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status of community forest in Nepal. Community forests in Nepal are built on the experience of other countries
around the world, especially its neighbors in South Asia. In order to understand the context and particular designs
and objectives of Nepal’s community forestry program, key literature on community forestry is summarized.
Particular attention is paid to the evolution of community forestry in Nepal from first protecting local forests and
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1. Introduction
FAO (1978) defines community forestry as “a situation,
which intimately involves local people in forestry activity”
[1]. This definition includes a wide spectrum of activity
such as allowing local communities to completely manage
their forest for local needs; giving them access to the
economic benefits derived from forest, and protecting
forests maintains ecological wellbeing along with
generating income for rural communities from the
processing of forest products. Community forestry
generally involves three major activities. First is local
decision making and controlling an area of forest land,
second is local control of benefits, including revenue and
forest products and third is increasing local value-added
manufacturing with maintenance of long term ecological
integrity of the forest ecosystem [2].

2. Origin of Community Forestry in
Nepal
“Hariyo Ban Nepal Ko Dhan (Green Forests are the
wealth of Nepal)” has been a very popular slogan in Nepal
and to some extent a reality as well. However, with the
nationalization of forests by the government in 1957, the
local people who had been using the forest resources as
well as protecting the forests were deprived of their rights.
The nationalization of forests by the government has let to
mistrust among the people towards the efforts made by the
government for the forest protection. To add woe to this,
the increasing population was bound to depend on the
adjacent forests for meeting their basic needs such as
firewood, fuel, fodder and timber [3]. As a result of this,
the forests were exploited in manners that were not conducive
to sustainable management practices. Consequently this

led to deterioration of forests particularly in the hills in the
form of accelerated forest encroachment, illegal logging
and continued deforestation. To stop the rapid decline and
deterioration of forest conditions, the government initiated
the community forestry program. The community forestry
program was specifically brought in with an objective of
meeting the subsistence needs of local people and at the
same time for protecting the forests by transferring user
rights of forest resources to the local users [4]. In
community forests, parts of government forests are handed
over to a group of local households known as Community
Forest User Groups (CFUG). They prepare a forest
management plan according to their needs and forests are
managed according to the plan for the purpose of resource
utilization as well as protection and conservation. The
basic assumption of the CFUG is that users become united
and become capable of managing community forests for
their mutual benefits. However, requirement and interests
of the households participating in community forests is
different depending upon their economic status. Poor
people want to use it more for subsistence such as fodder,
food and firewood while rich people are more interested in
its commercial value such as timber.
The need for a community forestry program in Nepal
was first emphasized by government policies as early as
1976 (By the National Forest Plan, 1976). This resulted in
amendment of the conventional Forest Act (amendment
1977) by making provisions for handing over of part of
government forests to the smallest local governance unit,
then known as “Panchyat” (HMG, 1978). It further
produced regulations called Forest Rules, in 1978 for
smooth implementation of the program.
The local panchayats had ownership over plantation
forests (Panchyat Forest) and existing natural forests
(Panchyat Protected Forests). But it was the local
households, who had to be involved to protect the forest,
contribute their labor for forest management activities and
very often had to sacrifice their traditional use of forests,
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such as grazing, in the name of community forest
development. Therefore, there was no feeling of
ownership among the local people. Thus, local a
panchayat was not able to motivate local communities
sufficiently for forest management. However, in terms of
policy formulation, this program is considered as one of
the best forestry programs in the world [5].
After the panchayat system was overthrown, political
instability was created. In the absence of proper legislative
structure, forest administration started handing over the
forests directly to the local groups involved in protecting
forests. Providing ownership of forest management
directly to the local forest users made the community
forestry program more acceptable, and users started
contributing for forest protection and forest management,
such as thinning, pruning, weeding, etc. Thus, local
communities started to have more responsibility in forest
management and they started to get benefits from forest
products such as tree fodder, grass, poles and firewood.
A master plan of the forestry sector (1989) placed the
community forestry program as one of its six primary
programs. The Forest Act was enacted in 1993, where
community forestry was recognized as one of the forestry
programs for Nepal. Regulations were passed in 1995,
which elaborated operational modalities for community
forests. The regulations allowed local people to manage
the forests and to use the forest products according to the
management plan approved by the District Forest Office
(DFO).

3. Implementation of Community
Forestry Program
After enactment of new Act and Regulation,
implementation of the community forestry program in the
hills went in to high speed. The government announced
the handing over of all accessible forests as community
forests. All development partners operating in Nepal
supported this idea and started formulating and
implementing community forestry programs. By 1995, the
number of community forestry and its related programs or
projects across Nepal reached 13 (MFSC, 1996). In the
beginning, handing over of good forests to the community
was limited because DFO (District Forest Office) kept
ownership of good forests.

Table 1. The transition of coverage of Community Forest
Period

No of CFUGs

Area of CF (ha)

Before 1997

5,355

362,551

1997-2003

13,300

1,100,000

2004-2009

14,431

1,230,000

Source: Joshi, A.l, 1997; Kanel, KR., 2004; MFSC.

The data in the table shows that the average formation
of CFUGs per year is 200 and area added per year is 2,200 ha.

4. An over View of Forest Management in
Nepal
Forests are directly related with the nation’s
development. It plays a crucial role for the living standard
of people. By knowing this fact, since the beginning of
civilization, different efforts have been made for its
protection, but in the Nepalese context efforts made by the
government can be summarized in the following
chronological way. In Nepal, the government earned
revenue of US$ 1.11 million from the sale of non-wood
forest products or almost 18% of the total revenue of the
forest sector in 2002 [6]. Ninety percent of rural
household income is contributed thought non-wood forest
production Non-Wood Forest products (NWFP) related
economic activities [7]. In Nepal management of NWFP
is done by community forest user groups (CFUG) and
national policy explicitly recognizes commercial role [6].
After more than five years of established community
forests in Nepal, the collection of forest products
including fodder, grass, thatching materials and leaf litter,
has increased while fuel wood collection and livestock
number decreased. This has led to tree regeneration and
improvement of forest health [8]. In addition, the number
of community forests in Nepal is increasing: as of 2006
14,258 CFUGs has been formed covering two-fifths of the
total population and one-fifth of the total forest area [9].
Studies suggest that the community forest program has
had tremendously positive effects on local resource
conservation and livelihood conditions [10]. These studies
also suggest that the program has improved other areas of
natural resources management including watershed
conservation and protected area management [10].

Table 2. Forest management and administration history in Nepal
Time
Before 1927
1927

Change
No administrative Forest Offices
Establishment of Kathmahal

1939

Establishment of” Eastern Wing and Western Wing”

1942

Establishment of DFO with “3 circles and 12 Banjanch”
Establishment of 2 circles and 44 Ranges covering the Terai areas.
Establishment of IOF
Nationalization of Forests.
Establishment of Ministry of Forest (MOF)
MOF was abandoned (lack of staff). CCF office was established with
7 circles and 22 Divisions.

1951
1957
1959
1960
1961

Establishment of TCN

1962

Working plans were prepared for some Terai districts.

Function
Distribution of Lands for Farming
To supply Railway sleepers To India.
To manage the supply of sleepers to India and collection of
Revenue.
To control and manage the forest administration
To control and manage the forest administration in Terai.
Production of Skilled manpower inside the country
To cover forest activities nationwide.
To collect revenue to the country.
External assistance started.
To utilize timber from resettlement areas.
Protection oriented laws were enabled (1961, 1967, 1970),
power to forest staff, women became users, corruption.
To start planning processes in forest activities.
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Time
1966

Change
Establishment of “Fuelwood Corporation.”

1967

Formulation of especial Forest protection act

1968
1970
1976
1978
1982
1983-88
1989
1993

Function
To supply fuelwood to Katmandu.
To enable the forest conservation & protection activities.
DFO became policing and Lawyer.

Establishment of 14 circles and 75 DFOs (but failed due to lack of
trained manpower.)
Establishment of 7 circles, 22 divisions and “Pradhan Ban Karyala”.
Formulation of Forest production rules.
Publish of National Forestry Plan.
(9 circles and 40 Divisions covering 75 districts).
Promulgation of Community Forestry Rules
Decentralization Act.
Establishment of 5 Regional Directorates (MFSC) and 75 DFO
offices.
Master Plan For Forestry sector was made.
5 Regional Directorates (MFSC) and 74 DFOS.
Huge reduction in central organization.

1993

New Forest Act.

1995

Forest Bylaws

1998

Forest Bylaws

81

To coincide with other administrative structures.
To strengthen the organization with available manpower.
To restrict, control and collect the revenue.
To implement the forestry activities nationwide on a planned
basis.
To involve the local people in the management of Forest.
To empower the local level administration.
To match with decentralization Act.
To improve the policy of Forestry sector.
To reduce central control.
But reduce whole forestry programs.
To handover the national forest to the adjoining forest users
for accountable management.
To launch the forest management programs according to the
Forest act 1993.
Complete power to Forest user group for decision-making.
HMG stood as the facilitator in CF programs.
To launch the forest management programs according to the
Forest act 1993.
Complete power to Forest user group for decision-making but
legal provision to contribute 40% of CF income as the
government treasure.

Source: Dep of Forests.

4.1. Forestry before Unification
A number of small kingdoms and tribal areas had
existed in Nepal before unification. Nepal has been
predominantly an agricultural country with a land tenure
system. Access to agriculture was important to all level or
categories of people in society. Stiller (1975) has
described the land tenure system in detail.
The history of forest management in Nepal is close
linked with the political history of the country. In earlier
periods, the ruler of Nepal has used forest as a potential
source of the revenue and had shown little intrest of forest
management. Land use policy in the mountains was
designed to encourage the conversion of forest land of the
farmland in order to increase the tax base [11]. The forest
management situation in the the following period was
influenced by political events. The conversion of forest
land to agriculture had started before the Prithivi Narayan
Shah (Regime 1763). Reclamation of the forest was
generally open to anyone who undertook to bring it under
cultivation. Tax exemption, normally for three years, was
granted in respect of such land, a concession attributed by
tradition to King Ram Shah of Gorakha (1606-1633) [12].
The Zamindars and other revenue functionaries, over
and above jagir land grant received for their work, were
also entitled to reclaim as much new land as they liked
without payment of any additional tax [13]. The Gurkha
ruler, Ram Shah, established a form of family rule over
Gorkha [13]. The land tenure system was established in
this area and land tax was levied known as raikar. The
peasants paid tax to the state crown as a rent or tax
equivalent to one half of product of the land they held.
Peasant rights to the land were based on the regular
payment of this rent to the crown representative and other
revenue functionaries. At that time, land was not allowed
to remain as unproductive.

In a jagir and birta grants, the land was assigned to a
person who served the court in some official, civil or
military capacity, even the low ranked staff were able to
receive benefits from this land. This form of grant
remained valid only if the official concerned continued to
serve the state or unite the land was recalled or confiscated
Kipat is another and entirely different concept of land
tenure existing largely in Buddhist or tribal communities
in the hill of Nepal in the Gorkhali period [14].
In many villages such as Rai and Limbu they retained
communal land for many years thought the kipat system
of tenure, under which natural resources of land and forest
were controlled by a village head and distributed in
accordance with family requirements. Communal ownership
provided checks: and balances to prevent over-harvesting
by legal means. In the similar manner, in the Gurung and
Magar villages, these groups of people commonly
managed their forest using a traditional system that was
exercised thought a council of village leader- Mukhiya. In
the local system of authority, village heads were powerful
about village activities, including forest and pasture.
It seems that even before 1743, the former rulers of
many autonomous states utilized natural resources for the
principle source of income as a family heritage. In the
name of state income generation, most of the land had been
converted into agricultural land for revenue collection.

4.2. Forestry Situation from 1769 to 1951
In 1969, the greater part of present-day Nepal was
united into one nation by the King of Gorkha, Prithivi
Narayan Shah. After the P.N. shah regime, his
descendants continued the task of unification and, by 1808,
the frontier of Nepal extended 2,100 km from the Tistha
River in the East. At that time, the political situation in
India was different and the British were spreading their
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political control over the Gangetic Plan by subjugating the
native Indian rulers. In the Tarai, confrontation occurred
between Birtish Indian and Nepal forces. British
demanded for evacuation of the Tarai territory were
unacceptable to Gorkhali Government. The result was the
British-Nepal war (1814-1816) ant the Treaty of Sugauli
gave the Birtish East India Company highly important
advantages. A large portion of Nepalese territory was
surrendered to the Birtish but the part of this was
subsequently restored to Nepal in 1861 and 1960 [15].
After 1950, there was rapid political changes made in
the previous King’s leadership. The forest was used to
secure votes by different level of politicians mostly during
the election period. Each elected Government even
became unable to solve the forest land encroachment by
the migrants in the Tarai.

4.3. Nationalization of Private Forest in 1957
The Government and authorized individuals have
exploited nature forest resources for their personal benefit
for generations. Forest land was distributed to kin and
powerful people by introducing a different tenure system.
In the later stage of the Ran regime, one third of stateowned forest was transferred as a birta and kipat and
therefore belonged to Rana family. In 1957, the government
enforces the Nationalization Act and nationalized privately
owned forests. Many scholars suggest the deforestation in
Nepal can be traced to the nationalization of communal forest
lands in 1950s by the government, thereby alienating local
people from their ancestral institution and controls [16]. In
fact entitlement of forest was not communal it was with
landowners and they allowed local people for forest products
use.
Local control over forest remained in places where
strong local leadership had excluded Government interference.
In these areas, forests were protected thought local action
to ensure that local people could continue to meet their
needs from the forest, and the Act appears to have had
little effect [17]. Despite the argument made by Rhodes,
there is not any evidence that shows Government has
nationalized communal forest. Most of the forest was
under the control of powerful people as private forest,
which was national property previously. Even powerful
people owned these forests as birta, kipat and other means.
Forest was permitted to use to local people as mercy of
landlord, and there was system providing gift and labor
donation instead of taking forest products. The main
intention of this Act was to size the power and control of
limited elite Zamindars, bringing all the forest under
Government control with a view to preserving this natural
resource, providing for the protection of forest, and
controlling use by the people.
The 1957 nationalization Act states the “….. forest
constitutes an important part of the national wealth and to
protect national wealth… management utilization thereof
for the public interest it is expedient to nationalist private
forests” (Private Forest Nationalization Act, 1957). There
was a provision in this Act that about the limited area of
private forest for the individual family, which could not be
nationalized. After the end of the Rana era, the
government had nationalized private forest in a weak
organizational structure and was unable to communicate

that view of nationalization to people. Local elite and
landlord Zamindar distorted the message of the
nationalization Act which accelerated deforestation.
Presently, nationalization of private forest has provided an
opportunity for increasing community forest in the
country, since all the accessible forest under control of
Zimindars has been now converted to community forest.

4.4. Forest Administration under the First
Forest Act
The forest Act 1961 was mainly concerned with forest
administration. It defined the categories of forest and
covered legal procedures for handling different types of
forests, which included the duties of the Forest
Department (DOF), forest offences and prescribed
penalties. This Act also made provision for private forest
plots (ban batika), not exceeding in area of 1.25 hectares
in the Hill and 3,25 hectares in Tarai, if the individuals
planted and grew trees with their own resources and
efforts. However, there was a little provision for
transferring Government forest land to Panchayat
community forest for their use and it remained inactive. In
1962, King Mahendra instituted the Panachyat Policy,
which was a new national political system, based on local
people’s committees called Panchayats that would build
“democracy from the grass roots” [17].
The main focus of the Forest Protection Special Act
1967 (special arrangement) was to further define forest
offences and prescribe penalties for these, as well as forest
protection. A special court was established under the
provisions. This Act provided more power to the District
Forest Office in conserving forest resources and policing
functions in practice. However, it was only applied in the
weaker sections of society, which was brought under the
purview of this law enforcement actively. The powerful
individuals, who were involved in offences, often escaped
thought influence and manipulation. So this Act also
proved to be of limited use and the DOF became unable to
manage forest resources effectively.
This map shows protected areas, ecological zone and
forest of Nepal. The master plan for the forestry sector of
1988 is an overall twenty-five years forest policy that
included strategies to manage forest resources in the
appropriate way. The master plan was prepared by
Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation.

5. The Master Plan for the Forestry
Sector
Before the Master Plan for the Forestry Sector (MPFS)
in 1988, a provision made in the Forest Act and its bylaws
was duly acknowledge in the national plans and
programmed in Nepal. The NPC has incorporated policies
from the national forestry plan published in 1976 into
seventh five-year plan. Objectives of that policy were to
meet people’s needs for forest products, including timber,
fuel wood, fodder etc. It maintains or restores ecological
balance thought afforestation and water shade
management, and encourages maximum economic gain
from forest products. The corresponding aims of the
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seventh five-year plan were to supply the needs of daily
life such as fuel wood, timber, bedding materials, leaves
and grass, as well as to carry out afforestation.
Encouraging the maximum participation of the people
protected afforested areas.
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The master Plan was prepared by the combined efforts
of the Government and donors, international development
agencies. The plan specified two sets of objectives; the
long –term objectives and the mid –term objectives. They
are as below.

Figure 1. Protected Forest Areas in Nepal (Source: WWF (World Wildlife Fund) www.wwf.org)
Table 3. Objectives of Master Plan for Forestry Sector
Long –Term objectives
1. To meet the people’s basic needs for fuel wood, timber, fodder, and
other forest products on a sustained basic, and to contribute to food
production thought and effective interaction between forestry and
farming practices.
2. To protect the land against degradation by soil erosion, floods,
landslides desertification and other effects of ecological imbalance.
3. To conserve the ecosystem and natural resources.
4. To contribute to the growth of local and national economies by
managing the forest and creating opportunities for income generation
and employment
Mid-term objectives
1. To promote people’s participation in forest resources development,
management, and conservation
2. To develop the legal framework needed to enhance the contribution of
individuals, and institutions to forest resource development,
management, and conservation
3. To strengthen the organizational framework and develop the
institution of the forestry to enable to carry out their missions
Source: HMGN(1988).

6. Community Forestry – A General
Overview
Community Forest is defined as a situation, which
intimately involves local people in forestry activities [18]

(FAO 1978). Gilmour and Fisher (1991) have defined CF
in terms of control and management of forest resources by
the rural people who use them especially for domestic
purposes and as an integral part of their farming systems.
CF started in the late 1970s, when the development
strategies of the 1950s and 1960s that focused on
industrial development were being criticized for
overlooking rural development and not meeting the basic
needs of the rural poor. Since then, it has been spreading
over the world with different names but similar objectives.
Malla (2001) reports some examples like Join Forest
Management in India, Social Forestry in Bangladesh, BC
Forestry in Canada, Community Forestry in America,
Social Forestry in China, Community Forestry in Nepal,
and so on.
The community forestry program was launched in the
late-1970s as part of efforts to curb the widely perceived
crisis of the Himalayan forest degradation, when the
government of Nepal came to the conclusion that active
involvement of the local people in forest management was
essential for forest conservation in the country. The term
community in its broadest sense may refer to any group of
persons united by a “community of interest”. In this sense
a professional group, a residential unit, or a club or a
voluntary association may all be referred to as communities.
A forest is a biological community dominated by trees and
other woody vegetation. Thus community forestry
activities are aimed at providing direct benefits to rural
people and that “the people” should have a substantial role
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in decision making. At this level that is as a statement
about the philosophy behind community forestry, there is
nothing wrong with the term [18]. Community forestry is
flourishing in Nepal, improving the livelihoods of rural
household of communities, and nurturing democracy at
the grassroots level despite a prolonged insurgency and
political upheavals [19].
During the 1970’s, the recognition of Himalayan
degradation as a serious environmental crisis [20]. Increased
pressure on international development institutions and
donor governments to contribute to the conservation of the
Himalayas. This led to a shift in the development
discourse away from an emphasis on infrastructure and
technology transfer toward environmental issues [21].
Moreover, Nepal’s strategic geopolitical situation (being
located between China and India) and fragile
environmental condition attracted donors [22].Whose
viewed forestry and the environment as the key elements
of integrated conservation and development projects.
Several international agencies (Such as NPO, NGO,
INGO) assisted the Nepalese Government in formulating
the master plan for the forestry sector (MPFS), which
recognized the need for local people’s participation in the
conservation and management of the country’s forest
resources. In 1989, as the master plan for the forestry
sector was being finalized and formally adopted by the
government, an ongoing movement against the panchayat
system by the citizenry also culminated in the reinstatement
of multiparty democracy in the country. The decisions of
subsequent governments further strengthened the
regulatory framework of a community-based forest plan
for the forestry sector (MPFS).
Community forestry is one of components of social
forestry. Agro forestry, Agro-salvo pastoral systems and
private planning programs come under the umbrella term
of social forestry. [23], describes the natural and potential
role of social forestry. He opines on what ways, and to
what extent social forestry can help to alleviate the acute
socio-economic problems faceted by many developing
countries. In this potential role of social forestry, he
mentioned in his paper the ecological aspects like site
protection, economic aspects like income and wage and
social benefits like a higher quality of life.
The emerging of the concept of community forestry in
the late 60’s and early 70’s parallels with the wider
concert of development with basic community needs.
Community forestry initially involved local people in

forest activity. Community forestry refers to the control
and management of forestry resources by the rural people
who are using them especially for domestic purposes and
as an integral part of their farming system. Villagers see
community forestry or village forestry as the control
management and use of forest resources. It seeks to
increase the level of awareness of local people and
actively involve them in all aspects of forestry activities.
[24].
Community forestry has been defined as “The control
protection and management of local forest by local people
or community known as a user group.” [25]. Gerald Foley
has also an opinion that over the past decade, farm and
community forestry has emerged as one of the principal
responses to the problems caused by the widespread loss
of tree and forest cover in the developing world. Its aim is
also help people to solve their own wood supply problems,
meet their own needs and preserve the environment in
which they live by planting trees on their farms and
around villages [26].
Table 2 shows the main features of current community
forestry in Nepal.
The most signification regulatory development in
support of community forestry was the enactment of the
forest Act 1993 by the first elected parliament after the
1990 movement for democracy. The 1993 Forest Act
guaranteed the rights of local people in forest management
[25], as briefly summarized in Table No: 3. Nepal became
the world’s first country to enact such radical forest
legislation, allowing local communities to take full control
of government forest patches under a community forestry
program. Meanwhile, international agencies continued to
support the process of reorienting government forestry
officials the work as facilitators of community based
forest management and away from their traditional
policing roles [24].
Regarding the forest management, present Forest Act of
1993 entitles the CFUGs “to develop conserve use manage
the forest sell and distribute the forest product
independently by fixing their process according to
operational” (Forest Act 1993). The forest regulation of
1995 introduces a provision that in order to transport
forest products, a committee or person designated by the
CFUG shall issue a permit and stamp the timber. The
transportation products can only take place after informing
the concerned forest office and having the matter endorsed
by checkpoints located in route.

Table 4. Main Features of Current Community Forestry in Nepal
1. The District Forest (DFO) officers were authorized to hand over national forest to the FUG, (Forest User Group) and their role is to mobilize users
and provide technical assistance required to CF.
2. Any amount and any part of National Forest can be handed over to FUG as long as they are capable to manage property. However, land ownership
remains with the state.
3. CF boundaries can be cross over administrative boundaries such as district boundaries. In that case, FUG can apply for DFO in either district.
4. As a difference from previous Panchayat Forest Rule and Panchayat Protected Forest Rule, FUGs are not required to share their benefit from forest
management with government. FUG can use surplus funds in any kinds of activities for community development.
5. FUGs are autonomous and corporate institutions.
6. FUGs can punish any members who break their rules in the operational plan, but they cannot punish anyone who is not a member of their FUG.
7. Informing the DFO can amend operational plan. In this case, approval of DFO is not necessary.
8. DFO can take CF can back from FUGs if they operate against their operational plan. However, once the problem is solved, CF gives back to FUG.
Source: HMGN (1993,1995)
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Table 5. CFUG right as per the forest Act (1993) and Forest Regulation (1995)
1. Right to self –governance
• Communities have right to form a Community Forest Group (CFUG) as per their willingness, capacity, and customary rights.
• Community forest boundaries will not be restricted to existing administrative or political boundaries.
• Governments can dismantle the CFUG if the latter is found to engage in large-scale deforestation but it is the duty of the government to
reconstitute the CFUG.
• CFUG can elect, select or change executive committee anytime.
• CFUGs can punish members who break their rules.
• CFUGs can amend or revise their constitution any time.
2. Right to forest management and utilization
• There is no limit to the forest area that can be handed over to communities.
• CFUGs can make optimal use of their forest by growing cash crops together with forest crops.
• CFUGs can mortgage their standing forest products with financial institution to obtain loans.
• CFUGs can utilize their funds for any propose (but 25% of income from forest must be spent in forest development).
• CFUGs can freely fix prices and market their forest produce.
• CFUGs can establish enterprises and make profits.
• CFUGs can seek support from any organization.
• CFUGs can raise funds by various forestry and non-forestry means with all income going to group funds with no requirement for sharing financial
revenues with government.
• CFUGs can invest in any areas, persons or development activities according to the decision of CFUG assembly.
Source: Forest Act; Forest Regulation 1995.

Process of CF Formation
Source:
Provide Information on CF
Constitution of FUG
Preparation of Operation Plan (OP)
Establishment of CF
Forest Management
based on OP
Sustainable Forest
Management
Figure 2. Process of Community Forest Formation (Source: Department of forest (DOF) Nepal Government)

Above data shows process of Community Forest
formation.
Detail of tenure Certification Process in Nepal is as
follows
The Forest Regulation (1995) and CF Development
Guideline (2009) describe the CF handover process:
1. Written request to District Forest Office (DFO) by
interested forest users to manage their accessible
forest they have been traditionally using as
Community Forest (CF)
2. With technical and other forms of support from
DFO, CFUG formation and preparation of CFUG
constitution by forest users
3. Application to DFO by CFUG for registration
4. Registration of CFUG by DFO and issuance of
CFUG registration certificate
5. With support of DFO, preparation of Operational
Plan (OP) of CF by CFUG (includes survey,
demarcation of forest area, forest inventory and
calculation of annual increment)
6. Submission of OP to DFO by CFUG for approval 7.
Approval of OP by DFO and issuance of CF
handover certificate

Forest Rules (1995) provide scope for CFUGs to
prepare their Operation Plans (OPs). The OPs define
forest conditions, management activities and determine
the annual allowable cut for timber and fuelwood. The
OPs are prepared in line with the CF Inventory Guidelines
(2004).Forest Rules (1995) stipulate that a District Forest
Office (DFO) needs to conduct a field verification of the
OP before approving and handing over the forest to a
CFUG. The DFO can also suggest to amending the OP if
they feel it is necessary. Upon approval, they issue a
certificate to the CFUG with a bond to the effect that the
CFUG will comply with the conditions that are prescribed.

7. Forest Classification
Six categories of forest are recognized in Nepal. These
are as flows
1.
Government managed forest
2.
Leasehold forest
3.
Religious forest
4.
Protection forest
5.
Community forest. and
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6.
Private forest
Below table depicts categories of forest, their management
objectives and agencies responsible for their management.

Among these forest categories, CF has received the highest
priority with in the forest sector, because large numbers of
people are directly involved in this forest category.

Table 6. Forest classification, management objectives and responsible institutions
Forest category
Government managed
Leasehold
Religious
Protected
Community
Private

Management objectives
Production of forest production
Rehabilitation of forest production of forest products
Protection of religious site
Protection of wildlife, biodiversity and environment
Production of forest products and multiple purpose use

Responsible agencies
Government
Leasehold group, industries
Religious institutions
Government
Forest user group
Forest Owner

Area (000ha)
3,90227
41.73
0.543
711
1,200
2.3

Source: Dep of Forest, 16 July 2014.

7.1. Government Managed Forest
Government managed forests are defined as all national
forests (except private forest) that are directly managed by
His Majesty’s Government. Since government managed
forest are national forests, all rights dictating their use are
reserved by the government. Government managed forests
may only be used in the capacity prescribed in their
work plan; ownership of the land and of the products
derived from government-managed forests lies with the
government- managed forest may only be prepared, approved
and implemented by the government. The following
activities are prohibited in government-managed forests
(HMG 1995):
• Deforestation, cultivatation and construction (of housing,
roads, paths etc.)
• Grazing, the setting of fires and the production of
charcoal.
• Removal, sale or distribution of forest products, and
the extraction of resin, bark, timber, firewood,
boulders, rocks sand or soil.
• Export of forest products to foreign countries.
• Stealing, destruction or damaging of any government
property
• Destruction of biodiversity, the hunting of wild-life
and the collection of insects and butterflies.
Individuals have no rights of any type in governmentmanaged forest except when a rights or facility has
been obtained thought a lease or in any other way from
the government or from an authority empowered by
the government. For the purpose of developing or
conserving the forest, the government or an authority
empowered by the government may close any private or
public path or stream situated with in the national forest
(HMG1995).

7.2. Leasehold Forest
Leasehold forests are areas of national forest leased to
any corporate body, industry, community or individuals
living below poverty line. As a condition of the lease,
leaseholders are required to utilize the forest in one of the
following ways (HMG 1995):
• Production of raw materials required by the forestbased industries
• Production, utilization or sale and distribution of
forest products with appropriate measures in place
for sustaining the resource

• Operation of eco-tourism in a way that is compatible
with the conservation and development requirements
of the forest
• Implementation of an agro-forest project in a way
that is compatible with the conservation and development
requirement of the forest
• Operation of an insect, butterfly or wild farm/park in
a way that is compatible with the conservation and
development requirement of the forest
In the event that the leaseholder fails to perform its
defined task in accordance with the forest lease, or otherwise undertakes activities that may cause significant
adverse environmental effects, the Regional Forest
Director may decide to cancel the forest lease and reclaim
the forest. The Regional Forest Director has ultimate
authority over the lease as stipulated under the MFSC.

7.3. Religious Forest
Upon receipt of an application, the DFO can handover a
religious forest to the jurisdiction of a religious body,
group or community wishing the manage the forest for its
religious value. Before handing over the forest necessary
arrangements must be made to ensure the traditional rights
of forest user are not adversely affected. The religious
body or community may utilize the forest products derived
from the religious forest for religious activities and not for
commercial purpose. Where any significant environment
impact is anticipated, trees may not be removed and any
activities which caused soil erosion or damage to public
property-particularly in watershed areas- are prohibited. If
the group fails to meet any of the terms and conditions
defined for the forest’s management, the DFO may
reclaim the forest at any time.

7.4. Protection Forest
A component to national forests, protected forests are
considered to be of special environment, Scientific or
culture importance. The government prepares and
implements a work plan for the management of protected
forests. No activities other than those defined in the work
plan or those granted special prior approval by the
government, can be conducted in a protected forest.

7.5. Community Forest
A community forest is a part of a national forest that
has been handed over to a user group for its development,
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conservation and utilization for the collective interest.
The forest Act and its regulation have provided ample
opportunity for people to participate in the management
of forest of Nepal basically thought the provision of
community and leasehold forests. The DFO has the
authority to hand over management of community forests
to user groups. The DFO is also authorized to provide
technical and other assistance required to user groups and
mobilize users to prepare that work plan for the
management of the community forest. As self-governing
institution, FUGs are legally allowed to fix prices of the
forest products they sell and to apply silvicultural and
other forestry practices in the management of the forest.
The new policy has also allowed users to cultivate
non-timber forests products as a means of generating
income earned on forest based cash crops and to
commercialize wood and non-wood products and their
processing to fulfill the subsistence needs of local people.
In so doing, due consideration must be given to the health
and vigor of the forest. Similarly FUGs are free to collect
and spend income generated from the community forest
not only for the development of their forest but also in
order to carry out other social and community
development activities. FUGs may independently network
and consult with other FUGs and their federation. FUGs
have provided a platform for the discussion of all aspects
of forest resource management for local people, politicians
and government officials. In the event that a FUG fails
to perform its function or attempts to carry out any
operation not included in the Work plan which may cause
adverse environmental effects, the DFO is empowered
to cancel the registration of the FUG and rescind the rights
to the community forests. The FUG has the status of an
autonomous corporate body and has a separate seal of its
own.
Fugs are fully legalized to collect funds and use them to
finance activities of public interest having made full
disbursement for the development of the community forest.
The FUGs should deposit their income into a separate
account. The FUGs are funded by the following sources
(HMG 1995):
• Grant received from His Majesty’s Government
• Grant, assistance or donation from any person or
organization
• Amount received from the sale and distribution of
forest products
• Amount collected thought fines
• Amount received from any other source.
The FUG is required to submit an annual report of its
activities, including descriptions of the condition of the forest
and the expenditure and balance of its account, to the DFO.

7.6. Private Forest
Private forests are forests planted, nurtured or
conserved on any private land owned by an individual.
The owner of the private forest may develop, conserve or
manage the private forest, and utilize or sell and distribute
the forest products by fixing prices at will. Any person or
institution can register a privately owned forest with the
government, and is legible to receive any necessary
technical assistance from the state if they do so.

87

8. Concept of People Participations
People participation as a concept has gain remarkable
currency in recent years. This is mainly because of its
symbolic power as a glossy cover to make plants, program
and project attractive. Besides endorsing people
participation is one good way to assert the legitimacy of a
program or project today when there is so much talked
about in empowering the local people and decentralization.
People’s participation has been taken as a means by
government agencies and their projects alike for achieving
their goals [27].
Participatory management is often seen as an
appropriate solution to reduce degradation. It has been
thought that granting property rights over the local
commons would ensure the equitable and sustainable use
of environment resources. When the responsibility of
allocating natural resources is delegated to local
organizations, communities tend to appropriate forestry
programs. So this sort of program is one of the best ways
of economic and environment activities through the proper
management of local resources of forests [28].
Community participation is aprocess in which people
are encouraged realizing that they themselves have the
abilities, energies and some of the resources to make
initiatives to improve their lives. This approach is being
fulfilled through the community forestry project, which
requires community participation [29].
The willingness to participate in community forestry
clearly varied depending on the nature of the activities
(Decision making, forest protection, forest development
and forest utilization). In each activity different groups of
people were found to be participating at different levels
and for different resources [29]. The principle aim of
community forestry is to involve people in all stages from
decision making to harvesting, so it is the most essential
feature of community forestry.

9. Conceptual Framework
Local people are primary managers and users of forest
products. Low levels of their participation have created
the problem in protection and management of forest
products in terms of grass, fodder, fuel wood and leaves.
In this way participation involves the production and
management of community forestry from very beginning.
Some independent variables can be found to minimize
women’s participation in the community forestry system.
Social and cultural factors highly influence to women’s
participation. At the same time, the education level of
women and lack of skills are supporting factors to bypass
their involvement in the CF system.
The conceptual framework of Mobilization of Natural
resources development by Yogo (2005) has been used. It
consists of three factors: “Resources”, “Institutions “and
“Norms”. Natural “Resources” (community forest) are the
base of local development and utilization, and an
“Institution”, such as CFUG acts as the user of the
resources. The CFUG acts as the user of the resources.
The CFUG will be based on a “Norm” such as forest
Management Rules for the sustainable use of resources.
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Community forests provide products with value such as
timber, fuel, food, as well as an in-direct benefit from the
forests as pathways to peripheral populations. Likewise,
the community forest policy can make changes in the
status of CFUG and “forest management” rules can be
adapted at the national level. Overall, these factors
supposedly contribute to “poverty reduction”.

10. Status of Community Forest
When the Community forest program was first
implemented during the 1990s; the hand-over rate was
high. Figure 1 depicts the hand –over of Community
Forests from 1991 to 2008. A considerable number of
Community forests were handed over to communities
between 1994 and 1997, possibly because a new Forest
Act was promulgated in 1993 with provisions for more
user rights.
Nearly 1.5 million people are involved in Community
Forests and the figure is increasing day by day since only
20 percent of the total potential Community Forests have
been handed over to the 14,439 CFUGs (CFD 2010). The
potential Community Forest area is 5.5 million ha and
only 1.23 million ha have been handed over to Forest
Users' Groups, and these groups comprise 35% of the total
population (26million) of the country. The goals and
objectives of Community Forestry will vary according to
the individual needs and aspirations, whether it is a
developed or a developing country. In developing countries,
the aim is to meet the basic needs of the communities such
as fuel-wood, fodder, grass building materials, medicines,
and food. Whereas, the goal of Community Forestry in
developed countries is to strengthen community stability

including reducing unemployment, by enhancing sustained
economic benefits from forestry. Therefore, there are
many reasons to increase people’s participation in forests.
In the past many governments have failed to manage
forests, keeping the forests in state control. The rationale
behind the provision of the Community Forestry and the
CFUGs in Nepal was a consequence of the government's
incapability to conserve the forest and biodiversity
effectively through its bureaucratic systems. In 1957, the
Government nationalized virtually all forests by placing
them under the legal authority of Forest Department. As a
result, people gradually lost all of their traditional rights
over the forests and were deprived from getting their
subsistence needs from forest products. Resentment
against nationalization contributed to unregulated extraction,
creating conflict between villagers and DOF staff
(SPRINGATE et al. 2003). This distancing of people from
resources management led to wanton destruction of forests
in Nepal [18]. Therefore, Community Forestry began as an
attempt by governments and aid agencies to provide an
alternative way for forest departments to manage forests,
that is, through including local people [18].
Even though the hand over rate of CFs is declining, the
accumulated area and the number of CFs have increased
substantially from 1991 to 2008. Some figures related to
CFs are shown in Table 4. Out of a total area of 5.5
million hectares, 2 million hectares are categorized as
potential CFs and the remaining 3.5 million hectares are
categorized as leasehold forest and government managed
forest. Twenty two percent of Nepal’s forest area has been
handed over as CF. Up until 2009, 14,569 forest patches
have been handed over to communities. Approximately
1.67 million households, which constitutes about 35% of
the total population, are involved in CFM (DoF, 2009).

Chart 1. Trends of community forest formation in Nepal
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Table 7. Status of CF in Nepal as of 2009
Total land area of Nepal

14.7 million ha

Total forest area

5.5 million ha

37% of total land area

Potential CF area

3.5 million ha

64% of total forest area

Forest area under CF

1.2 million ha

22% of total forest area

Number 0f forest patches handed over

14,569

Household involved

1.67 million

………………………

35% of total population

Source: Dof (2009).

The chart shows that the first community forests were
created in 1987, in just a few districts, and rose slowly
after the approval of the master plan for the forestry sector
in 1989. The forest Act 1993 and the forest Regulations
1995 jump-started the registration, management planning
and handover of community forests. The number of
community forests in the country increased dramatically
between 1991 and 1996, particularly in the easily
accessible hill areas. However, due to the ten years of
political insurgency that followed, the rate of community
forest creation heavily decreased: government staff could
not easily move around the rural areas, and the priority of
donor partners changed from forestry to peace building.
After the success of the second revolution in 2006, the
trend seemed to turn upwards again, but was halted by the
government of Nepal passing a policy to stop handing
over the forests. This policy was reversed in 2010 and met
with an increase in community forest creation, but this
again was followed by a policy that has made community
forest creation more complicated and restricted its budget.

11. Contribution of Community Forestry
on Rural Livelihoods
Forest resources play a crucial role in rural livelihoods
in Nepal and elsewhere in the developing countries [8].
The forest resources directly fulfil forest related
subsistence needs of women, poor and backward people as
well as commercial needs of well-off people [30]. The
recent studies show that the Community Forestry in Nepal
has contributed to the improvement of forest condition and
people’s livelihoods mainly in two ways: Capital
formation in rural communities and policy and governance
reform of various organizations and agencies [31]. The
Community Forestry is oriented towards the development
of natural capital (e.g; Good forest conditions), physical
capital (e.g; schools, roads, temple,), financial capital (E.g.;
CFUG fund), human capital (e.g.; reoriented forestry staff,
higher education of forestry staff, capable CFUG member),
and social capital 28 (e.g.; building CFUG as local elected
body, and FECOFUN) [8] These capital or assets produced
by Community Forestry are playing a crucial role in rural
development and development of livelihood assets. Some
previous studies carried out by Forest Action team in 2003
on “Impact of Community Forestry on livelihoods in the
Middle Hills of Nepal” described the Community
Forestry’s impacts on livelihoods of the local people.
They suggested two major types of impacts: Direct
Impacts: Change in the levels and security of forest
products and benefit flows (through the improvements to
the forest resources and/or improved tenure right) Indirect

Impacts: An indirect benefit comprises all those benefits
that come from the institutional development of the
community based forest management system or the
institutional system of Community Forestry. These
benefits include improved social capital for collective
planning and action; support for community infrastructure
and development activities; household livelihood/ income
generation opportunities (including credit facilities) and
finally improved human capital. There is much evidence,
which shows that the forest conditions and flow of forest
products have improved through Community Forestry
[32]. Increased forest product flows are due to improvement
of forest conditions (Natural capital), and changed
entitlements to use it [8]. Since natural capital is the term
used for the natural resource stocks from which resources
flow and services useful for livelihoods are derived [8].
Much evidence shows that Community Forestry has
contributed to the development of social capital in rural as
well as in the urban part of Nepal through the set of social
relationships [32]. The CFUGs create a new social forum,
with the potential for local-level development planning,
improved social support structure and social cohesion [8].
It has been reported that Community Forestry process has
increased social cohesion, which has enhanced social
capital, of those who have been powerless, left in isolation
and excluded from the mainstream of social and political
processes. For, example, [33], reported that the participation
of women in the committee has increased from 19% in
1996 to 30% in 2003 in the project area [31]. The CFUGs
have created a network through their federation from
village level to the district and to the central level:
FECOFUN is the observable example of the development
of social capital through Community Forestry in Nepal.
Similarly, the investments of Community Forestry fund in
the village or community level have led to improve village
level infrastructure, are the source of physical capital in
the grassroots' level [8]. Since the physical capital
comprises the basic infrastructure and producer goods
needed to support livelihoods. The CFUGs have carried
out many community development activities on their own
by using group funds or through volunteer work [31].
Construction of village trails, small bridges, community
buildings, schools and temples, drinking water supplies,
village road construction, village electrification, and trail
making are examples of physical capital created through
the Community Forestry program in Nepal. The group
fund generated from the sale of the forest products, levies
and outside grants are the financial capital created through
Community Forestry [31]. Substantial amount of funds
have been generated from Community Forestry, for
example in the year 2002/03, the CFUG from Banke,
Bardia, Kailali and Dhading districts generated a total

90

American Journal of Environmental Protection

amount of Rs. 30,9000(US$ 412,000) from forest products
sale, membership fees and penalties (CARE 2003). Table 2
provides the information on income and expenditure of
CFUGs in Nepal. Data shows that the CFUGs of Terai
region alone have contributed to 46.5 percent of the total

income of the CFUGs, while CFUGs in Middle Hills and
High Mountains have contributed 48 29 percent and 6
percent respectively. The amount of income and
expenditure presented in the table is an example of
financial capital generated from Community Forestry.

Table 8. Income and expenditure of CFUGs in Nepal
Region

No. of CFUGs

Total income in Nepali rupees

Total expenditure

Middle Hil

9353(73.5%)

85112000(47.8%)

43407000(35.9%)

High Mountain

2456(19.3%)

10070000(5.7%

4532000(3.7%)

Terai/Inner Terai

916(7.2%)

82898000(46.5%)

72950000(60.3%

Total

12725

178080000

120889000

Source: Kanel & Kandel 2004, Journal of Forest and Livelihood, Nepal.

Also, through the Community Forestry program, a
number of training, workshops and exposure visits have
been conducted by government and non-government
organizations and individuals at the community level, for
enhancing knowledge and skills related to forest silviculture,
community development, organizational management and
leadership development [31]. Report from NSCFP
supported districts for Community Forestry show that
more than five thousand community members have
participated in various workshops, trainings and seminars
over a six –year period. Data show that 13 government
staff have received a long term scholarship for higher
studies; 312 community members (of which 149 are
female) have received scholarships for schools and post
school education, and a total of 1,184 staff members of
government and non-government organizations have
received short term training and study tours [31]. These
types of activities carried out by governmental and nongovernmental organization at the rural level, enhance the
capabilities of the people and raise the level of awareness.
Many illiterate rural women are becoming literate through
this training, which is the human capital generated through
Community Forestry. Human Capital refers to both the
health and nutritional levels necessary for sustained labor
input and the educational standards and skill levels that
make labour more productive [32].

12. Other Benefits and Considerations
According to the Nepalese government social forestry
program, activities conducted in community forests are
supposed to be concerned with generating economic
benefits as well as improving ecological and social
conditions as well. Below are ways community forests can
be managed to support these processes, as well as what is
known regarding why households join a CFMG.

12.1. Environment
Some of the hoped for ecological benefits include the
following. Through community forests CFMGs can
contribute to the rehabilitation of degraded forests, water
sources can be protected, fire incidence can be reduced,
wildlife can be protected, forest cover can be improved,
and the CF area can be recreational area for outsiders to

visit. However, there is limited empirical documentation
on actual practices and ecological impacts, especially over
time.

12.2. Social
The literature suggests there is great potential for
community forests to enhance cooperation among the
members of CFMGs and build local governance capacity.
Especially in rural areas in Nepal they always have
cooperation as part of every program like marriage parties
and other occasions where they always help each other. A
sense of ownership over the forest can be increased
thereby protecting the CF against outsiders illegally taking
resources. There is also potential for rural residents to
have a formal way to express their concerns and priorities
by participating in CFMG meetings.

13. Conclusion
In the history of forest management, before the start
community forestry activities in the early 1980s there
were little tradition of national forest management in the
middle hills. Even in the Tarai, the term Forest
Management meant mainly the harvesting of trees and was
only concerned with afforestation on clear felled areas.
Government forest management was synonymous with
forest protection and establishment of plantation. During
early 1990s priority for community forestry shifted and
focused on the handover of nature forest.
Existing studies suggest there are many opportunities
for CFMGs member to increase their livelihood from
community forests, as well as contribute to environmental
sustainability. These include strong political support
from the government, enabling regulatory frameworks,
growing capacity within the Nepal government and the
forest-related development sector, and some beginning
experiments with timber and non-wood forest product
income generation in community forests. Community
forestry as a strategy to enable the utilization of forest
resources in a sustainable way arose during the 1970s. the
development strategies of the 1950s and 1960s focused on
industrial development, which were being criticizes for
overlooking rural development, and not on acting the
basic needs of the rural poor.
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