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Executive Summary

Forests are an important source of various prodespecially for the poorest people who
live within or near these forests, who have limitdtdrnative sources of livelihoods. For
this reason, recent poverty-alleviation strated@spoor forest communities have been
moving towards improving the benefits that the pderive from forest resources. Doing
so, however, is not easy. One of main reasonshareexisting rules and regulations, or
‘institutions’, created by other people with otheterest from that of the poorest, which
limit the flow of the intended programme benefitsnh going to the poorest.

This study is about improving the benefits that guorest in rural Nepal derive from
forests. It focuses on how to improve existing $bmg institutions in favor of the poorest.
We conceptualized these forest institutions toudelthose at various administrative levels
including the LFUG and forest community level, digtor implementation level, up to the
national level where the programme is designed diretted by the central office. The
study was conducted primarily through a reviewiterature on forest institutions in Nepal
with focus on LF and the institutions emerging frand affecting it. The literature review
is complemented by consultation with informantsoined in the LF programme as well as
with other CBFM programmes such as the Communitse$toy (CF) programme, field
visits to leasehold and community forest user gsouand by the authors’ experience
working with LFUGs.

The study demonstrates that there are variougutistial constraints for LF in improving
the livelihoods of the poorest. A primary issué¢hat community and LFUG level is the
exclusion of the poorest in the LF programme amddisplacement of the poorest as a
consequence of the implementation of LF, which lathtradicts what the programme
intends to do. The primary reasons for these aréaitk of awareness of the community
about LF and the improper implementation of thegpamme process by the line agencies.
Intervention at this level should then mainly bewmg that the process is strictly
followed. This can be done by: a) increasing tharawess of the community about LF and
the process of handover such as through illusegtosters in places or offices that are
highly frequented by the poorest; b) improvemerthefLFUG-members’ awareness of
their rights and responsibilities, which implieganizing them into larger organizations so
as to make it necessary for them to have a conetitand by-laws; and c) change in some
design of the programme inorder to include as npoyest even in communities with less
degraded land.

At the implementation level, the primary constragmon the limited capacity of the
existing implementing agencies (i.e. DFO and DL#®Bich are sectoral agencies) in
implementing the LF which is supposed to be argnatieed programme. Both DFOs and
DLSOs are limited not primarily by their numberspaff but their sectoral mandate and
expertise which result to limited collaborationatifier line agencies; limited technical
services to LFUGs; and ultimately, limited succ@ss impact, sustainability) of the
programme. To resolve this, we propose that aiclidavel project coordination
committee should be formed to manage, or superthisadmplementation of the LF
programme. This committee shall be under the claiship of the DDC chairperson.



DFO could be secretary and all the other distma &gencies including representatives
from NGOs and users shall be members. This recomatiem is coupled by some
scenarios and some suggested reforms particukdied to budget allocation, and
performance appraisal and monitoring and evaludtiothe programme.

Although we considered the national policy as pérthe forest institutions affecting the
benefits from forests going to the poorest, werthtldiscuss more on these issues as most
of them were discussed in a separate paper. Insteatbcused on the design of the
programme which influenced or resulted to the camnsis earlier mentioned in the
programme implementation and community level; amdh® recommended interventions
merely focus on changing the legal provisions tteatse most of the earlier constraints.
Since most of the issues are controversial, wemewend that a dialogue at the national
level be conducted to a) review of the processngflementation of the programme at the
community level inorder to address the constramt®llowing the intended design of the
process of handover; b) discuss the unsettledssso@ controversies coming with the LF
programme, particularly regarding the prohibitionghe cultivation of annual crops, the
clarification of the term ‘degraded land’, and sirsability issues hounding LF and
LFUGs; and discuss the re-organization and addiiobF implementing agencies, with
representatives from the existing and potentiahegs and other stakeholders.

Vi



|. Introduction

Background and rationale

With around 50% of its total area under forest cqialla 2000), Nepal is rich in forest
resources. However, this is contrasted by the ppe#uation in the country where about
38% of the population lives below the poverty litrcidentally, most of the poorest people
live in the rural areas and near or within the

Economic activities in rural Nepal are mostly basadgrimary production (i.e. agriculture).
However, agriculture particularly the cultivatiohavops is constrained primarily by limited
arable area considering the mountainous and steegirt of Nepdl Nevertheless, production
activities still persist even in the steep terrahthe country. As is visible looking at the rural
landscape of Nepal, these primary production dss/are made possible through soil-
conserving production practices such as terraamigtlae adoption of production activities
that minimize ground cultivation, particularly egganent into forest-based activities.

The dominance of trees in the mountainous landschpkepal implies the dependence of the
people on forest resources to meet their varioeslsiewhich is also documented in various
studies showing the various forest products thaplgecollect from forests such as fuelwood,
fodder, food, timber, leaf-litters, etc. While & not easy to distinguish forestry from other
activities based on primary production (i.e. agtime) especially in the mountains of Nepal,
it is apparent that forest resources are an impprt not the most important, source of
livelihoods for these people living near the fosesimproving their livelihoods should
therefore look at improving the benefits they derftom the forests. This, however, is not
easy as there are various constraints to it. A rgémenstraint are the rules and regulations
governing access to these forest resources (restfy institutions), which often are limiting
instead of permitting access to forest resourcesthay poorest. This study looks into
improving forest institutions in Nepal for the page of making them more inclusive and
beneficial for the poorest and marginalized.

Forest institutions include rules at various adstmative or implementation levels such rules
made by a small group of users, by district linerages, by national policy-making bodies, or
even by international bodies. Considering the werimstitutions affecting access to forest
resources, this study focuses on (but is not lonit® forestry institutions at the programme
level, particularly the Leasehold Forestry (LF) gteomme which lease degraded forests to
selected poorest households for them to managéamefit from it. This study is part of a
larger research project being conducted by the eéCdt International Forestry Research
(CIFOR) which aims to identify opportunities to inope the income generated from forest
resources for the poor. The study was made posBibke technical assistance grant (TAG)
from IFAD, which also is the main donor funding tbfe programme.

! The latest national survey reveals where the geetaal income is 2.7 times lower than the aveusigen income
(CBS, 2004).
% Malla (2000) estimated that the arable area iz BBI07% of the total arable area.



Objectives of the study

The overall objective of the study is to developeaitdr understanding of the institutional

constraints to the effective implementation of teasehold Forestry approach in Nepal and
identify opportunities for its effective implemetitan and expansion not just geographically
but also organizationally. Specifically, this stuwalyns to:

a) review and analyze key literature on the institudilo constraints to livelihood
improvements of forest-dependent poor;

b) describe the Leasehold Forestry approach and fgdehg institutional constraints to
its effective implementation, particularly in indimg the poorest and generating more
benefits for them; and

c) recommend strategies and actions as to how thieubiegns generated through LF or
influencing LF could be improved in favor of thegoest.

Organization of thereport

The organization of the report basically follows thbjective. It starts with a review of some
basic concepts such as livelihoods, institutiotedsesholders, and community. The review of
these concepts results to a conceptual framewarkisly how forest institutions are created
or influenced. It also shows how these institutioas be reformed or influenced back to be
more inclusive and more beneficial for the pooeest marginalized groups of society. The
conceptual framework is then used to describe aatyze the forest institutions in Nepal,
particularly those that are generated throughrtige@mentation of the Leasehold Forestry.
We identified three categorization of these fonestitutions: national policies, programme
implementing guidelines and the rules or norms iwitt among the government line
agencies involved in its implementation, and raed norms at the community level. Based
on this categorization, institutional constrairt4.F are identified, which are the basis for the
recommendations to improve the effectiveness optbgramme. The recommendations are
presented at various administrative levels.



I1. Review of concepts. towar ds a conceptual framework for forestry
institutional reformsin Nepal

Livelihoods

The concept ofivelihoodsbasically looks at peoples’ means of gaining angjvas a process
of accessing various livelihood assets or capgalsh as financial, human, social, physical,
natural assets through various livelihood stragegfe.g. farming, micro- and small-
enterprises, etc.) for the purpose of achievingaaetivelihood outcomes (e.g. food security,
income generation, etc.). This conceptualizatiofivaihoods is further expounded through
the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (SLF) (seeoBes 1998; DFID 1999; Bebbington
1999). Inorder to improve the livelihoods, interttens should improve peoples’ access to
livelihood assets. The interventions should therprovwe their capabilities to select
appropriate livelihoods strategy/ies to achievdrtheelihood outcomes. To start with the
interventions, proponents of this framework recomdheeforming the existing rules
(including the rules of making these rules) thatpte created which determine how people
access the necessary livelihood assets. Theséngxigstes and systems of making rules are
also commonly referred to as institutions.

Institutions and stakeholders

Institutions is a sub-concept within the concept of livelihodul# is equally a complex
concept. Basically, institutions are often referteds the ‘rules of the game’ or ‘how things
are and should be done’. In the context of livedith® and accessing livelihood assets,
institutions include policies, laws, and generaésu(formal or informal) that guide peoples’
behavior on what assets to access and how. Comgidbe above examples of institutions,
institutions could be classified in various wayspending on the purpose of such
categorization, particularly on which institutioage of interest. The literature on institutions
mentions various types of institutions includingzdl institutions down to family level
institutions; sectoral institutions (e.g. econonpolitical, forestry, etc.); informal and formal
institutions; etc. (see Bardhan 2005). Obvioushgse institutions have influence over
peoples’ livelihoods but it is not possible to &trghem all at the same time. Interventions
need to have focus on what institutions to refoonsedering their specific objectives and
resource limitations. An equally important to nabout institutions is that not all are
beneficial to all the people affected as thesesrolenorms are created by a group of people
often basically to pursue their self-interests Wtay not necessarily be compatible with that
of others concerned - also called ‘stakeholders’.

Stakeholdersire basically these groups of people who havedastar who hold ‘stakes’ to a
particular livelihood asset (e.g. forest resousr®) who have the power to influence the rules
governing the access to these assets to their. ffieridentification of stakeholders to certain
institutions would depend on the level of analysigployed. For example, within the forestry
sector, the number of stakeholders could vary \lih level of forest institutions being
analyzed: whether it be forest rules at the natjahstrict, community, or user group level. It
would also depend on how in depth the analysisakfeholders is, particularly the distinction
among the interests of the stakeholders. At thgrarome level, the stakeholders could
cursorily include donors, policy-makers, NGOs, goweent line agencies, and forest
communities. However, a more in-depth analysishesé groups of stakeholders could reveal



further sub-groups with various interests and lexfeinfluence over forest institutions. An
important group of stakeholder that needs furtlhessification is the forest community.

Community and social stratifications

The termcommunityhad been used to refer to the group of villagdmvever, this use of the
term has recently been widely criticized for faglito present the differences in interests and
power among the members of these communities (s&902; Agrawal 2003). For more
targeted and effective interventions, these cr@gof the term community advocates sub-
grouping of the community based on how such so@etyommunity are differentiated such
as wealth, caste, status, gender, religion, etesd@lfactors often stratify the community like a
pyramid with the most privileged (i.e. wealthiest) top and the most marginalized (i.e.
poorest) at the bottom.

While such stratifications may promote social oydeey may also promote social disorder
especially when they promote institutions that drscriminatory or unfair. Reforming
institutions to improve the lives of those at thettbm of the pyramid (i.e. poorest and
marginalized) should therefore understand theséalsstratifications including how they
negatively discriminates the poorest and how tleydcbe eliminated or their negative effect
minimized (e.g. how power — and the sources of peveeuld be transferred or shifted to the
bottom to create a more balanced or fair institg)o

I mproving livelihoods of the poorest by refor ming forest management institutions

Improving the livelihoods of the poor (i.e. alletimy poverty) and specifically, reforming
existing institutions is not easy. A foremost reass there are always disparities in
endowments in livelihood assets among individui@syilies, geographic locations, etc. (e.g.
talent and skills, natural capital, etc.). Anothesison is that people are often convenient with
the existing institutions. For those in power, tBi®ecause they benefit from it; for those who
are not in power, this may be because they couldmare afraid to challenge those in power.
As for the differences in endowments, there mayitde that can be done to change them
since they are given ‘by nature’; but as for ingiiins, they can be reformed because they are
a man-made. They may be difficult to reform, budiaghothing is easy either. Assuming its
difficulty, reforms could start with the easiestdathat is at the group, community or
programme implementation level where fewer staladrsl are involved and where the
concerned agency (i.e. IFAD) has greater influence.

The above background concepts and the focus aedtidin of this study are illustrated in
Figure 1.



Figure 1: Conceptual framework
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Resear ch approach: sour ces of data and analysis

The study was primarily carried out through reviefditerature on community-based forest
management (CBFM) in general and Leasehold Foreéstparticular, with focus on how
rules of access to forest resources are made, mfhemces their making, and what can be
done to make them more inclusive for the pooredtraarginalized groups. The review was
supplemented by consultations with stakeholderoutjin a series of meetings with
individuals, government line agencies and I/NGQ®ived in forestry. A brief questionnaire
was used to capture their ideas and suggestionenénof the stakeholder meetings, the
Collaboration/Conflict, Legitimacy, Interest andvis (CLIP) analysis tool was conducted.
This tool enabled a better understanding of thieesialders’ legitimacy, interest and power in
influencing the institutions that affect Leasehélorestry. Based on this tool, constraints to
improving the benefits from forests for the poorsvelentified.



[11.  Anoverview of forest institutionsin Nepal

Threelevelsof forest institutionsin Nepal

As was earlier mentioned in the conceptual fram&wrrest institutions can be categorized
based on the different administrative or implemeoelevels. For our purpose, we
categorized the forest institutions into three Igveational, programme implementation (i.e.
district), and community (i.e. FUG) level.

National level

Like in most countries, most forests in Nepal weg@onalized, owned and managed by the
government, particularly the central governmentweleer, the ineffectiveness of the central
government in managing and preventing the degmaalafi these resources, coupled by the
various rights movements, eventually led to thedirapover of management duties and
responsibilities to forest communities through itietitutionalization of community-based
forest management (CBFM) as provided in the Fakesbf 1993, the Forest Rules of 1995,
and the succeeding directives including the varamusendments to these rules (e.g. Leasehold
Forest Policy 2002). The national forestry insigns are commonly referred to as national
policies. While these policies often have provisiowt favoring the poorest, reforming these
policies takes time and is more difficult compare@hanging rules at the lower level such as
at the implementation levels.

Programme implementation (i.e. district) level

Policies are implemented through programmes an@gsowhich are then implemented by
the government line agencies. In the process, sugeific rules and guidelines are generated
which ultimately affect the access of forest userthe forest resources. These line agencies
are mostly at the district level, although of cauath supervision from a higher body
particularly at the regional and central governmewtl. The Department of Forests in
particular, which is the primary implementing agetitese CBFM programmes, has its
offices at the district level which is administei®da District Forest Officer and a number of
forest rangers. These DFOs are supervised by ardinated at the regional level and at the
central government level.

Given the purpose of this study which is to araveecommendations to improve the
Leasehold Forestry programme, most of the discossa institutions and institutional
reforms would start at this level. At this levetdhe institutions guiding the implementation
by the line agencies (i.e. how the forestry progremand projects are being, and should be,
implemented) including the institutional arrangeisdretween the government and the users
particularly the sharing of management responsigsliand benefits between them.

FUG level

Under the various CBFM programmes, forest usergg@eUGS) are organized and are given
the right to determine their own rules with regardorest management (i.e. access and
utilization), but of course under regulation by grenary implementing line agency (e.qg.
DFO). The FUGs, therefore, make another set oitinisins which are separate or
autonomous from (although guided by) the higheell@wstitutions. These FUG-level
institutions are more applicable among the memthensiselves and are stated in their



Constitution and Operational Plans. The Constitubiasically states the rights and
responsibilities of the members. It is to be magléhe members and amendable by
themselves who compose the General Assembly (BAhighest policy-making body of the
FUGs which is composed of all member householdsually with a man and a woman
representative from each member household. Theatipeal Plan (OP), on the other hand,
guides the members towards the sustainable managénee protection and utilization) of
the forest resources.

Forestry stakeholdersin Nepal

Inorder to reform the above forest institutionssiimportant to understand how they are
created and this requires identifying the varidakeholders in forestry in Nepal or those who
influence the making of forest institutions, eitliectly or indirectly. Identifying the
stakeholders again is not easy as various groupihipe different ‘stakes’ and level of
influence could be distinguished and yet the irdieoe composition of these groups may be
overlapping. Nevertheless, identification of staiders should be guided by our purpose
which is to come up with recommendations to reftwrest institutions at the programme and
user group level. We then identify the forest stallders in Nepal based on the general
commonality in their interest and mandate. Thi®i®wed by a more in-depth analysis of
these groups to look at possible variations and evatradictions in their interests, which
would lead to further identification of sub-groumsstakeholders within the initial list of
stakeholders.

Government: policy-makers and line agencies®

The Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation (MFS®ith its various departments such as
the Department of Forests is the primary governragenhcy that oversees forest in Nepal. As
the main policy-making body, it has the legitimaayd power to make or amend forest
policies, which guide the creation and implementabf forestry programmes and projects in
forest communities. Like most national forestryippimaking bodies, however, the MFSC is
noted to be ‘conservative’ in handing over acceglts to forest users. As its name may
imply, the MFSC is primarily concerned with the fhe@rvation’ of forests and soil resources
which may not necessarily favor the utilizationtloése resource for livelihoods (see Bhattarai
2004; Thoms 2005). Even with its adoption of CBFMthe primary national platform for
forest management, there are still explicit evidsnihat the national government, through the
MFSC, is hesitant to hand over further rights okb users. In a way, this is not unexpected
because handing over more rights to forest commesnitvould mean lesser control.
Therefore, lesser benefit in terms of revenue;ctlydrom forest-related taxes and royalties
and indirectly through external funding from varsohilateral and multilateral organizations
and NGOs that have interest on forest-related uakiegs.

While referring to the government as a group dtetalders, it is important to note that the
government is composed of organizations and indalglwho often have other interests that
may not be compatible with that of the governmand this is due to the nature and process

3 Given our focus on institutions at the implemeatalevel and less at policy-making, we emphasieadistinction
between the policy-makers and the implementingdgencies.

* In the same way, the DoF allowing cultivation affzs within forests would imply that such practieonsidered
agriculture, making the area under the jurisdictibthe Department of Agriculture.



of policy making and implementation. Policy-makars influenced by interest groups who
give policy-makers various types of incentivestiapge policies to their favor. In policy
implementation, the interests of the implementees lfne agencies) are mostly guided by
organizational incentives (e.g. perks, promotiag)hey are bound to perform and accomplish
outputs. However, with weak performance appraisdliacentive mechanisms, line agencies
could also be prone to influence by interest grayzh as local elites, traders, etc. to the
disadvantage of the poorest.

The primary implementing agency of CBFM programrmsasie Department of Forests (DoF)
with its offices and staff throughout the 75 didisiof the country. The increasing popularity
of integrated programmes, however, has necessitaEts partnership with other line
agencies. For example in LF which puts emphadisestock (i.e. especially goat)
production, the DoF is in partnership with the Dé&p&nt of Livestock Services (DoLS).
While this partnership of the DoF with other lirgeacies and even with civil society
organizations (e.g. NGOs) is ideal given the mldtigbjectives of the programmes and their
increasingly integrated approach to livelihoodsriowement, their sectoral division within the
government bureaucracy has been preventing thewolltborate more effectively. This
predicament has resulted to some institutional tcaimss among the implementing agencies,
which shall be discussed in detail in the succepdettions.

Donors

Donors are basically the source of funding for iimplementation of community forestry
programmes in Nepal, be it as a loan or a grara combination of both. Donors could be
bilateral organizations such as the various couailyagencies or multilateral such as IFAD.
Donors are basically obligated to account for tlenay they ‘donated’ or lent to the sources
of the money (i.e. bilateral donors accountabléhtar citizen and taxpayers and multilateral
donors accountable to their donor governments). te other hand, this set-up of
accountability of donors guide their interest whiaften lead to their criticism. As aid are
dispensed primarily to promote ‘national interestt'the donor country, donor agencies are
often criticized for promoting or prioritizing threown agenda which may not the agenda of
the recipient government (although not necessagginst the agenda or interest of the
poorest).

NGOs

In principle, NGOs include every organization tlsahot part of the government bureaucracy.
It is then again important to specify or classifigih based on some of their commonalities.
Based on their area of operation, NGOs includingsé¢hinvolved in forestry are often
conveniently classified as international or loc&®ss. Based on their objective, they could be
conservation or development oriented N&Os

Although again there could be exceptions due torttiefinite forms of international and
domestic NGOs, the relationship between them hawidasities with that of the central
government and the implementing line agenciesriatenal NGOs provide the funding and

® NGOs are also often classified based on theiitpnotivation (i.e. non-profit or for-profit NGO$ut with most
forestry NGOs depending on external funding totiongthe meaning of the term ‘profit’ is obscueetl the term non-
profit NGO becomes inapplicable



the domestic NGOs implement them either alone ainaig partnership with other NGOs
and/or with the government. International NGOs dadurce their funding from donors as
mentioned above but also from other interest graumsvil society organizations abroad, to
which these international NGOs are primarily oldige account for the proceeds of the
money. In the same manner, domestic NGOs are plynaacountable to these international
NGOs that provide them the funding, and less tqtlidic to whom the funding provided for.
Given this relationship between international anthdstic NGOs, NGOs are often criticized
for operating as if there are no government orgdiuns, especially as NGOs perform the
roles that are supposed to be roles of particdaeigment line agencies.

Forest community as Forest Users Groups (FUGS)

Forest user groups are supposed to be the maiehstialers of forestry in Nepal considering
that it is their lives and livelihoods that are rgpidirectly at stake and because CBFM
programmes will not succeed in its objectives witththeir cooperation. However, as was
demonstrated on how policies are created and havvHrious interests of the other
stakeholders shape forest policies and their imefaation, it can be said that the role of
FUGs in the shaping of forest institutions haverbeenimal. Despite the enactment of the
Forest Act of 1993 and its Forest Regulations &51@hich institutionalized CBFM and put
the users as the main stakeholders to forestryy macceeding directives and amendments to
these rules have been contradictory to the idda8Bs-M. Many users and their advocates
felt that the positive changes in forest institnovere not being fully implemented and in
some cases, the succeeding new regulations anddameats were subverting these positive
changes back to the protective interest of the gouent through a non-participatory, top-
down process (Britt 2001; N.K. Shrestha, 2001 texidoy FAO 2004).

Within the FUGs, it is important to note the dispamn interest between FUGs or among the
FUG members. One of the most important issues wiBUGs is the discriminatory FUG

institutions (i.e. as stated in their Constituticexsd OP). This is attributed to the highly
differentiated Nepali society causing and reinfogcinstitutions that exclude those at he
lowest end, which incidentally, are also the pobagsl marginalized groups.

The most influential cause of social stratificationthe Nepali society is the Hindi caste
system which promotes and reinforces the culturgoofal exclusion among different castes.
The caste identity bestows higher social statutdee at the higher caste and consequently,
with (political as well as economic) power over tlogver castes. Another (and a related)
factor is ethnicity because indigenous peopledrasted to be of lower social status than the
upper caste Hindus. It comes with inferiority relatto non-ethnic groups. Women are also
discriminated in various ways, in favor of men. i8gia woman, especially in rural Nepal,
comes with the various social prejudices and imstihalized expectations such as having to
do the household chores (and serve their husbavatk at a reduced wage, and to have
limited opportunities to participate in communittigities.

These social stratification with communities arpessally felt in the rural areas such as in
forest communities which results to disadvantageshé marginalized groups in terms of
accessing forest resources. For example, the adization of the ownership and control of



natural resources in favor of the then Nepal Mamaiend the subordinates (mostly of higher
caste) has greatly reduced the access of the postlymbelonging to the lowest caste
including the Indigenous Peoples, although thewllgiglepend on these resources for their
livelihoods. Similar cases are demonstrated inrm#d institutions such as practices on land
and property inheritance that records ownershipy amider men’s name. These social
structures comes with social power and given hulseif-centered) nature, the privileged
powerful often would try to maintain their advargadyy creating institutions that support or
reinforce such differentiated social structures.

L ocal government bodies (i.e. DDCsand VDCs)

The local government bodies in Nepal include théions 75 District Development
Committees (DDCs) and several thousand Village gveent Committees (VDCs), one
level beneath the DDCs. These are under a sepgoaternment ministry which is the
Ministry of Local Development (MLD). Although thegre not under the MFSC, the forest
users, or forests, are under their administrativisgiction. In many instances, the DDCs and
VDCs work closely with local CFUGs, the DFOs, amoing with other organizations of the
civil society such as FECOFUN and local NGOs tolangent forestry-related and broader
community development initiatives. However, in marases also, they would have conflict
mostly with the DFO mostly as to who should be doihat and especially when it comes to
the imposition and collection of royalties fromdst products. This conflict was exacerbated
with the enactment of thieocal Self-Governance Act of 199&ich gave legal authority to
DDCs to impose taxes from forest resources (eomest minerals). Furthermore, their role in
forestry policy making processes is unclear. Algjioit is clear and has been recognized that
the Local Self-Governance Act of 1988s a lot of conflicting provisions with the Forésit

of 1993, initiatives to clarify these differences get to be done (FAO, 2004).
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IV. Theleasehold Forestry programme: a unique approach to forest
management

There are six programmes promoting CBFM in N&g@jha and Timsina, forthcoming).
These programmes are similar in that they pront@artanagement of forests by the users
but they are different in certain aspects sucaleir target beneficiaries, location and status
of the forests being handed over, and approachiestiutional arrangements within or
among the stakeholders. As was mentioned eattisrpaper would be focusing on the
Leasehold Forestry approach — the institutionarsgements among the stakeholders and the
institutions created at the forestry community leparticularly the Leasehold Forestry User
Group (LFUG) level.

Programme background

The Leasehold Forestry programme was first inidiate1993 through the implementation of
the first leasehold forestry project called the I#ilLeasehold Forestry and Forage
Development Project (HLFFDP). It evolved primaritlue to the observed widespread
discrimination of the poorest within the earliedamuch larger (in membership and area)
forest user groups, particularly the Community BoseUser Groups (CFUGS). Basically, LF
is similar with CBFM programmes such that forestrasare organized into FUGs and are
given rights and responsibilities to manage a paicorest. The LFUGs have the same
organizational structure and institution-making qass with CFUGs. They prepare an OP,
although with substantial assistance by the fai@sgers. The LF, however, differs primarily
in that it tries to target the poorest memberdefforest community and hands over degraded
‘forests’ through a 40-year leasehold agreementit Apecifically targets the poorest of the
poor, the groups are smaller size with around 5 to &énbvers in one Leasehold Forest User
Group (LFUG). Furthermore, as it tries to promo&iaus livelihood options to the LFUG
members, although such options are mostly basedivestock production. Due to its
livestock component, it involves the DoF and DoloSits implementation. It also involves
other organizations such as banks to provide csadlitices for the members to buy livestock
(e.g. the Agricultural Development Bank) and otbenvice providers (such as?).

Impact of L easehold Forestry programme

Positive

As of the completion date of the HLFFDP which mlbthe LF programme, there were 1,773
LFUGs organized including 12,028 households aneioyg 7,457 hectares of degraded
lancf. Generally, the condition of the ‘degraded larttmided over to the LFUGs has
improved. This is coupled by studies stating thatltF programme resulted to various
improvements in the lives of the LFUG members. 8padly, the programme (i) increased

® These include Community Forestry (CF), Leasehotesiry (LF), Watershed Management (WM), Collaliegat
Forest Management (CFM), Integrated ConservatidrDemvelopment (ICD), and Buffer Zone around pretetrea
(B2).

" The poorest are to be identified based on theh&itPlanning Commission (NPC)’s poverty thresluoikgria which
are based on type of dwelling, land/asset holdibfaod security.

& A more recent literature puts the area under Lbet®,507 ha covering 31 districts mostly in thelMiills and
Inner Terai region (Singh and Chapagain 2006).
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their assets especially their livestock (ii) impedwvthe productivity of women and their
participation in group activities and decision-nmakiand (iii) increased school attendance
and improved nutrition of the member-householdeeisfly of their children (Ohler 2003;
HLFFDP 2003). These positive impacts of HLFFDP pied a strong rationale for IFAD and
the Government of Nepal to continue to supportdbakl forestry. IFAD agreed to support
the Leasehold Forestry and Livestock Programme R)Rrithich would continue to
implement the strategies of the HLFFDP extending 26 more districts.

Negative
While there is a general consensus that LF reswttechprovements in the condition of the
degraded forests and to livelihoods, it also hesegative impacts as cited in various studies.

Although the programme intends to target the pa@@snmunities, many studies have shown
that in reality such households and groups weteolgf (Baral and Thapa 2003; Grinten and
Dhakal 1997; Schuler 1997; and Joshal 2000; Bhattaraget al 2003). As a result, these poor
households who were not included in LF were furtimpoverished. For example, in
Abukhaireni VDC of Tanahun district the several pbouseholds who were not included in
the LFUG had to cope from the loss of their tradiéil grazing land which was handed over
to other households for LF (Dhakal and Yadav 20@0)elated negative impact of LF
therefore is the resulting conflict between LFUG aon-LFUGs usually due to conflict over
rights to the land being handed over and confhetravho are supposed to be included within
the LFUGs (see for example Bhattarai, Ojha and Hjama2003; LI-BIRD 2004).

It can be observed that these negative impactsastly to non-LFUG members who belong
to the same community and not among the LFUG mesnl#dthough exclusion with FUG
groups, and therefore negative impacts to memlagesobserved in other FUG especially
CFUGs, this is hardly expected within LFUGs givdmeit limited and homogeneous
membership (making them easier to manage and sspgnand partly because of closer
supervision by the District Forest Officer (DFO)dabistrict Livestock Services Officer
(DLSO) in charge.

Given the above impacts of the programme and censglits further extension and
expansion into a national programme, the obviotection for improvement is to further
improve it positive impactavhile minimizing or eliminating its negative impgacThese

require an analysis of the causes of the abovetimegansequences and further constraints to
improving impacts of the programme.

I ssues and constraintswithin LF

There are various issues on LF that are cited & litlerature. We do not intend to be
comprehensive and given our focus on instituti@aastraints, we try to present these issues
again at the various levels, as we think they atethe community, programme and
implementation, and policy level.

® Although it obviously had positive impacts, thegramme is being criticized for low impact (i.e rydew
people benefited) considering the investment mdderaund US$ 17 million implemented within severange
(see Yadav and Dhakal 2000).

12



Constraints at community level

A primary issue at the community level is aboutiggyparticularly the exclusion of the
poorest in the programmes and eventually from #reefits generated from it; in some cases,
the displacement of the poorest as a consequerthesd programmes. At the LFUG level,
the question of equity is not much of whether thles of LFUGs are unfair or anti-poor
(because in principle LFUGs are supposed to be oeatpof the poorest) but more of
whether the process or selection strategy of Llf&iis

Various reasons were identified to have causeéxhkision of the poorest. Many poor
households lack awareness of the LF programmeeValeation report of LFLP shows that
not all poor households received prior informatduout the selection of LFUG members. In
many cases, these were reinforced by the remotg@guical location of the poorest and
poor infrastructure which limits the flow of infoation and mobility of the people (LFLP,
2005). As aresult, there are evidences where soichdle class and even richer households
are included in the LFUGs (see Baral and Thapa ;2D@shiet al 2000; and Bhattarai, 2003).
These studies support the earlier study by GriatehDhakal (1997) which showed that
many leaseholder households are large land-hofdimging families. In addition, to the
above reasons some of the LF members have dropped they could not fulfill some
requirements of LF membership such as regular@dtere in meetings and other LF
activities which are required to maintain membagyshi

On the other hand, looking at the above reasoms fhe point of view from an implementer’s
perspective, it can be said that much of the exmtuare due to improper implementation of
the programme. It can be said that the above @intrat the community level are given or
already known prior to the initiation of the prognae and should have been foreseen and
prepared for.

| mplementation constraints

In the design of the LF implementation processwdts supposed to be consultative and
involving the participation and approval of the coonity members. As was mentioned, this
was usually not the case; and the major reasongi\ar below.

Implementation by same organization implementindc®Black of capacity of DEOs
Although a multi-partner programme, the LF is giiiimarily being implemented by the DoF
through its DFOs, who are also implementing othBFM programmes. Definitely for the
DFOs and their forest rangers, the implementatibrarmther programme would mean
additional work. With no additional staff addeditoplement LF, the DFO and staff would
have to juggle their time and resources to acconateoithe LF, often resulting to shortcuts in
the processes which consequently results to legsaity output. Given the nature of their
incentives, it is also a fact that the line agemewdl invest more of their time and resources to
the programme with greater funding. They may invaste time initially to LF, but after
funding wanes, so is their suppfrt

' The LFUGSs are supported by the DFO for the injiigr and DLSO in the second year but after that, UGS
usually do not get further support and there igdidifollow up and monitoring by these concerneehages.
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Supply-driven implementation; therefore, lack ofreounity consultation

In principle, the LF process of handing over fosastthe poorest tries to minimize exclusion
of the poorest as it is for this reason that thzgpamme was designed and implemented in
the first place. However, as was demonstrated gboveany cases, forest handovers and the
selection of recipients, were not done as was dedigr intended. Much of these constraints
can be attributed to how programme implementat®omonitored and outputs evaluated.
Although participatory monitoring and evaluationsnaentioned as one of the features of the
programme, in reality this is hardly done. Moregy®@pgramme outputs are mostly measured
based on quantity (e.g. number of households azgdniarea of degraded forests covered)
rather than on quality (i.e. number of householelsing off the poverty line; sustainability of
the livelihood projects implemented and eventuaflthe LFUG groups; etc.). Because of the
emphasis on quantity outputs, the line agencienafo not follow the ideal, although lengthy
process of implementation. Instead, many implenier(iee. forest rangers, DFOs) do some
‘shortcut’ methods such as not consulting the whadenmunity in the identification of
degraded land or in identifying the poorest whiolild then later result to conflicts and unfair
community forest institution through the 'F

This may not only apply in the initial stage of es#lon process but also throughout the
implementation of programme including the implena¢ion of livelihood improvement
projects. Given the dominance of only two sectorgdlementers which are the DFO and the
DLSO, income generating activities are mostly fixedforest-related or livestock related
activities. In a study by Bhattarat al (2003) in some LFUGs in Kavre District, the
implementers of an income generating activity ppogkd not ask LFUG members what they
want nor conducted an analysis of the prevailingketafor bamboo handicraft before
conducting the training resulting to the limitedpact of such project. It was also observed
that as a practice, the operational plan of the GEls prepared by the ranger which is often
similar with the operational plan previously preggafor the leasehold groups, resulting to an
OP that ignores the needs uniqueness of the cegaiops such as their ecological,
geographic and socio-economic conditions.

Design constraints

Like the constraints at the community level and #itathe implementation level, the above
constraints to implementation can further be aitaeld to yet another set of constraints which
is at the design of the programme, or at the nalipalicy-level.

Organizing the poorest: Lack of capacity of thengsbrecipients

Many of the constraints earlier mentioned can babated to the fact that the people being
targeted and organized are the podfeSeing poor, they lack various resources or agsets
participate in activities other than those thatl wie them immediate returns. In addition,
they also lack the power to prevent other peomenfobstructing them from claiming their
rights or privileges like the ones being providadbtigh the LF programme. They are often
illiterate, living remotely, or indebted to the testoff households in their neighborhood. In
relation to this, it is noted that the design oé tbroject did not support the creation of

™ For more discussion and empirical studies orstitigect see Thonet al 2003; Bhattaraét al 2003
12 For example, if the leasing of degraded forestpésh to any interested lessee/s (not excludingetier off
households), implementation would have been féaitough it may no longer be a pro-poor endeavor).
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grassroots institutions other than leasehold groGpssidering the design of implementation
as noted earlier, most LFUGs would not be expettelde sustainable or to remain active
after few years, not even halfway until they finisheir lease period. These groups
(particularly the genuinely poorest) need more thast two years of institutional and

technical support as well as monitoring, at leaskriow what is happening, to the LFUG
members more than the forest.

Prohibition of the cultivation of vegetables andeads: limited livelihood options under LF
Under the LF, the cultivation of vegetable and akceops is prohibited; only grasses, fodder,
and trees are allowed. Now for a poor farmer whtivaies vegetables or cereal crops on a
‘degraded’ land, converting the land as a leaselfmidst would mean that he/she will no
longer be allowed to cultivate them. For the pobreso live in a hand-to-mouth existence,
growing grasses or trees would not be rationalesse it would take months or even years
before they are harvested. On the other hand, trecéand being cultivated by these poor
farmers are identified as degraded land, they wbalkk not much choice but to yield since
they do not have ownership rights to these landsause according to law, these are
government-owned lafd

Small size: lack of bargaining power of LFUGSs

The current leasehold groups range from 5-15 haldshwhich are very small compared to
CFUGs or other farmers group. This is a disadvantalgen accessing external support since
NGOs and other civil society organization look far sizable community groups for
collaboration and work. There is a problem to regithese smaller groups with District
Agriculture Development Office and other distrighd agencies which require larger
membership.

Aside from these institutional constraints attrdalito the design of the programme, various
constraints to further improving the lives of th@opest through LF was also identified in the
literature but will not be discussed in this pafddrese issues are discussed in a separate paper
(Bhattarai and Dhungana, forthcoming).

| dentifying opportunitiesfor interventions: LF stakeholder analysis

In analyzing the above constraints and identifyopgortunities for interventions, we
conducted an analysis of the stakeholders in Lartiqularly their power to influence the
various institutions - through a tool called CLIFadysis. This exercise gives a basis for more
in-depth recommendations that specify what shatldiee by particular actors to realize
reforms in LF institutions.

Inorder to do the above interventions, there needgnderstanding of how the LF institutions
are created and changed. This needs the identiicaf the important stakeholders in LF.
Based on the earlier analysis of forestry instig, an initial list of LF stakeholders include
the government, forest users, IFAD (i.e. donor)] #re social mobilizers (i.e. local NGOs).

13 An example for this case is the Chepang communitieo were reluctant to join the programme duehis t
policy which prohibits them from growing of agritwal crops in the sloping land. Since these conitiesndo
not have any other alternatives land for growirgy¢tops they feel insecure to join the LF programme
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Given this general list of stakeholders, we furtidentify sub-groups based on their different
‘stakes’, particularly based on their differenteirgst on the forest resources being handed
over, their legitimacy to influence LF institutioby current law, and their overall power to
reform LF institutions. In doing this, we used amalgtical tool developed in Carleton
University called the CLIP analysis. This tool elesba better understanding of the
relationship among the various stakeholders pdatilyy who are bound to be in conflict or to
collaborate.

Within government, the interests, legitimacy aneveoof the central office is often different
from the implementing line agencies. At the centfiice, the LF is managed by a separate
office: theLFLP office. The LFLP office is obligated to coordindbe implementation of the
programme under the DoF. It has the power mostlthenmplementation of the programme
as well as partly on the policy or design of thegpamme. At the policy level also includes
the National Planning Commission (NPC) which ispmessible in preparing the national
poverty reduction strategy paper for Nepal, whicént are used as a basis in the design of
poverty reduction programmes such as the LF. Airtiidementation level, the programme is
mainly being implemented by the DFO and DLSO. Adtibgr, these three government
offices or officers (i.e. LFLP central office, DFDLSO) have the mandate to implement the
programme and therefore have the legitimacy. Thenebt from the implementation of the
programme and therefore have high interest in Likd they have the power to reform or not
to reform the existing LF institutions. Aside frothem, there are also other government
agencies that may have interest or legitimacy tobigeolved in the LF programme but
currently lack the power to get involved and inflae the implementation. These include the
Department of Agriculture Office (DADO) which hasetmandate to implement agricultural
related activities and the District Development @uttee (DDC) which is the local
government body at the district level authorizednnage district resources (including forest
resources) through thencal Self-Governance Act of 1998

The forest users could also be further categorimém different stakeholders. Foremost of
these would be the LFUG members as they are th@erts of the programme. Another sub-
group would be those who were left out particuldhg shifting cultivators who often have
claims over the degraded lands but have high pitiyadf not being included and the rest of
the community members who would not be members@®filFUGSs, referred here simply as
non-LFUG members.

The final list of LF stakeholders could then in@ud.FLP office, DFO, DLSO, DADO,
DDC, NPC, LFUGSs, shifting cultivators, non-LFUG migens, IFAD, and the various local
NGO contracted as social mobilizers. These stakieneland their relationship based on the
analysis of their legitimacy, interest, and powen be illustrated in Figure 2 below.
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Figure 2: LF Stakeholder analysis

Interest L egitimacy

Shifting
cultivators,
Non-LFUGs

From the above analysis, and as partially illusttah Figure 2, some important observations
about the relationship of the stakeholders ard-apst communities in general have high
interest in LF but lack the legitimacy and poweirtfbuence LF institutions to their favor; b)
Although LFUGs have high interest and legitimacyrftuence LF policies, they lack power
to do so. This is true for other line agencies sashhe DDC, DADO and even the NGOs
involved in social mobilization process; and c¢) Argothe government line agencies, the
highest stake, legitimacy and power over LF ingbts is mostly concentrated with the
Department of Forestry through the LFLP at the regrdffice and the DFO at the districts.
The other stakeholders that have high interestitifeacy, and power to change LF
institutions are IFAD and DLSO. On the other hatind NPC also have the legitimacy and
power to influence particularly the design of theogramme as it prepares the poverty
reduction strategies that LF follows, but it canda&d that its interest in intervening with LF
institutions is limited.
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V. Direction for interventions and recommended actions

Given the above institutional constraints and theysis of the roles of the various
stakeholders, we identify various opportunitiesifderventions. Although based on the
stakeholder analysis, interventions can mostlydreedy the government policy-makers and
implementers, for a more organized presentatioragan tried to present these interventions
based on the earlier presented constraints, winechadegorized at the community,
programme implementation, and programme design.

At the community level

The dominant issue under at the community-levekidusion of the poorest with the forest
rangers not following the process of selectiorhefpoorest and degraded land. Intervention
at this level should then mainly to ensure thatgtueess is strictly followed.

s Improve community awareness of LF: In the design LF implementation process at the
community level, there is a strong emphasis to canity involvement such as in the
identification of degraded land to be leased anth@identification and selection of the
poorest households to be the recipients. Howeterjrmplementation of this process is
often not followed. One way to ensure that it ikolwed is to increase the awareness of
the forest communities about LF prior to its impétation in that community. This may
already also be in the design of the programmeutiirahe NGOs to be contracted as
social mobilizers but given further constraintgefying on them, other more information
dissemination need to be considered. One simpl®rops to put a poster about LF
(especially the process of handover) in public gda@and offices (e.g. DFO and DLSO and
those being frequented by the poorest) that coalddible to the intended recipients. This
way of informing the public shall put pressurengpiementers to follow it when they are
to implement it. The posters or brochures should designed so as to make it
understandable even to those who can hardly regdr{eking illustrations). Local radio
could also be used to reach out those at remo&tidos. These media should also target
not just the recipients but also the wealthier #reprivileged groups in the community,
with the aim of changing their attitude to be méaeorable for the poorest and gaining
their support for LF.

%

% Improve LFUG member awareness of their rights and responsibilities

After handover and formation of LFUGs, awareneswigies should still continue. LFUG
members need to be made aware of their rightsespmbnsibilities for being a member of
the LFUG. A patrticular concern is the fact that lE&Jdo not have constitution that states
these rights and responsibilities. In a way, tloisstraint is due to the reality of preparing
a constitution (which for LFUGs would need heavyeemal assistance just like the
preparation of their OPs). Given their small sipgeparing it would mean more
investments and increased implementation cost. l@nother hand, the trend among
LFUGs is their organization into inter-groups ammbperatives which increases their
membership and necessitates their preparation efr tbonstitution and by-laws.
Intervention should then support this trend andosupmember awareness of their rights
and responsibilities through seminars and trainaigs$ exposure visits to better organized
LFUGs.
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o,

% Inclusion of more number of poorest and marginalized: Aside from improving the
implementation of the process to capture the geyipoorest, it is a fact that not all the
poorest or marginalized are covered in the progranaither because of the limited
number of poorest being included in an LFUG; om@s demonstrated earlier, because
the LF deal may not be attractive to the pooresgigeially the shifting cultivators. In the
former case, more LFUGs should be organized in coniies with high number of
poorest. The number of LFUGs should be made prigmaitto the number poorest, using
the NPC standard criteria of poverty. This promordlity may, however, be limited by the
area of degraded land within a community. If suahmnot be resolved by changing the
programme design to handing over ‘less degradedsfpa remedy would be to apportion
smaller degraded forest to more number of poojast, to accommodate more poor
households. In the latter case for shifting cuttive, flexible implementation is needed to
accommodate the unique needs of the shifting @itirg. This may include initially
allowing them to continue with their traditional yaf land use (i.e. planting cereals) then
gradually trying to introduce more sustainable @i such as agroforestry, which may
still allow cultivation of cereals and vegetableg At a minimal and sustainable level.

The above recommendations try to make implemembenr® transparent and accountable to
the community and LFUGs. These should be couplethdrgasing their accountability also

to their higher office. Doing so implies improvernh@mthe monitoring and evaluation system
of the programme, which is discussed further inné&et section on implementation.

At theimplementation level

At the implementation level, interventions basigaléed to target the capacity of the
implementing organizations. Both DFOs and DLSOdiarged not primarily by their
number of staff but their sectoral mandate and eigeewhich result to limited collaboration
of other line agencies; limited technical servite& FUGSs; and ultimately, limited success
(i.e. impact, sustainability) of the programme.

Capacity building may have to consider involvingetgovernment line agencies such as the
DADO, District Soil Conservation Office, and the BDThe involvement of the DDC in
particular would be ideal to address the limitatddrthe DFO for being a sectoral

organization implementing an integrated programnhhgs is because the DDCs have the
mandate to implement government programmes atistigctllevel. In practice, they
coordinate the various sectoral (and centralizetiyiies government departments at the
district level and their legitimacy and power toties coordinating task is enhanced with the
enactment of theocal Self-Governance Act of 1998big step towards decentralization of
governance in the country, and which also gavéD€ greater jurisdiction over forest
resources.

Specifically, we propose that a district-level giaijcoordination committee should be formed
to manage, or supervise, the implementation ofLthgorogramme. This committee shall be
under the chairmanship of the DDC chairpetéoBFO could be secretary and all the other

4 The DDC chairmanship is an elected position betgbstponement of elections, this is temporarilgasrthe
Local Development Officer. The DDC is under the Miry of local development (MLD).
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district line agencies including representativesfrNGOs and users shall be members. We
summarize its various justifications below.
. The poorest have diverse needs (food and nutriidagation, health, income,
etc.) and source of livelihoods (e.g. forest, lteek, labor) and need integrated
intervention to address their needs and improvie tiierent livelihood strategies.
. DFO and DLSO are sectoral organizations and laekc#pacity to implement
integrated approach to poverty alleviation. Givdratttheir services are often
influenced by the availability of programme funtisey would not be able to sustain
their services to LFUGSs, which are intended to édeast for 40 years!
. The way forward is to involve more line agenciepeesally those that are
immediately needed by the poor. However, attractotger departments to get
involved in the implementation of LF is difficultsahis would be limited by their
same standing in the government bureaucracy. Fampble, DADO would hardly
agree to be under the supervision of the DFO, arelwersa. Nevertheless, involving
more line agencies is needed.
. A non-sectoral organization would be needed to eunithe sectoral
organizations. A committee composed of these impiemg agencies is therefore
recommended to pool the resources and effortsesketisectoral organizations. In this
case, the DDC have the advantage of heading thelioating committee as it is a
non-sectoral agency, it has the mandate and tesdho&pacity to coordinate these
activities at the district level as well as to @l up support services in the long run
even after the LF programme ends because the LEK3snder its jurisdiction.

The above recommendation would have various imipdioa to the implementation of the LF
programme. There would need to be some clarifinatiothe roles of the line agencies
involved, or that shall be involved. This shallfbbowed by realigning of the management or
‘coordinating’ structure of the programme (i.e. wdmes what when and which organization
supervises who?). Consequently, a very importauoishat would need to be resolved (as
this would be the main source of controversy) wdaddhe distribution of programme and
project funds (i.e. what are the incentives fotiggtinvolved in the programme?). Definitely,
the DFO will oppose reducing their share of thedaidvhile all other will want their share.
Since this is a controversial issue, which needseagent, we recommend its further
discussion involving the various stakeholders. @ndther hand, we suppose that this re-
organization of the implementing organizations Bfould take some processes and time to
be resolved. We are aware of further complicatiareoordination not just among the line
agencies but between them and other stakeholdensasuthe donor agency (IFAD), national
coordinating body (i.e. LFLP), and LFUGs. A comnwaaly forward is to conduct a pilot
project after it is sufficiently discussed inordersee how this recommendation can actually
be realized.

Further issues at this level and following the abmcommendations would be about the
monitoring and evaluation of organizational, stafid LFUG performance. Since the ultimate
aim of the programme is improving the livelihoodgle poorest, these performance or
output criteria at various levels should be refairteegive emphasis on quality (e.g. changes
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in the various livelihood assets) more than justatyequantity (e.g. number of recipients or
area of forest handed over).

At the programme design level
Although there are various changes that need tefoemed at this level, interventions merely
have to change the legal provisions that cause ofd&e earlier constraints cited. Simple as
it sounds, in reality, changing legal provisionsnist easy either because of the lengthy
process of policy-making or because such provisians often controversial. Policy
interventions often have to start with facilitatiaglialogue among the concerned stakeholders
for them to discuss and agree to a compromiseidieatly will satisfy the interests of these
stakeholders. Since most of the issues at thig Eeecontroversial, these dialogues may be
initiated by those representing the interest of fmorest such as the civil society
organizations including the organization of forasers (i.e. FECOFUN, NEFUG); or could
better be initiated by IFAD using its power ovee ttespective central government agencies.
The recommended actions at this level are for boy@ agencies to initiate the:
. review of the process of implementation of the paogme at the community
level inorder to address the constraints in follogvihe intended design of the process
of handover;
. discuss the unsettled issues and controversiesgomith the LF programme,
particularly regarding the prohibitions in the owdtion of annual crops, the
clarification of the term ‘degraded land’, and sursability issues hounding LF and
LFUGs.
. Conduct a workshop to discuss the re-organizatiod addition of LF
implementing agencies, with representatives froedkisting and potential agencies
and other stakeholders.
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VI. Summary and conclusion

This study tried to identify and understand theiing8onal constraints to the Leasehold
Forestry Programme in Nepal, which were used totifyeopportunities for interventions to
further improve the benefits that the poorest ganfforests.

Inorder to put the study into context, we firstadissed the important concepts around
institutions such as livelihoods, stakeholders, @mdmunity which led us to a conceptual
framework showing how forest institutions are ceeadr influenced, often to the
disadvantage of the poorest and how these institsittan be reformed or influenced back to
be more inclusive and more beneficial for the psbamd marginalized groups of society.
Based on the conceptual framework, we tried toritesand analyze the forest institutions in
Nepal, particularly those that are generated thnabg implementation of the Leasehold
Forestry. We identified three categorization ofsthéorest institutions: national policies,
programme implementing guidelines and the rulesooms within or among the government
line agencies involved in its implementation, anléks and norms at the community level.
Along with these institutions is a general overvigithe important stakeholders in CBFM in
Nepal. After this overview, we presented a shockigeound of the Leasehold Forestry
Programme: its evolution and its impacts. The ingpatclude a presentation of the negative
impacts and issues which were then a basis inifgiengt the institutional constraints in the
programme at various levels. Based on these camistréne opportunities for interventions
were identified. To come up with more in-depth maoeendations, we conducted a
stakeholder analysis for LF. Based on the condt@nd a better understanding of the
interest, legitimacy, power and the relationshiphaf LF stakeholders, we recommended
specific actions to reform its various institutions

At the LFUG and forest community level, the direatifor institutional reforms is basically to
properly implement Leasehold Forestry as a pro-ppmroach to forestry as it was designed.
The recommendations include increasing the forestsu awareness of the principle and
process of LF; increasing the LFUG members’ awaermd their rights and responsibilities
as intended and expected in the lease contract;impobving the monitoring system of
Leasehold Forestry to ensure that the processretfadentification, beneficiary selection,
and forest handover are followed. At the distrestdl or among implementing agencies, the
recommendations include greater coordination ansupgporting line agencies basically to
improve the institutional capacity of the governmenimplementing Leasehold Forestry.
This includes clarifying the roles of the varioumel agencies and improving their
coordination and cooperation such as through orgéional reforms favoring greater
collaboration among them. At the national levefomas include changes in the design of
Leasehold Forestry as provided in the various natiforest laws such as the Forest Act of
1993, Leasehold Forest Policy 2002, and implemgmntires and procedures with the aim of
facilitating the earlier recommendations at thedoadministrative levels (i.e. community and
district level).
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