal. Evidences are drawn from changes in household incomes of rural poor families associated 
with forest user groups from 2003 to 2008. A study conducted in 2008 with a random sample of 
1,350 households representing 2,200 forest user groups in seven hill districts show that the income 
level of the group members has increased considerably i.e., 61% in average increment over five year 
at constant price. This increase is positively skewed toward socially and economically disadvantaged 
households within the communities. With this, the economic poverty has reduced from 65% 
households to 28%. This would mean that some 433,000 people among community forest users have 
moved from below to above the absolute poverty line in five years time in seven districts, with 26% 
of the contribution directly attributed to the support provided by the forest user groups. The analysis 
shows that forest user groups are emerging as important institutional assets in providing economic 
opportunities to their members through various initiatives i.e.,  revolving fund, forest land allocation, 
paid employment through skills enhancement, small enterprises and forest management activities. In 
addition to changes to income, changes to several livelihoods assets of the group members are being 
recognised. Mechanisms of economic supports by forest user groups to its member households 
needs to be further institutionalised to amplify and sustain such economic impact in the long run.  

Mohns, B. τ ΨForest Harvesting a Key Component in Community Based Production of Bamboo 
Charcoal and Smallholder Teak Plantation Timber in Mountainous Areas of Northern Lao PDRΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\05- Mohns_Lao.pdf 

Bamboo, small sized industrial wood from natural forest and timber from teak plantations  resembles 
a potential resource for commercial scale forest utilisation in Northern Lao PDR in conjunction with 
improved road and river transport facilities linking the country with the markets of its neighbours. 
The paper presents case studies on the development of low cost harvesting and transport systems 
for the extraction of bamboo for charcoal production in Northern Laos and value chain approaches 
for teak plantation. Skidding with horses allows commercially viable extraction distances of up to 
2500 meters whereas the traditional extraction by hand would limit commercial scale operations to a 
few hundred meters only. In view of the widespread use of agricultural two-wheel tractors, the 
development of a small rubber tracked carriage with a respective motor attachment for such tractors 
is presently underway. This machinery is expected to address certain inherent shortcomings of horse 
logging operations, it is expected to extend the potential range for extraction to over 3,000 meters. 

In combination with the above skidding methods truck and tractor road transport of bamboo as a 
raw material for charcoal was found viable for distances of about 20 kilometers, whereas rafting on 
the tributaries of the Mekong has an economically viable range of up to 40 kilometers. The findings 
of the study have serious implications for the marketability of forest products with a high volume (or 
weight) /value ratio in this region. The limitations and potentials of forest harvesting systems have to 

                                                                 
3 1 US Dollar equivalent 78.65 Nepalese Rupees, Source Nepal Rastra Bank, Kathmandu, 15 Jul 2009  
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be better understood in the preparation of more market oriented forest management plans on 
community and regional level and in value chain approaches presently widely applied in promoting 
rural economies. 

Thapa, Y.B., Gautam, K.R. and Bhattarai, N. τ ΨA Pro-Poor Perspective to Common Forest 
Management: Evidences from Leasehold Forestry in Central NepalΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\06- Thapa et al_Nepal.pdf 

Participatory forest management approach such as community forestry has evolved as a major 
component of Nepal’s forest development strategy in the last 25 years. The achievements in terms of 
rehabilitation of degraded hills and supply of basic forest products to rural community to date have 
been impressive. However, concerns like equity in benefit distribution, governance practice at 
community groups and service providers have emerged as unanticipated 'second generation' issues.  
It is crucial to address these issues to influence decision-making and benefit sharing in favour of poor 
and marginalised community as well as to manage common property resources in a sustainable  way. 
It was increasingly realised that there should be an alternative approach to address the specific 
needs of ultra poor community. As a response, the concept of pro-poor leasehold forestry emerged.  

This paper is based on the findings from five leasehold forest user groups in Chitwan district that 
have been implementing livelihoods forestry for the last 15 years. The paper uses sustainable 
livelihoods framework to analyse the impacts of the programme. The findings suggest raising income 
and living standards of all the involved households. In addition, substantial improvement in forest 
condition was observed both in area coverage and composition. Similarly, other components of 
framework such as human, physical and social capital also are moving in a positive direction. The 
member of the lessee households reported obtaining more training relevant to them, such as, 
literacy classes, nursery skills and livestock rearing. The approach was also instrumental in reducing 
the vulnerabilities of the poor households. The paper recommends strategies and approaches for 
better implementation of the programme for poverty reduction in Nepal.  

Pacheco, P. and Paudel, N.S. τ ΨThe Interactions of Communities in the Forest Markets: Linking 
Market Conditions and Community CapabilitiesΩ 

..\02- Presented Papers and Powerpoints\Theme 4\Paper\07- Pacheco et al_International.pdf 

This paper explores diverse facets of the engagement of smallholders and communities with forest 
markets in the context of tenure reforms. It argues that the benefits that communities capture from 
forest resources use are mediated by two diverse set of factors, one which lies on the realm of the 
market, and another which is linked to the capabilities of the community. The way in which these 
two factors interact shape diverse ways of engagement of communities to the markets, and thus 
influence on the benefits that these communities can obtain from making commercial use of thei r 
forest resources, either timber or non-timber forest resources. Furthermore, the paper provides a 
typology based on different situations from cases in Bolivia and Nepal, and makes a call for 
differentiated public policy responses. 

Pandey, S.S. τ Ψ¢ǊŀƴǎŦƻrming Community Forest User Groups for Economic Security of Poor and 
Improved Forest MŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ bŜǇŀƭΩ 

There is remarkable success in Nepal’s community forestry both in terms of number of people 
organised and hectares of forest managed. While there are good examples of forest protection, 
issues of rural poverty, fairness in distribution of benefits and burdens, inclusion, and effectiveness in 
providing sustainable resource management still remain. Most forests are underutilised in terms of 
their economic potential and the available benefits hardly reach poor and marginalised groups who 
are forced to misuse forest resources for their livelihoods.  

In an effort to advance community forestry and address these concerns, the Asia Network for 
Sustainable Agriculture and Bioresources (ANSAB) had introduced a concept of pro-poor, enterprise-

../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%204/Paper/06-%20Thapa%20et%20al_Nepal.pdf
../02-%20Presented%20Papers%20and%20Powerpoints/Theme%204/Paper/07-%20Pacheco%20et%20al_International.pdf
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oriented community forestry in 1996. The process involved identification and development of 
enterprise opportunities, well-being ranking and organisation of poor people into sub-groups, 
securing legitimate rights from the forest user groups and district forest office, capacity building and 
facilitation for forest management and enterprise development of these sub-groups, development of 
community based forest enterprise for value addition and marketing, linking them to remunerative 
value chains, and facilitation to address constraints related to finance, business development 
services and policy. Using the framework of participatory action research, this paper examines the 
outcomes, and analyses success of this approach in the Himalayan region of Nepal where non-timber 
forest products are valuable for local economy. The innovative practices were found to fulfil both 
social and ecological goals and have great potential to replicate in areas where forests are rich in 
commercial products, poverty is acute and dependency of local communities on forest ecosystem is 
high. 
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7. POSTERS 

This section presents the titles and authors of 27 posters presented on Day 2 of the workshop. A 
copy of the posters is also available on the enclosed CD.   

I. Theme 1: State and Community Partnerships in Community Forestry 

Author Title 

Aurenhammer, P . Analysis of forest- related development cooperation and potential  future fields of 
activities 

Pokharel, B.K. Causal relationship between community based institutions and forest degradation and 
deforestation in Nepal 

Calvert, A. Emergenc e of community woodlands in Scotland 

Tan, N.Q. Laying down roots in Vietnam: An assessment of the community forest management pilot 
project 

Nyirenda, R. Community forestry  in Zimbabwe 

Chhetri , B.B. Participatory forest management project (PFMP) in Bhutan 

 

Fontein, E. 

Participatory forest management in Mongolia: Capacity building and institutional 
development for participatory natural resources management and conservation in 

forested areas of Mongolia 

Sigdel, E.R. Western Terai complex project: A joint effort for conservation 

 

II. Theme 2: Community Forestry, Climate Change and Environmental Services 

Author Title 
Poudel, M. Participatory carbon monitoring by communities in Nepal: Can it satisfy international 

carbon market requirements? 

Kotru, R. Payment for environmental services in Nepal: Learning on watershed based sustainable 

forest management in central Terai 

Thapa, N. Mikania micrantha: A threat to community forest?  

Shrestha, K. Community forests: Preparing for climate benefits 

Thakur, R.B. Principles and practices of silviculture management and their impacts on biodiversity 

conservation of community forests in Nepal 

Baral, J. Conceived REDD process and opportunities for carbon financing in community forestry in 
Nepal 

Khanal, Y. Economic valuation of water supply service of two community forests in Palpa District, 
Nepal 

Yadav, K.P. Growth and carbon capture by Nepal’s community forests: 1994-2008 
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III. Theme 3: Community Forestry, Social Inclusion and Governance 

Author Title 
Soriaga, R. Coping with uncertainty and social change: Lessons from two programmes in Asia 

Schmidt, K. Governance and community forestry in Bhutan 

Chapagain, N. Community forestry, well being and the national poverty benchmark: Status and 
achievements (experience from Koshi Hills) 

Pokharel, R.K. Increasing benefits to poor through community forestry: Do women benefit? 

KC, N.  Promoting inclusive governance and local democracy in community forestry: Impacts of 

the Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP) in the Mid-West Region (Rapti Zone) of 
Nepal 

Risal, K. Gender, poverty and socially inclusive forestry sector: Learning from Nepal's forestry 
sector, the LFP case 

Pariyar, S.K. Dalit access in community forest and natural resources 

Kamram, A. Variation in management: Variation in equity, livelihoods and the forest conditions in 
Nepal 

 

IV. Theme 4: Community Forestry and Economic Development  

Author Title 

Dhakal, M. Low pricing strategy of forest products in community forestry programme: Subsidy to the 
forest users or loss of economy? 

Kipemboi, K. Adoption of tree nursery practices as strategic enterprises 

Cozens, R. The 6-step marketing extension tool (ME) 

Tiwari, K.R. Enhancing sensitisation of community forestry management through agriculture 
intensification in middle mountains region of Nepal 

Chhetri , R. Yasagumba resource management in Dolpa district of Nepal  
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8. USER GROUPS VISITED BY PARTICIPANTS 

Six groups of participants visited different sites in Parbat, Kaski, Tanahu and Syangja districts on Day 
3. Each group interacted with community forest user groups from the area they were visiting. Below 
is a list of the community forest user groups visited.  

1. Jhauri Community Forest User Group, Parbat 
2. Kaligandaki Chhamarke Patal Community Forest User Group, Parbat 
3. Samundre Dandapari Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
4. Lopsepakha Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
5. Pachbhaiya Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
6. Pragatishil Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
7. Rato Pairo Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
8. Situm Kaseri Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
9. Machhepuchhare Community Forest User Group, Kaski (ACAP Area) 
10. Taldandha Community Forest User Group, Tanahu 
11. Kanchan Khola Community Forest User Group, Syangja 
12. Alaichi Bari Community Forest User Group, Syangja 
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9. LIST OF WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS 

First Name Last Name Organisation  Email 

Adalbert Josef Kopp Vice Ministry of Land Cuestions, Germany kolapaz@gmail.com 

Ahmad Zia Mirzada Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock, Afghanistan dprakke@icimod.org  

Amanda Calvert Reforesting Scotland, UK amandacal@hotmail.co.uk 

Ambika Prasad Khatiwada Institute of Forestry,  Nepal  ambikakhatiwada@yahoo.com 

Andy White Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Thailand awhite@rightsandresources.org 

Anna Craigen Community Woodland Association, Borders Forest Trus t, UK anna@bordersforesttrust.org; annac24@tiscali.co.uk 

Anna Elisabeth  Lawuo Forestry and Beekeeping Division, Tanzania annalawuo@yahoo.co.uk 

Annapurna Nanda Das Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation, Nepal dasannapurna@hotmail.com 

Anupama Mahat Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project (NSCFP), Nepal a_mahat@nscfp.org.np,  

Apsara Chapagain Federation of Community Forest User Groups Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal  fecofun@wlink.com 

Arun Poudyal District Forest Office, Nepal arun_poudyal@yahoo.com 

Ashok Dhungana Regional Forest Directorate, Nepal Ashok.dhungana@yahoo.com 

Asif Kamran Asian Institute of Technology, Thailand st105172@ait.ac.th  

Augusta Molnar Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI), USA amolnar@rightsandresources.org 

Axel Koenig Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal ded@ded.wlink.com.np  

Babu Ram Bhandari District Forest Office, Nepal Brbhandari7@gmail.com 

Baburam Uprety District Forest Office, Nepal  

Bachchu Shah Kanu Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal birkha.shahi1@gmail.com 

Bala Ram Kandel Department of Forests, Nepal  balaramkandel@yahoo.com 

Balaram Adhilkari Department of Forests, Nepal adhikari.balaram@yahoo.com 

Basundhara Bhattarai International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD), Nepal bbhattarai@icimod.org  

BB Chhetri  Social Forestry Division, Ministry of Agriculture, Bhutan chhetribb@yahoo.com 

Bernhard Mohns Alternative Energy Promotion Centre (AEPC), Nepal bernhard.mohns@gmail.com 

Bharat Adhikari Samundre Dandapari Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Bharat Kumar Pokharel Intercooperation, Nepal bk_pokharel@nscfp.org.np  

Bhola Bhattarai Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal brehola_fecofun@yahoo.com 

Bhola Khatiwada Community Forestry Supporters Nepal (COFSUN), Nepal cfsupporters@cofsun.org.np 

Bijaya Keshari SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal vpkes@yahoo.com 

Bijaya Kumar Singh Independent Researcher in Forestry and Social Sector, Nepal singhbk@ntc.net.np  

Bijaya Kumar Subedi District Forest Office, Nepal  

Bikram Tuladhar Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal  

Bimal Regmi UK Department for International Development, Nepal b-regmi@dfid.gov.uk  

javascript:top.opencompose('kolapaz@gmail.com','','','1')
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mailto:arun_poudyal@yahoo.com
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mailto:bbhattarai@icimod.org
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Binod P Devkota  Charles Sturt University, Australia bdevkota@csu.edu.au  

Birkha Bahadur Shahi Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal birkha.shahi1@gmail.com 

Bishwa Rana Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal b-rana@lfp.org.np 

Bissu Babu Tiwari District Forest Office, Nepal kasdfo@dfo.gov.np 

Bodh Raj Subedi District Forest Office, Nepal bodhsubedi@yahoo.com 

Braj Kishore Yadav Department of Forests, Nepal  brajkishoryadav@yahoo.com 

Bryan Bushley University of Hawaii at Manoa & East-West Centre, USA bushley@hawaii.edu  

Carolina Dionco Women’s Initiatives for Society, Culture and Environment, Philippines cdionco@yahoo.com 

Chandra Shekhar Silori The Energy and Resources Institute(TERI)/RECOFTC, Thailand silori_cs@yahoo.com 

Charles Kezilahabi Meshack Tanzania Forest Conservation Group (TFCG), Tanzania cmeshack@tfcg.or.tz; c meshack@yahoo.co.uk 

Charlotte Benneker  ITC, Netherlands charlotte.benneker@gmail.com 

Christopher Michael Buss International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Switzerland chris.Buss@iucn.org 

Chudamani Joshi Embassy of Finland, Nepal chudamani.joshi@formin.fi  

Cornelis (Nico) Smith United Mission to Nepal , Nepal nico.smith@umn.org.np  

DB Karki Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal d-karki@lfpwest.org.np  

Deepak Gyawali Department of Forests, Nepal   

Dharam Raj Uprety ForestAction, Nepal dharam.uprety@gmail.com 

Dhurab Man Pradhan Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project (NSCFP), Nepal dm_pradhan@nscfp.org.np 

Dian Sukmajaya Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Indonesia dian@asean.org  

Don Gilmour Forestry Expert, Australia don.gil@bigpond.com 

Elizabeth Fontein FAO, Mongolia elizabeth.fontein@fao.org  

Erica Ponham Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Thailand erica.pohnan@recoftc.org 

Faizulliev Firdavs United Nations Development Programme, Tajikistan firdavs.faizulloev@undp.org  

Francesca Brooker ForestAction, Nepal f.booker@uea.ac.uk  

Freerk Wiersum Wageningen University, Netherlands freerk.wiersum@wur.nl 

Gambhir Bahadur Hada Bhaktapur Multiple Campus, Nepal gambhirhada@yahoo.com 

Ganesh Jha District Forest Office, Nepal tandof@dof.gov.np  

Ganga Ram Dahal Rights and Resources Initiative/Regional Community Forestry Training Centre 
(RECOFTC), Thailand 

ganga@recoftc.org 

Ghan Shyam Pandey Federation of Community Forestry Users  Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal pandeygs2002@yahoo.com 

Gopal K Shrestha Department of Forests, Nepal  sgk0245@gmail.com 

Guru Prasad Kranti Kari Situm Kaseri Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Hari Bastola Rato Pairo Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Hazer Gul CARAVAN, Pakistan hazerislampuri@gmail.com 

mailto:bdevkota@csu.edu.au
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Hemant Ojha ForestAction, Nepal ojhahemant1@gmail.com 

Heng Da Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Cambodia da@recoftc.org 

Ishwori Poudel Department of Forest/ National University of Singapore poudel.01@gmail.com; ishunepal@yahoo.com.sg 

J Gabriel Campbell The Mountain Institute, USA gcampbell@mountain.org  

Jagadish Baral REDD Cell, Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation, Nepal baraljc@yahoo.com 

Jaganath Koirala Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal jaganath@wtlcp.org.np 

James Bampton Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Thailand james@recoftc.org 

Jeet Bahadur Basnet Jhauri Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Jiwan Thakur District Forest Office, Nepal  

Kalanidhi Paudel Secretariat of Constitution Assembly, Nepal  

Kali  Das Subedi Pachbhaiya Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Kanchana Wickramasingh Institute of Policy Studies (IPS), Sri Lanka kanchana@ips.lk 

Kandie Kipemboi ICRAF/MVP, Kenya kandy022005@yahoo.com  

Kanti Risal Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal k-risal@lfp.org.np 

Kari Leppanen Embassy of Finland, Nepal kari.leppanen@formin.fi 

Karl Schuler Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC), Mongolia karl.schulersdc@gmail.com 

Kaspar Schmidt Helvetas, Participatory Forest Management Project (PFMP), Bhutan kaspar.schmidt@helvetas.org 

Keshav Kanel Government of Nepal , Nepal keshavkanel@yahoo.com 

Kirti Acharya Institute of Forestry, Nepal  kritichr7@gmail.com 

Kishore Gautam District Forest Office, Nepal kishorchandragautam@gmail.com 

Krishna Chandra Paudel Department of Forests, Nepal  kcpaudel@hotmail.com 

Krishna Mohan Shrestha Institute of Forestry, Nepal   

Krishna Prasad Acharya Department of Forest Research and Survey, Nepal  kpacharya1@hotmail.com 

Krishna Prasad Yadav Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal kp-yadav@lfpmw.org.np  

Krishna Prasad Lamichhane Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal krishna_lamichhane81@yahoo.com 

Krishna Raj Tiwari Institute of Forestry, Nepal  krishna.iof@gmail.com 

Kul Bahadur Gurung Lopsepakha Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Kumud Shrestha Nepal Foresters’ Association, Nepal kumudshrestha2000@yahoo.com 

Laxmi Dutt Bhatta SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal lbhatta@snvworld.org  

Lila Poudyal Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal l-paudyal@lfpwest.org.np  

Liu Jinlong Renmin University, China liujinlong@ruc.edu.cn  

Long Ratanakoma Forestry Administration, Cambodia koma.long@gmail.com  

Madhav Bahadur Karki International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD), Nepal ashrestha@icimod.org 

Madhu Sarin Rights and Resources Fellow, India msarin@sify.com  
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Madhu Devi  Ghimire Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal ghimire.madhu@gmail.com 

Madhuri Karki Department of Forests, Nepal  madhureethapa@gmail.com 

Mahendra Chaudhary Regional Training Centre, Nepal  

Maheshwar Dhakal Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation, Nepal maheshwar.dhakal@gmail.com 

Maksha Ram Maharjan CARE Nepal maksha@carenepal.org 

Manohara Khadka International Institute of Social Studies, Netherlands khadka@iss.nl  

Maria Garcia ACICAFOC- Itzamna society, Belize mayanspirit7@yahoo.com 

Marianne Meijboom SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Bhutan mmeijboom@snvworld.org 

Mary Hobley Forestry Expert, UK mary@maryhobley.co.uk  

Mila Nuh Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Indonesia mila@recoftc.org 

Mildrid Anay Llanque Cordova Instituto Para el Hombre Agricultura y Ecologia (IPHAE), Bolivia Iphae_riberalta@yahoo.com  

Mohammad Arif Qazizadah Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Livestock, Afghanistan arif.qazizadah@mail.gov.af  

Mohan Prasad Poudel Department of Forests, Nepal  m_pp38@hotmail.com 

Molina Amauri National Institute of Forests, Nepal amolina@inab.gob.gt  

Muktinath Timilsina Taldandha Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Munni Sharma Embassy of Finland, Nepal munni.sharma@formin.fi 

Munni Gautam National Forest Programme Facility, Department of Forests, Nepal  munnigautamupadhya@gmail.com 

Musingo Tito Edward Mbuvi Kenya Forestry Research Institute, Kenya mtembuvi@gmail.com 

Nagendra Prasad Yadav Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal n-yadav@lfpmw.org.np; npyadav7 @gmail.com 

Nahakul KC Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal nahakul@gmail.cm; n-kc@lfpmw.org.np 

Navin Pokhrel Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal n-pokharel@lfpwest.org.np  

Naya Sharma Paudel Forest Action, Nepal nsp@forestaction.wlink.com.np  

Neeraj Chapagain Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal n-chapagain@lfpeast.org.np;  

Neeru Thapa Nucleus for Empowerment through Skil l  Transfer, Nepal neeruthapa11@hotmail.com 

Nguyen Tan Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC),  Thailand tan@recoftc.org 

Nguyen Ba Ngai Department of Agriculture and Rural Development, Vietnam ngai-xm@hn.vnn.vn; nguyenbangai@gmail.com 

Pablo Pacheco Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bolivia p.pacheco@cgiar.org  

Padam Bahadur Chand Decentralized Rural Infrastructure and Livelihood Project (DRILP), Nepal yaprabha@wlink.com.np  

Pankaj Tiwari Central Himalayan Environment Association(CHEA), India pankutewari@gmail.com 

Peter Aurenhammer  Georg-August University GÖttingen, Germany paurenh@gwdg.de  

Peter Branney Livelihoods and Forestry Programme (LFP), Nepal  p-branney@lfp.org.np  

PMA Da Silva Sri Lanka Forest Department, Sri Lanka fordep@sltnet.lk  

Popular Gentle CARE Nepal popular@carenepal.org 

Prakash Pyakurel Department of Forests, Nepal  rimalsagar@yahoo.com 

javascript:top.opencompose('khadka@iss.nl','','','1')
mailto:mary@maryhobley.co.uk
javascript:top.opencompose('mila@recoftc.org','','','')
javascript:top.opencompose('Iphae_riberalta@yahoo.com','','','1')
mailto:arif.qazizadah@mail.gov.af
mailto:m_pp38@hotmail.com
javascript:top.opencompose('amolina@inab.gob.gt','','','1')
mailto:n-yadav@lfpmw.org.np;%20npyadav7
mailto:nsp@forestaction.wlink.com.np
mailto:n-chapagain@lfpeast.org.np;
mailto:neeruthapa11@hotmail.com
mailto:tan@recoftc.org
javascript:top.opencompose('ngai-xm@hn.vnn.vn','','','')
javascript:top.opencompose('p.pacheco@cgiar.org','','','1')
mailto:pankutewari@gmail.com
mailto:paurenh@gwdg.de
mailto:p-branney@lfp.org.np
mailto:fordep@sltnet.lk
mailto:@carenepal.org
mailto:rimalsagar@yahoo.com


 

83 

 

Prem Kandel Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal pkkandelnepal@gmail.com 

Raj Koirala Institute of Forestry, Nepal   

Rajan Kotru SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal rkotru@snvworld.org  

Rajendra Neupane Forest User Group, Nepal  

Rajendra Rai Forest User Group, Nepal  

Rajendra Kumar Pokharel Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal prrahe@yahoo.com 

Rajesh Malla Department of Forest Research and Survey, Nepal  raj_malla@yahoo.com 

Rajesh Jha Institute of Forestry, Nepal  jha.rajesh17@yahoo.com 

Rajesh Malla Local Initiatives for Biodiversity, Research and Development (Li-Bird), Nepal  

Raju Chhetri  Department of Forests, Nepal  raju_chhetri@yahoo.com 

Raju Gurung Machhepuchhare Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Ram B. Chhetri  Tribhuvan University, Nepal rchhetri@info.com.np  

Ram Bichari Thakur Department of Forests, Nepal  rbthakur@gmail.com 

Ram Prasad Lamsal Department of Forests, Nepal  rplamsal1@yahoo.com 

Ram Saran Ghimire Secretariat of Constitution Assembly, Nepal  

Rama Ale Magar Himawanti, Nepal nhimawanti@wlink.com.np 

Ravi Sharma Secretariat of Constitution Assembly, Nepal  

Richard Nyirenda Centre for International Development and Training  (CIDT), University of 
Wolverhampton, UK 

r.nyirenda@wlv.ac.uk  

Ridish Pokharel Institute of Forestry, Nepal  ridishp@yahoo.com 

Rishi Ram Tripathi Regional Forest Directorate, Nepal rishiramtripathee@yahoo.com  

Rob Ukkerman SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal rukkerman@snvworld.org  

Robert Charles Drawin Kaban Ministry of Forestry, Indonesia sagita.arhidani@asfnsec.org 

Roger  Cozens Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project (NSCFP), Nepal roger.cozens@intercooperation-bd.org 

Rosan Raj Devkota  Georg-August-University Goettingen, Germany rdevkot@gwdg.de or devkotarosan@hotmail.com 

Rowena  Soriaga Asia Forest Network, Philippines rowenasoriaga@asiaforestnetwork.org  

Rudriksha Rai Parajuli Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project (NSCFP), Nepal r_rparajuli@nscfp.org.np 

Sagar Rimal Leasehold Forestry and Livestock Programme, Department of Forests, Nepal  rimalsagar@yahoo.com 

Sagendra Tiwari Facilitator/Change Management specialist, ADB consultant, Nepal sagendra.tiwari@gmail.com 

Sahibzad Irfanullah Khan Community Based Natural Resource Management Project, Pakistan irfan29_73@yahoo.com; sirfanullah@hotmail.com 

Sakda Maneewong Royal Forest Department, Thailand preecha_ong@yahoo.com  

Santosh Mani Nepal World Wildlife Fund Nepal santosh.nepal@wwfnepal.org 

Sarah Byrne Intercooperation / Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project (NSCFP), Nepal  sarah.byrne@intercooperation.ch 

Shambu Prasad Dangal ForestAction, Nepal shambudangal@hotmail.com 
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Shanta Chaudary Natural Resource Management Committee, Nepal  

Shanta Muni Tamrakar Department of Forests, Nepal  shantamrakar@yahoo.com 

Sharmila Poudel Federation of Community Forest Users Nepal (FECOFUN), Nepal  

Shaunna Barnhart Penn State University, USA himalayan.butterfly@gmail.com 

Sheelagh O'Reilly IOD, UK sheelagh@iod.uk.com 

Shiva Sharma District Forest Office, Nepal  

Shiva Shankar Pandey Asia Network for Sustainable Agriculture and Bioresources  (ANSAB), Nepal  shivapandey@ansab.org 

Shivahari Upadhyay Department of Forests, Nepal  

Shyam Chaudary Department of Forests, Nepal  shyamchy2002@yahoo.com 

Shyam Kaji Karki Department of Forests, Nepal kshyamkaji@yahoo.com 

Simmathiri Appanah FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific, Thailand simmathiri.appanah@fao.org 

Singye Wangchuk Dzongkhag Forestry Service, Chhukha Dzongkhag, Bhutan  

Solange Bandiaky Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI), USA sbandiaky@rightsandresources.org  

Somat  Kumari Adhikari Federation of Community Forest User Groups Nepal  (FECOFUN), Nepal  fecofun@wlink.com 

Someshwor  Das Biodiversity Sector Programme for Siwaliks and Terai  (BISEP-ST), Nepal  

Somying Soontornwong Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Thailand somying@recoftc.org 

Sonam Wangchuk Dzongkhag Forestry Service, Trongsa Dzongkhag, Bhutan son_chuk2005@yahoo.com 

Sumitra KC Department of Forests, Nepal   

Sun Maya Nepali Pragatishil  Forest User Group Representative, Nepal  

Sunil Kumar Pariyar Dalit Alliance for Natural Resources (DANAR), Nepal danarnepal@yahoo.com; pariyar15@yahoo.com  

Suprapto Rustanto Global Alliance for Community Forestry, Indonesia  

Surya Binod Pokharel SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal sbpokharel@snvworld.org 

Suvash Kumar Sharma Department of Forests, Nepal  suvash35@yahoo.com; cfdata@dof.gov.np 

Suwito  Kemitraan, Indonesia suwito@kemitraan.or.id 

Teresa Sarroca -  

Tom Blomley Independent Consultant, UK tom.blomley@gmail.com  

Ujjwal Pokhrel SNV, Netherlands Development Organisation, Nepal  

Victor Lopez Ut'z Che' Community Forestry Association, Guatemala vitillescas@gmail.com  

VK Bahuguna Ministry of Agriculture, India bahugunaifs@gmail.com 

Yajnamurti Khanel Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal yajnamurti_khanal@yahoo.com 

Yam Malla Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC), Thailand yam.malla@recoftc.org  

Yam Bahadur Thapa Department of Forests, Nepal  ybthapa@hotmail.com 

Yogesh Ranjit Tribhuvan University, Nepal yogeshr777@yahoo.com 

Yubaraj Bhusal Misnistry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal yrbhusal@yahoo.com 
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10. WORKSHOP PROGRAMME 

Day 1  
Tuesday ς September 15, 2009 
 

Time Activity 

7.30 am – 8.30 am Registration/ Breakfast 

8.30 am – 10:30 am Workshop Inauguration and welcome remarks: 

 Rt. Honourable Dr Ram Baran Yadav, President of Nepal 

 Deepak Bohara, Minister for Forests and Soil Conservation, Nepal  
 Dr Krishna Chandra Paudel, Director General, Department of Forests  

 Simon Lucas, UK Department for International Development Nepal  

 Apsara Chapagain, FECOFUN  

 Sagar Ghimire, Green ambassador 

10:30 – 11:00 am Networking Break 

11:0 am – 1.00 pm Keynote: Dr Yam B Malla (RECOFTC)  

Thematic speakers:  

 Dr Keshav Kanel (Government of Nepal): State and community partnerships in 

community forestry  

 Dr Mary Hobley (Independent researcher, UK): Community forestry, social 

inclusion and democratic governance 

1:00 – 2:00 pm Lunch 

2:00 – 3:30 pm Thematic speakers:  

 Dr Freerk Wiersum (Wageningen University, Netherlands): Community 

forestry, climate change and environmental services  

 Dr Augusta Molnar (RRI, USA): Community forestry and economic 

development 

3:30 – 4:00 pm Networking Break 

4:00 – 5:30 pm 4 parallel thematic sessions in breakout rooms  

4 papers per theme 

6:00 – 7:00 pm Cultural event 

7:00 pm – 9 :00 pm Dinner – hosted by Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, Government of Nepal  
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Day Two  
Wednesday - September 16, 2009 
 
Time Activity 

8 am – 9 am Breakfast 

9 am – 11:00 am Keynote: Dr V K Bahuguna (Government of India)  

Thematic speakers:  

 Dr Andy White (RRI, USA): State and community partnerships in community 

forestry  

 Mr Ghan Shyam Pandey (FECOFUN, Nepal): Community forestry, social 

inclusion and democratic governance 

11:00 – 11:30 am Networking Break 

11:30 am – 1:00 pm 4 parallel thematic sessions in breakout rooms  

4 papers per theme 

1:00 – 2:00 pm Lunch 

2:00– 3:00 pm 4 parallel thematic sessions in breakout rooms  

Any remaining papers and discussions 

3:00 – 3:30 pm Networking Break 

3:30 – 6.00 pm Poster session 

6.00 – 6.30 pm Side event on Global Forest Partnership – organised by FECOFUN 

7:00 – 9:00 pm Dinner – hosted by FECOFUN, GACF and GFP  

 
Day 3 
Thursday, September 17, 2009 
 
Time Activity 

8 am – 9 am Breakfast 

Departure at 9:00 am Field Visit  

1. Kaligandaki Chhamarke Patal Community Forest User Group, Parbat 
2. Jhauri Community Forest User Group, Parbat 
3. Lopsepakha Community Forest User Group, Kaski 

4. Pachbhaiya Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
5. Pragatishil  Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
6. Samundre Dandapari Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
7. Rato Pairo Community Forest User Group, Kaski 

8. Situm Kaseri Community Forest User Group, Kaski 
9. Machhepuchhare Community Forest User Group, Kaski (ACAP Area)  
10. Taldandha Community Forest User Group, Tanahu 
11. Kanchan Khola Community Forest User Group, Syangja 

12. Alaichi Bari Community Forest User Group, Syangja  
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Day Four  
Friday, September 18, 2009  
 
Time Activity 

8 am – 9 am Breakfast 

9am – 10:00 am Keynote and Reflection: Dr Don Gilmour  

10:00 – 11:00 am Field Sharing (6 groups)  

(5 minute interactive presentations with field photos)  

 What inspired you from this field visit?  

 What lessons can we draw from micro to macro level?  

 What key suggestions do you have? 

11.00 – 11:30 am Networking Break 

11:30 - 1:00 pm Thematic group presentations (4 groups)  

Each thematic group to present - 10 minutes each 

1:00- 2:00pm Lunch 

2:00 – 3:00 pm Panel discussion (Future directions for community forestry)  

3:00 – 4:00 pm Workshop declaration and closing 

4:00 pm Closing Tea 

7:00 - 9:00 pm Cultural programme followed by farewell dinner - hosted by Ministry of Forests and Soil 
Conservation, Government of Nepal 
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