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Practical guidelines for pro-poor forest
management

Validated RNRRS Output.

A thorough review of policy and its impacts has produced valuable recommendations for making
participatory forest management (PFM) more pro-poor in India and Nepal. The proposals range from
improving high-level policy processes and making devolution more equitable to the use of new
forest-livelihood assessment methods and better processing and marketing of non-timber forest
products. They also suggest ways of making local PFM more pro-poor, by leasing forest land to the
poor for agroforestry or herb cultivation, for example. The outputs are already being used by donor-
supported PFM projects, NGOs, and to some extent by Forest Department field staff and local PFM
groups. However, incorporating these recommendations into pro-poor PFM policies could
significantly alleviate the poverty of as many as 300 million forest-dependent poor in India and

Nepal.
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A. Description of the research output(s)

1. Working title of output or cluster of outputs.
In addition, you are free to suggest a shorter more imaginative working title/acronym of 20 words or less.

REVIEW OF PARTICIPATORY FOREST MANAGEMENT (PFM) SUPPORT PROCESSES:
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PROMOTING PRO-POOR PFM POLICY AND PRACTICE IN INDIA AND NEPAL

2. Name of relevant RNRRS Programme(s) commissioning supporting research and also indicate other funding
sources, if applicable.

Forestry Research Programme (FRP)

3. Provide relevant R numbers (and/or programme development/dissemination reference numbers covering
supporting research) along with the institutional partners (with individual contact persons (if appropriate)) involved in
the project activities. As with the question above, this is primarily to allow for the legacy of the RNRRS to be
acknowledged during the RIUP activities.

R.8101

Project Leader:
Dr. Oliver Springate-Baginski, Overseas Development Group, University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK (oliver.

springate@gmail.com)

Partners:
- Prof Piers Blaikie (ODG, UEA)
- Mr. Sushil Saigal (Winrock International India — Delhi)
- Ms. Madhu Sarin (independent - Chandigarh)
- Dr. Ajit Banerjee (independent - Kolkata)
- Prof. Kailas Sarap (Sambalpur University, Orissa)
- Dr Gopinath Reddy (Centre for Economic and Social Studies, Hyderabad)
- Dr. Om Prakash Dev (Resources Development and Research Centre, Kathmandu)

4. Describe the RNRRS output or cluster of outputs being proposed and when was it produced? (max. 400 words).
This requires a clear and concise description of the output(s) and the problem the output(s) aimed to address.
Please incorporate and highlight (in bold) key words that would/could be used to select your output when held in a
database. [815]

The 3 year 11 month project (and outputs) was completed January 2006:

Opportunity:
The poverty of as many as three hundred million forest-dependent poor in India and Nepal could be significantly

alleviated by pro-poor PFM policies.

Constraints:
PFM implementation, despite establishing over 100,000 local institutions and widely regenerating forests, has yet
to reduce poverty due to:
- Lack of co-learning process orientation in PFM policy development. Stakeholders typically remain in
polarised antagonistic relationships.
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- Persistent rigid authoritarianism in Forest Departments (FD). The historic ‘fortress forestry’ paradigm
persists (especially in India), devolution of forest management authority has been limited and FD authority
structures have been extended to the village through PFM.

- Lack of pro-poor emphasis in PFM policy and practice: Foresters have seen PFM as an intrument to
improve forest management rather than livelihoods.

Solutions:

1. Promote pro-poor PFM co-learning policy processes

Conceptually linking forest management policy and practice with poverty impacts is an essential precondition for
reform. Stakeholder engagement is needed through constructive ongoing networking processes to build
consensus and pressure for mainstreaming and accelerating pro-poor PFM policy reform. Policy analysis and
development mechanisms must be facilitated, and key individual drivers of change [1] and coalitions for reform
empowered.

This process can be founded on state-level learning groups conducting policy analysis and action research, and
championing reform, also feeding into National reform processes including the Planning Commission. [2]

Forestry institutions must be encouraged to adopt an adaptive learning orientation [3].

2. Promote forest-based livelihood understanding, assessment, and monitoring

Many policy makers and PFM practitioners significantly underestimate the levels and patterns of livelihood forest-
dependency. This project developed an assessment method which proved the high degree of forest dependence
and ambiguous impacts of PFM implementation so far. [4]

Monitoring systems, adapting these methods, are needed to ensure that PFM interventions’ livelihood benefits
and costs are understood and refined.

3. Promote community-led local forest management planning
JFM in India has not devolved forest management planning to village level, although in Nepal where devolution
has occurred, elite male domination means management plans marginalise the needs of the poor and women.

Improved devolved planning processes must be:
- autonomous from FD silvicultural imperatives and Working Plans
- inclusive, democratic, equitable: facilitated on hamlet basis to incorporate poorest groups’ and womens’
needs.
- technically supported and need-based: service providers may propose a range of technical options
allowing community to select which product mix best fits their needs.
- promote active forest management for higher productivity (eg agroforestry crops, multi-tiered, multi-
species, blocking, coppicing) rather than passive (protection and conservation oriented)

4. Improve PFM institutional sustainability beyond scheme / project basis
- Independent legal basis of local PFM institutions:. Being based on adhoc administrative registration with
DFOs local JFM institutions lack legal protection and inevitably stagnate when donor support ends or FDs
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loose interest (often coinciding). PFM must be established on a permanent independent legal footing, with a
diversity of institutional options reflecting communities customary practices, preferences and local government
structures.

- Promote demand led, need-based PFM support relationships [5]. Existing FD / local PFM group support
relationships are typically hierarchial, elite-biased, supply-driven, scheme oriented, routinised, unresponsive
and not linked to poverty reduction. Intervention is necessary:

- to prompt FDs to become responsive to local PFM group support requests,

- to promote social mobilisation to move local PFM groups from passive recipients to empowered support
demanders

- to diversify service delivery.

- Improve local-level PFM governance: weak institutional structures and processes have led to elite
domination, stagnation and (anti-poor) malpractrice. This has been succesfully addressed through a range of
initiatives (e.g. state formalisation of proper processes, (Nepal), social audit initiatives (Nepal, West Bengal)
and use of Right To Information legislation (Orissa)). These should be scaled up.

5. Improve NTFP management
NTFP collection, processing and marketing forms a crucial part of rural livelihoods, particulary for the poorest /
women who, in the lean season, lack alternatives. Currently a low-level equilibrium poverty trap, there are major
potentials:
- Improve forest resource productivity for NTFPs. Suboptimal productivity means time-consuming
collection and low yields [6]. Intensive forest management is needed, including NTFP cultivation support.
- Increase labour productivity and value added. Many capital intensification and processing options exist,
requiring only small investment [7]
- Improve NTFP marketing relations. Currently exploitative as middlemen (including state corporations)
use market dominance to depress prices. Need: policy lobbying, cooperative organisation of collectors,
awareness-raising to local government bodies who regulate extraction, and support to NGOs [8] and apex
bodies who are actively intervening to support collectors.

6. Promote specifically pro-poor provisions within PFM
Several Pro-poor provisions hold major potentials:
- leasing forest land to the poor for agroforestry or herb cultivation [9].
- favouring poor households in forest product collection quotas, allocations [10] and royalty charges
- mobilising PFM funds for emergency payments, micro-credit, cash dividends
- promoting self-employment in forest product collection, processing and trade, mobilising group funds for
enterprise development, with preferential employment for poor

[1] Key individuals to involve and network with in India may include for instance NC Saxena (Planning Commission); Aruna Roy (RTI work);
Madhu Sarin; senior foresters with international exposure: (Maharaj Muthoo; Vinay Tandon, Ajit Banerjee, SD Mukherjee) Ashish Kothari
and Seema Bhatt (NGOs in forest protection), Jean Dreze (National Advisory Board) and so on

[2] This sort of policy reform process has successfully occurred in many other issues such as watershed policy, district planning, bamboo
policy, medicinal plant policy in India.

[3] Forestry research institutions could follow the reform model of the Wildlife Institute

[4] The actual extent of forest contribution to the livelhoods of the poor can be as high as 40% of annual incomes (cash and kind) (e.g. in
regions of Orissa and West Bengal), and the PFM benefit sharing from FD ‘final harvesting’ as little as under Rs.200 / household / year in
West Bengal.

[5] Springate-Baginski, Oliver, Om Prakash Dev, Nagendra Prasad Yadav and John Soussan 2003b Institutional Development of
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Forest User Groups in Nepal: Processes and indicators in Rural Development Forestry Newsletter 26 (ODI: London)

[6] An obvious example is the current West Bengal FD convention of coppicing Sal forests at 12 years. Leaf collectors only get maximum
accessible leaf yield up to 3rd year. A 3 year coppice rotation, at least in some blocks, would be far more suited to their needs.

[7] e.g. leaf plate stitching machine, heated leaf plate presses. On a lager scale bamboo heat presses for making boards and flooring

[8] such as RCDC in Orissa

[9] as per the Leasehold Forestry model in Nepal

[10] e.g. in some Community Forest User Groups in Dang district of Nepal's Tarai, timber has been given to poor households from the
community forest in order for them to improve their housing.

KEYWORDS:
Forest, Livelihoods, Poverty Reduction, Equity, NTFP, Institution, Planning, Policy process, India, Nepal,

5. What is the type of output(s) being described here? Please tick one or more of the following options.

Product Technology Service Process or Policy Other
Methodology Please specify
X X X

6. What is the main commaodity (ies) upon which the output(s) focussed? Could this output be applied to other
commodities, if so, please comment

Forest products and services for subsistence use, processing and sale:

. sawn timber,

. poles,

. fuelwood,

. wood for artisanal implement production (e.g. plough, agricultural implements),
. charcoal (for blacksmith use),

. medicinal and aromatic plants,

. wild fruits, mushrooms and other edibles,

. grass and leaf fodder,

. ground fodder grazing,

. leaf-litter for animal bedding,

. Agro-forestry crops (such as cardamom, ginger, turmeric, broom-grass)

7. What production system(s) does/could the output(s) focus upon?
Please tick one or more of the following options. Leave blank if not applicable

Semi-Arid  [High Hillsides Forest- Peri-urban |Land water [Tropical Cross-cutting
potential Agriculture moist forest
X X X

8. What farming system(s) does the output(s) focus upon?
Please tick one or more of the following options (see Annex B for definitions).
Leave blank if not applicable
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Smallholder  [Irrigated Wetland rice  [Smallholder |Smallholder  [Dualistic Coastal
rainfed humid based rainfed rainfed dry/ artisanal

highland cold fishing
X X

9. How could value be added to the output or additional constraints faced by poor people addressed by clustering this
output with research outputs from other sources (RNRRS and non RNRRS)? (max. 300 words). [98]

Please specify what other outputs your output(s) could be clustered. At this point you should make reference to the
circulated list of RNRRS outputs for which proformas are currently being prepared.

The outputs of this research, are closely related to two earlier FAI projects: R.7889 in Nepal hills, and the
subsequent R.7975 in the Nepal Tarai.

Value could be added to this output if linked to the outputs of the FAI projects R.7975 (in the Nepal Tarai) and
R.7889 (in Nepal Hills). These outputs focussed on key opportunities for institututional development support to
Community Forest User Groups to improve poverty alleviation in rural Nepal. Clustering the outputs of the two
projects with this one could support the development of national and international-level pro-poor policy process
and transfer of learnings.

Improving learning oreintation of forestry institutions could be helped if outputs of R.6918 relating to Participatory
Action Research learning in silviculture are clustered here.

NTFP assessment methodologies, as developed under ZF0077, and NTFP commercialisation (R7925) may also
add value to output 5 here relating to improved NTFP management.

Validation

B. Validation of the research output(s)

10. How were the output(s) validated and who validated them?

Please provide brief description of method(s) used and consider application, replication, adaptation and/or adoption
in the context of any partner organisation and user groups involved. In addressing the “who” component detail which
group(s) did the validation e.g. end users, intermediary organisation, government department, aid organisation,
private company etc... This section should also be used to detall, if applicable, to which social group, gender, income
category the validation was applied and any increases in productivity observed during validation (max. 500 words).
[691]

This project focussed on understanding how livelihoods of the forest-dependent poor could be improved through
improving PFM implementation. It did this in 3 phases; 1) initial policy analysis, 2) implementation and impact
analysis (using a range of methods including institutional analysis, forest resource assessment, household survey
and PRA) and finally 3) by seeking to explain the pattern of impacts by analysing governance and implementation
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structures and processes.

During the project findings were presented in 2 series of workshops. In August 2004 a cycle of 4 regional
workshops were held (Kathmandu, Kolkata, Bhubaneshwar and Hyderabad). In 2006 a second cycle of
workshops has been under way across the study regions.

Output 1: Promote Pro-poor PFM co-learning policy processes

The project engaged with multiple stakeholders through ‘learning groups’ and workshop activities in order both
that the research responded to their needs and that they ‘owned’ and championed the findings. The networking
processes were found to be valuable in clarifying and building consensus over key policy issues, leading to
lobbying for reform. Policy engagement of this sort has promoted cumulative reform, particularly reflected in West
Bengal. Here at the first Kolkata workshop (2004), chaired by the PCCF, within 10 days the JFM Notification for
the state was revised in line with some of our recommendations. Although the substantive policy change has
been modest, it is felt to be a significant achievement of the project in the context of normal FD intransigency, and
a validation of the finding that pro-poor policy reform demands concerted engagement.

Output 2: Promote forest-based livelihood understanding, assessment, and monitoring

The methodology for livelihood assessment involved assessing access to and condition of common property
forest resources, private assets (including indebtedness) and income flows (cash and kind). Changes in these
due to impacts of PFM implementation were assessed.

The method has not been validated as yet other than by the research teams themselves, who found it an effective
tool for studying the livelihood impacts of PFM. Workshop presentations were though well received.

Output 3: Promote community-led forest management planning processes

This finding has been validated independently by one of the research collaborators, Dr Ajit Banerjee, who has,
subsequently to this project completion, been testing improved community led forest management planning
management in Andhra Pradesh with Society for Promotion of Wasteland Development (SPWD) support, in
conjunction with the Andhra Pradesh FD. The FD staff have recognised the need to move beyond afforestation
for its own sake on village-adjacent forests and are now beginning to respond to village livelihood priorities, in
order to ensure the PFM initiative can be sustained beyond the donor support cycle. The key issue in achieving
pro-poor outcomes is ensuring poor groups’ wishes are articulated and captured in collective discussions.

Output 4: Improve PFM institutional sustainability beyond scheme / project basis

Findings relating to improving local-level governance have been validated by three initiatives. In Nepal Care have
recently funded a social audit project (managed by Dr Binod Bhatta, a project collaborator) which has been very
successful in improving CFUG governance practice. In West Bengal project partner Ajit Banerjee has been
conducting follow-on research to assess methods for improving governance in JFMCs using public audit
methods. In Orissa Vasundhara NGO, who have been engaged in tenure aspects of this project, have been
facilitating local self-initiated forest protection groups to use right to information legislation.

In Nepal the Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation (Govt of Nepal) has recognised the importance of social
mobilisation and the need for involvement of NGOs as complementary service providers for the success of CF
programme in achieving benefits to the rural poor. They have subsequently produced guidelines to advance from
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the bureaucratic approach to multi-stakeholder service / support delivery.

Output 5: Improve NTFP Management
These findings are based on forest resource assessment, household livelihood assessment and policy analysis.
They are recognised and replicated by a number of NGOs working in Eastern India (e.g. RCDC and Vasundhara).

Output 6: Promote Pro-poor Provisions within local PFM groups
In Nepal many of these pro-poor initiatives have been observed to be practiced in a sporadic way, often due to
local initiatives or project-based support, and from action research project R.6778.

11. Where and when have the output(s) been validated?

Please indicate the places(s) and country(ies), any particular social group targeted and also indicate in which
production system and farming system, using the options provided in questions 7 and 8 respectively, above (max
300 words). 107

The outputs have been validated in India and Nepal, specifically in the 5 study regions: Nepal hills, Nepal Tarai,
West Bengal, Orissa, and Andhra Pradesh.

Research has focussed on forest adjacent rural communities in these areas, which typically involves some of the
poorest groups in India, especially tribal populations, who have been marginalised and often pauperised by the
mainstream economic development pattern.

The outputs were developed for Hillsides, Forest-Agriculture and tropical moist forest production systems in these
regions.

The outputs relate to smallholder rainfed humid and smallholder rained highland farming systems.

The research focused especially on enhancing productivity and equity within Nepal’'s complex, integrated hill
farming system.

Current Situation

C. Current situation

12. How and by whom are the outputs currently being used? Please give a brief description (max. 250 words).334
The outputs have been circulated widely at state levels in Orissa, West Bengal and AP, and in Nepal in
Kathmandu. The outputs are currently being used mainly by donor-supported PFM projects and by NGOs, to

some extent by the DoF field staff, and by some local PFM groups. However they have generally not as yet been
incorporated into government policies or normal field practice.
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In India:
In Delhi the DFID forestry advisor (Virinder Sharma) plans to use the Donor Forestry Forum to circulate findings
and promote reflection on how to improve the PFM policy process.

In West Bengal the project findings have been summarised in two booklets, which have been published in
English, Bengali and Santhali and circulated to village and district stakeholders in the 3 study districts.
Discussions were held in study villages as to reforms which are needed in PFM, and the points raised were then
presented at a workshop in Kolkata. Since then lobbying for reform has continued by the regional coordinator.
Two regional films from this project summarising West Bengal findings have been shown in special screenings in
Kolkata, and are being circulated widely to NGOs for local screening.

In Orissa the outputs have been circulated and it is believed are feeding into the new DFID-funded Orissa Forest
Sector Reform Project.

In Andhra Pradesh project research findings have been presented in a state workshop, and now district level
dissemination and action planning workshops are being conducted. A film has been produced and this is being
shown in districts, at special screenings in Hyderabad and has been entered in a National competition. Outputs
have been taken up by both the APFD and by the World Bank in Delhi.

In Nepal:

Interim findings were presented at a special multi-stakeholder workshop (2004), and at the 4t National
Community Forestry Workshop 2004. Thereafter the conflict situation led to deterioration of the climate for
holding workshops until very recently — and now a final workshop is planned. Two films have been completed to
be launched shortly.

13. Where are the outputs currently being used? As with Question 11 please indicate place(s) and countries where
the outputs are being used (max. 250 words).

Please refer to above:

India Nationally (Delhi)

West Bengal

Orissa

Andhra

Nepal Nationally and in Hills and Tarai regions

14. What is the scale of current use? Indicating how quickly use was established and whether usage is still spreading
(max 250 words). [108]

The scale of current use is (as far as we know) limited in India due to limited policy commitment as yet to pro-poor
PFM practice. Within donor supported project districts, the field activities are often pursued only on an ad-hoc
basis. Therefore it remains essential that state policy and practice adopts and institutionalises these outputs.

In Nepal adoption has been better as the policy process has been more dynamic. There has been more rapid
recognition of the pro-poor potentials in PFM and many projects have started shifting their strategies in this
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direction. However the conflict situation prevailing during the project period has obstructed field implementation
until very recently.

15. In your experience what programmes, platforms, policy, institutional structures exist that have assisted with the
promotion and/or adoption of the output(s) proposed here and in terms of capacity strengthening what do you see as
the key facts of success? (max 350 words).330

In Nepal the main factor for the recognition, promotion and adoption of these outputs, has been close working
relationships between the research project, the DFID-supported Livelihood and Forests Project (LFP) and the
Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation and the Dept of Forests field staff, which led to constructive working
relationships and validation of outputs. Interest from DFID-supported LFP staff has helped the project,
particularly in the final period, although the conflict situation prevailing until 2006 has been a major constraint to
policy process work.

At national level, within the Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation, the Foreign Aid Coordination Division
brings together donor projects in prioritisation and coordination of programmes supported through donor bodies.
Additionally the national-level Forestry Sector Coordination Committee (FSCC) has kept poverty alleviation issues
in CF on the agenda. ..

Donor project field staff have played a key role in promoting these outputs, both within CFUGs and to the DoF
field staff. District Forest Coordination Committees (DFCCs) existing in most of Nepal's districts, have provided
the ideal platform for multi-stakeholder discussions on how CF can promote poverty alleviation now the conflict is
apparently over.

In India in contrast to the more responsive policy process in Nepal, the state-level Forest Departments and the
national Ministry of Environment and Forests have been remarkably immune to pressures for pro-poor reform in
PFM, despite the fact that historic forest policies have been responsible for creating and or exacerbating much of
the poverty in forest and tribal areas. Nevertheless multi-disciplinary and multi-stakeholder research teams at
state level sought to involve FD staff in the co-learning process.

Reform requires a concerted push: for ongoing promotion of an overarching policy reform process within which
specific policy issues can be promoted. This project has been able to maintain this to a limited extent during its
lifetime by facilitating ‘learning groups’ and periodic workshops in which pro-poor issues have been discussed
and the pro-poor PFM agenda promoted, but success has varied from region to region.

Current Promotion

D. Current promotion/uptake pathways

16. Where is promotion currently taking place? Please indicate for each country specified detail what promotion is
taking place, by whom and indicate the scale of current promotion (max 200 words). [238]
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Overall:
- Anoverall book [11] has been produced to reach the international audience; to be released by Earthscan
in Feb 2007.
- An associated set of 6 films has been produced highlighting the issues raised in the research for each
region. These are being screened regionally, and also compiled into a set for international dissemination.
- A project website is being updated to present the research outputs

Project partners in each region continue to advocate and promote findings:

In India:
In West Bengal the state coordinator (Dr Ajit Banerjee) has been continuing research advocacy activities by
further investigating governance issues in study sites and holding workshops and film screenings.

In Orissa many of the findings have been reflected in the design of the DFID Orissa Forest Sector Reform
project.

In AP dissemination of findings in an action research mode is continuing through district level workshop being
held in the 3 study districts at present. Action plan outcomes will then be presented at state level.

At national level in India a final workshop is anticipated once all the outputs are finalised. Additionally the DFID
forest adviser (Virinder Sharma) is promoting findings in the national donor forestry forum.

In Nepal:

Final reports and films are to be launched in a national workshop, awaiting the reorganisation of the Ministry of
Forests and Soil Conservation, and Dept of Forestry staff after October’s recent tragic helicopter accident in
which many senior staff died.

17. What are the current barriers preventing or slowing the adoption of the output(s)? Cover here institutional issues,
those relating to policy, marketing, infrastructure, social exclusion etc. (max 200 words). [329]

1. The fundamental constraint in India remains the ossified Forest Department institutional structures, which
have remained fixated on timber production since their inception, despite dramatic changes in social
priorities. They still lack a mandate for considering or actively engaging in poverty alleviation. Current PFM
implementation remains therefore caught within an instrumentalist approach — with Forest Departments
conscripting local people to participate in their plantation / protection schemes, with limited devolution of
power, security or benefits.

2. The human resource management practices in FDs (especially in India, but also in Nepal) typically
militate against sustained reform: heads of FDs (Principle Chief Conservators of Forests (PCCFs)) are
typically appointed on political patronage basis rather than merit, and postings are commonly short-term prior
to retirement. This creates an inertial and entropic institutional culture. Regular reshuffles throughout FD staff
discourage constructive relations developing between Divisional Forest Office staff and local people.

3. Training of foresters remains highly traditionalist: oriented towards perpetuating traditional silviculture,
with many texts almost a century old. There is little new knowledge creation in ‘scientific forestry’ and the
technical repertoire is increasingly irrelevant to social needs.
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4. Corruption and rent seeking from illicit timber and NTFP trading in South Asia is a major source of
revenue for FD staff, Forest Corporation staff, and their clients and patrons. The substantial discretionary
authority exercised by FD staff at different levels facilitates this rent seeking, and any reforms which threaten
this are resisted vigorously.

5. InIndia there has been a lack of ‘political will’ (i.e. political influence from the poor / tribals) for poverty
alleviation initiatives relating to forest management, although there has been mass mobilisation around forest
land rights. On the other hand there is significant ‘political will' stemming from bourgeois political influence to
liberalise restrictions on development in forest areas, even if this is at the expense of tribal land rights. There
has also been strong resistance in the bureaucracy and political establishment to devolution of powers to local
government structures.

18. What changes are needed to remove/reduce these barriers to adoption? This section could be used to identify
perceived capacity related issues (max 200 words). [385]

1. Policy process facilitation should work on promoting a consensus that poverty alleviation is a
responsibility of FD practice. Other reforms can flow from this. This requires sustained pressure that only a
funded policy oriented programme can bring.

2. Human resource management is a politically sensitive issue not easily amenable to reform, but pressure
from the centre would be necessary. The fundamental importance of this sort of reform in the face of very
serious deterioration in the civil service has been recognised in India’s 10t 5 Year Plan, DFID’s India County
Plan (2004) and also in significant recent articles. [12]

3. Reform of training syllabus away from pure ‘scientific forestry’, promotion of action research co-learning
with local PFM groups could be achieved though capacity building and development programme with the
Dehra Dun Forest Academy and Forestry Research Institutes.

4. Increasing transparency and reducing corruption in forest management is a very serious challenge which
would require commitment at the highest levels in national governments. In India Right to Information
legislation is being used to challenge irregularities in FD staff conduct, and programme support to link this in
PFM could be undertaken with NGO involvement. The Forest Integrity Network of Transparency International
have sought to promote improved forest governance, and again programme support could help, particularly
with commitment from the centre and state governments in India.

5. Rigidities of FDs must be worked on both by building coalitions for reform within FDs and also by
promoting pressure for reform outside of the FD. Mass mobilisation to raise ‘political will' may be beyond the
scope of project interventions, but at least political and legal literacy and awareness-raising programmes
could help raise pro-poor PFM reform issues up the political agenda. A rights-based approach to CFUG
institutional development would be valuable in Nepal; raising forest users’ awareness of what support they
have a right to from the District office, and how they can get accountability if it is not provided. In Nepal the
support extended by the Nepal UK Community Forest Project for the formation and initial development of the
Federation of Forest User Groups of Nepal (FECOFUN) has been of major long-term benefit in establishing a
major civil society advocacy group for promoting PFM. Similar network support could pay dividends for
poverty alleviation in the long term in Indian states.

19. What lessons have you learnt about the best ways to get the outputs used by the largest number of poor people?
(max 300 words). [152]
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- Collaboration: bringing the widest possible range of stakeholders on board both during the research
process, and for dissemination activities

- Civic engagement - technical processes alone are insufficient to bring about changes — it requires
engaging with civil society organisations to deliberate on and influence policies.

- Following a Participatory Action Research method which gives stakeholders, particularly local people
an active role in the learning process

- Vertical integration- working from local to national level, for positive feedback. Outputs should
feedback to both the policies and ‘ground’ actions. Each cannot be conceived of in isolation.

- Acknowledge diversity of social and resource situations, and recognising the variation of necessary
policy interventions according to differing local situations.

- Multi-format dissemination: translation of summary findings into local languages and wide
dissemination of booklets; development of research-based advocacy films and their translation and screening
locally have all raised profile of project findings and policy implications.

Impacts On Poverty

E. Impacts on poverty to date

20. Where have impact studies on poverty in relation to this output or cluster of outputs taken place? This should
include any formal poverty impact studies (and it is appreciated that these will not be commonplace) and any less
formal studies including any poverty mapping-type or monitoring work which allow for some analysis on impact on
poverty to be made. Details of any cost-benefit analyses may also be detailed at this point. Please list studies here.

The project itself has itself been partly an impact study on the impacts of implementation of PFM policies, in terms
of institutional, forest resource and livelihood impacts. Since the outputs have as yet hardly been implemented
on a sufficiently wide scale for impacts to be observed there are very few impact studies related to the findings of
this study, of this kind.

There has been one other study on similar issues for India as a whole, conducted over a similar period, although
being based on consultation rather than primary field research:
World Bank (2006) India: Unlocking Opportunities for Forest Dependent People. Delhi, World Bank

For Nepal, although not relating to assessing adoption of outputs from this project, there are:

Kanel, K.R. and D.R. Niraula (2004) Can Rural Livelihoods be Improved in Nepal through Community Forestry? Banko
Janakari, 14 (1)

Malla Y. B., Hari, N. and Branney P. (2003) ‘Why Aren’t Poor People Benefiting More from Community Forestry?’ ODI
Rural Development Forestry Newsletter/Journal of Forests and Livelihoods, London, ODI

Nurse, M. and D. Paudel (2003) Rural Entrepreneur Development: A Pro-poor Approach to Enterprise Development
through Community Forestry. NSCFP Discussion Paper 02/03. Nepal Swiss Community Forestry Project, Kathmandu.
Pokharel, B.K. and M. Nurse (2004) Forest and People’s Livelihood: Benefiting the Poor from Community Forestry.
Journal of Forest and Livelihood, 4 (1).
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21. Based on the evidence in the studies listed above, for each country detail how the poor have benefited from the
application and/or adoption of the output(s) (max. 500 words):
* What positive impacts on livelihoods have been recorded and over what time period have these impacts been
observed? These impacts should be recorded against the capital assets (human, social, natural, physical and,
financial) of the livelihoods framework;
» For whom i.e. which type of person (gender, poverty group (see glossary for definitions) has there been a
positive impact;
* Indicate the number of people who have realised a positive impact on their livelihood;
» Using whatever appropriate indicator was used detail what was the average percentage increase recorded
[220]

There has been no study of how the outputs of this project have as yet been benefiting the poor through their
application. Although the studies listed above, through qualitative analyses, point to a number of aspects where
livelihoods improvements are possible, they have not quantified impacts.
. Land allocation to the poor: land-poor households provided with common lands (community forest
lands) on a lease basis, by specifying a range of income generating activities, including production and sale of
forest seedlings, broom grasses, cash crops (cardamom, ginger, turmeric etc.)
. Value addition of forest produce to additional income and employment: adoption of both local
knowledge and external inputs to both conventional and non-conventional enterprises- including Nepali
handmade paper manufacturing, essential oils extraction, broom making, wild-nettle cloth making, Bael juice
making.
. Access to CFUG funds: Members of CFUG receiving support (mainly as loan) for such activities as
goat raising, grocery shop, cottage industries,
. Increased employment, especially giving preferential selection of the poor, in CFUG generated
employment opportunities- in cultivation, collection and processing of medicinal herbs and other non-timber
forest produce (NTFPs)

. Creation of enterprise oriented institutions: CFUGs brought together to form community-owned
companies/cooperative structures for improved marketing
. Rural development investment: rural infrastructure development (school building construction &

financing for teacher compensation, drinking water, village trail, irrigation improvement, etc.)

Environmental Impact

H. Environmental impact

24. What are the direct and indirect environmental benefits related to the output(s) and their outcome(s)? (max 300
words)

This could include direct benefits from the application of the technology or policy action with local governments or
multinational agencies to create environmentally sound policies or programmes. Any supporting and appropriate
evidence can be provided in the form of an annex.
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Environmental benefits would include through improved forest management, improving the forest cover and
regeneration. Where forests have degraded through de facto open access introducing PFM leads to improved
forest protection and regeneration.

25. Are there any adverse environmental impacts related to the output(s) and their outcome(s)? (max 100 words)

The main risk is that with intensified management forests, although improving forest cover, may reduce
biodiversity. Although degraded forest land may improve in forest cover, there is a risk that plantations of exotic
or horticultural species are introduced to replace what were once biodiverse natural forests. This may be
mitigated by facilitating biodiversity consideration as part of PFM extension.

26. Do the outputs increase the capacity of poor people to cope with the effects of climate change, reduce the risks of
natural disasters and increase their resilience? (max 200 words)

Yes. Improving condition of and access to forest resources offers major safety nets in case of crop failure and
natural disasters (such as wild food and other NTFP collection, and perhaps timber sale opportunities)
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