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Abstract

This paper attempts to assess the livelihood impacts of community forestry based on Forest User Groups
(FUGS) in the Middle hills of Nepal, using data from the Koshi hills region in the East. The general
finding is that impacts are diverse both within and between FUGs, but have been generally positive, in
terms of improved levels and security of forest product and benefit fows, various household income-
generating opportunities, support for community infrastructure and development activities, and
improved ‘social capital’ for collective planning and action. Nevertheless, impacts to date are below their
potential, and the needs of rural households require more investigation to determine what further
opportunities exist and how policy and extension agencies may offer specific needs-oriented support.

INTRODUCTION'

This paper atempts the chalenging task of assessing the livelihood impacts of the casestudy FUGs.
One key question is impact compared to what? The livelihood impact must be contrasted with the
dterndtive dtuaion if the FUG had not been initisted. Most FUGs were formed to regulate over-
extraction, which was causing forest degradation, and so the aternative scenario is likely to have been
degradation of the forest resource and consequently heavily reduced product supply. There is dso a
critical time-based dement in this anadyss. Degraded forests require some years of restricted use to
become productive again, and this typicaly leads to an interim shortfal for the most forest-dependent
households. Furthermore, FUGs have their own pace of ingtitutional development and it may be some
years before they are sufficiently cohesive to manage the forest effectively.

This paper begins with introducing a conceptua framework for analysing livelihood impacts and then
describes the livelihood patterns of forest users in the Middle hills. It goes on to detail the impact of
community forestry on liveihoods, focusng on impacts on poor and margindized groups. The find
section presents conclusions and policy implications.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYS SOF THE LIVELIHOOD
IMPACTS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY

To date there has not been a direct and comprehensive study of livelihood impacts of community
forestry across a large number of stes in Nepd, dthough severd studies have been conducted in a
modest way, in a small number of stes, in recent years. One helpful quantitative study was conducted
by Maharjan (1998), who assessed the didribution of costs and benefits in a single FUG in Dhankuta
district. His study highlighted the frequent equity problems of new forest management regimes, which
can reduce the access of poorer households to essentid forest products. He highlighted the importance
of paticipation of marginaized groups in FUG planning, and aso the opportunities for
commercidization of forest product collection and processing.

I Thisisthe fifth in a series of five papers presenting the findings of a three-year research project (1997-2000) on
‘Community Forestry in Nepal: Sustainability and Impacts on Common and Private Property Resource Managematt'.
An overview of the project methodology and study sites is provided in Springate-Baginski et al. (2003).
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In order to assess the impact of community forestry on forest users livelihoods, this study used a
livelihood systems modd. Carney (1998) presents a definition of livelihoods based on the work of
Robert Chambers and Gordon Conway:

“ Alivelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social
resources) and activitiesrequired for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable
when it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or
enhance its capabilities and assets both now and in the future, while not
under mining the natural resource base” (Carney 1998, p. 4).

A number of livdihood systems modes have recently emerged that present household livelihood
processes and functions. The model used in this paper has been developed by Soussan et al. (2001)
(s Fgure 1). Households build ther liveihoods on the bads of ther assats and available
opportunities. Household 'livelihood assets are augmented through ‘entitlements to locdly available
capital, such as tree and forest resources. Different households within the same locde have diverse
levels of household assets. The poorest may have to rdy smply on their own human capitd and
entittement to common property. Households arrive a a 'livelihood strategy' on the basis of assets
avaldble in view of opportunities arisng, level of resource access risk averson and perceived
benefits. On this basis they then engage in 'livdihood activities. This mode gives an understanding
of households livdihood processes, and dlows one to ‘map’ the conseguences of specific changes,
including changes brought about through externd interventionsintended to improve people slives.

Figure 1. Livelihood Systems Model (Soussan et al. 2001)
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For most households in the Middle hills of Nepa the main livelihood activity is agriculture, usudly
augmented by cash-earning activities such as a household member going to the plains in seerch of
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work. For households with little or no agricultural land, the main opportunities open are loca manud
work as agricultural laborers or porters, and artisand production (with skills and tools passed inter-
generationdly within households). Collecting forest products can be an important supporting activity
for such households, since non-agriculturd livelihoods are particulaly vulnerable to seasond
fluctuetions in demand. Changes in the entittements / access conditions can vitdly affect their
livelihoods, as can changesin the condiition of resources.

A range of factors in the community forestry context of Nepa can be related to the different
components of the livdihood systems modd presented in Figure 1. A re-definition of the 'externd
policy and legd context', through new laws (paticularly the 1993 Forest Act and associated 1995
Bydaws) changed the tenure and forest access rights of loca communities and crested new mandates
for the Department of Forests (DoF). There were effective channds for learning from past field
implementation of community forestry. There have aso been substantia efforts made to re-orient the
DoF, which have had some success.

The 'wider socid and politica environment' has dso been of tremendous importance. Early efforts a
community forestry were frustrated by socid controls imposed by the semi-feudd panchayat system.
In contragt, there was a rapid growth of community forestry following the 1990 revolution that swept
away the panchayat system and opened up the possibility of loca ingtitutions that were representative
and regarded as legitimate by the mgority of the population. These politica changes dso led to a new
‘culture in many government depatments, which now saw their role as serving, rather than
controlling the people.

The community forestry gpproach changed the ‘loca socid and inditutiond context' by credting, as
an 'output' of policy, new locd inditutions (FUGs), and adso raising awareness and understanding
amongst locd people of more democratic decisonrmaking processes and legd rights FUGs have
become pivota in the empowerment of loca communities to manage forests in ways thet are seen to
be representetive of dl forest users (in what are often extremely complex loca socid Stuations) and
provide an effective interface with the DoF. The formation d FUGs is one of the specific targets of
the community forestry policy, and the effectiveness of this can be assessed in terms of both quantity
(numbers formed; membership; geographica coverage; effectiveness of operations etc) and (with
more difficulty) quality (participation in, and representativeness of, the committees, gender relaions,
empowerment in relation to accessing government inditutions, etc). The implications of FUGs can go
further than forestry management, as many of the more effective and established ones start to become
involved in other activities such as schools, water supply and path maintenance. As such, the
development implications of community forestry in terms of creating new ‘socid capitd’ can go far
beyond forests.

Through the FUG, an 'outcome of community forestry policy is changed ‘entitlements and access of
individud households to the forest. The effects of this will vary from household to household,
according to exidting dependence on the forest, but what the policy does is legitimize exising
entittements and / or creste new entitlements to the forest. This can be related to the livelihood mode
as the ‘access to naturd capitd’ element in the diagram. Another 'outcomé, due to regulated access,
can be an ‘improved forest resource base. Improvements to the forest condition are widely observable
under community forestry (Yadav et al . 2003).

The 'outcomes of community forestry policy (legitimizing entitlements, regulating forest access and
improvement of forest conditions) can, in turn, lead to 'livelihood impacts: improved flows of forest
products available on a sugtainable basis. This is more likely to occur if the FUG is egditarian and
effective. However, it is possible that poorer households, who have traditionaly relied more heavily
on common property resources, will suffer disproportionately in the shorter term, since FUGs often
impose heavy redrictions on forest use to alow for the recovery of degraded forest areas. Thus, there
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may be trade-offs between the cogs of foregoing short-term forest/pasture exploitation, and longer-
term gainsin sustainable forest production.

Community forestry can open up new livelihood opportunities for FUG members, for example the
cultivation of the spice cardamom or the tapping of resin in the forest. In such cases, a criticd issue is
the digtribution of these benefits amongst different groups in the FUG. Thus, the sustainable level of
‘income can be improved, with fewer concerns about gathered forest products and/or more secure
livestock production. However, where there is potentia for increased cash income through the sde of
forest products, the precise modaities of sde and distribution of proceeds will determine how income
improves for different socid groups. Proceeds may accrue as income to individua households or to
the community as a whole, alowing them to invest in locd public facilities such as water schemes,
nurseries or schools.

All of these factors together may reduce the household's ‘vulnerability' to declining availability of
forest produce, and long term dangers of land degradation due to watershed destruction. The cregtion
of new locd inditutions, access to new resources and new paterns of socid relations dl have
implications for the reslience of dfferent households to cope with vulnerabilities (and not just those
related to forests).

PATTERNS OF HOUSEHOLD LIVELIHOODS AND FOREST USE

In order to understand the livelihood impacts of community forestry one needs to understand the
diverse patterns of socid conditions, livelihood activities and forest use specific to each area. Key
factors affecting the impact of community forestry on household livelihoods include: (1) the location
of specific users in relation to the forest; (2) the ethnic caste background of specific users; and (3) the
homogeneity or heterogeneity of the FUG. Given the complex patterns of forest use, the question of
how paticular changes in foret access have affected users is very chdlenging to answer.
Furthermore, there would have been many changes in locd circumdances over the period since the
FUG in question was formed.

There is a widespread misconception that forest users are members of one FUG only, and depend on
one forest only. Forest users, in fact, commonly depend on different forests, at different dtitudes and
locations, for different products and services at different times of the year, often complemented by
on-farm tree products. This may be most evident in the case of livestock grazing, where settlements at
different dtitudes can have seasond reciprocd grazing arrangements. Farmers and craftamen such as
blacksmiths aso need fuel wood, fodder, wood for tools and construction timber, each of which may
comefrom different forest aress.

Using the livdihood andyss gpproach discussed above, we may now consider the livelihoods of
different households in the Middle hills, and how community forestry has impacted on them. In order
to understand how different groups positions have been affected, it is important to disaggregate users
by: (1) wedlth rank, and (2) dependence on the forest resource.

To undergand wedth petterns within villages, a wedlth ranking exercise was conducted in each FUG.
In group discussions, a number of ranks in the village were identified by the bca people. Most
commonly four ranks (Rich, Medium, Poor, Landless) were identified, dthough in some FUGs the
‘Poor’ category was divided into ‘Poor’ and ‘Very Poor’ (with ‘Very Poor' households having food
production sufficient for only three months, and ‘Poor’ households closer to six months). The criteria
for each of the ranks were then identified (eg. land-holdings, sdf-sufficiency in food, livestock
holding, etc). In each village dightly different criteria were identified, but when these were compared,
surprisingly drong commondities emerged. This has dlowed comparisons to be made according to
wealth-ranks across all the FUGs studied.
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Different wedth-rank groups show different levels of dependence on the forests due to their different
livelihood activities and differentia access to private resources. Medium, Poor and Landless groups
are most dependent on the forest:

(a) ‘Rich’ wedth rank households (14% of households across the sudy Stes) have diversified sources
of income induding secure and well-paid jobs, surplus grain from their own agriculturd land, and
income from renting out land. They commonly have private resources for supplying tree products.
Hence they are much less dependent on forests for product flows, and are mainly interested in forests
for congruction timber and plough blades.

(b) ‘Medium’ rank households (39% of dl households) comprise of subsistence farmers, who work
on their own farmland. If the family is large they may dso rent or share land of rich households, as
they usualy have a labor force (manud and livestock). They tend to depend on forests for fodder, fuel
wood and timber, but have some private tree resources to fal back on.

(¢) ‘Poor’ households (42% of the tota) mostly depend on seasond agricultura laboring, portering
and other skills to supplement food production from their own land. Education levels are low,
regtricting their income-generating activities. They have little private access to tree products, and so
can be particularly dependent on the forest.

(d) ‘Landless’ households (5% of the totd) have no agricultura land for food production, dthough in
most cases they have a house plot and small courtyard. They live in extreme poverty and depend on
manua labor for income.

Poor and Landless households often depend on forests to support market-oriented activities such as
fud wood sdling, dcohol-didtilling, charcod for blacksmithing, etc. Their livelihoods are extremely
fragile and margind. They are exposed to low leves of nutrition, poor education, and poor
communication within the village and with external agents. They tend to be less involved in the FUG
mestings, and suffer socid exdusion.

LIVELIHOOD IMPACTS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY

This section discusses severd kinds of impacts of community forestry on livelihoods of loca people.

Direct impacts:

1. Changes in the levels and security of forest products and benefit flows (through

improvement to the forest resource and / or improved tenure rights).

Wider impacts:

2. Improved ‘socid capitd’ for collective planning and action.

3. Support for community infrastructure and development activities.

4. Household livedihood / income generation opportunities (including credit facilities).

5. Improved 'human capita’
The following discusson of impacts is organized @ the bass of the livelihood modd. The main
indicator of impacts is the changed quantity and sustainability of forest product flows. Other
indicators used are the household livelihood opportunities emerging through wider FUG community
development activity, and improvements in other household and loca assets (Table 1). Changes in
management of the forest resource have often led to changes in livelihood drategies of individuds
and households, which are cumulative and mutudly reinforcing. For example if FUGs have
improved forest conditions, locad people may be able to collect more fud wood, and may aso reguire
less time to callect it. If they have aso been able to raise funds for educationd opportunities, then the
cumulative outcome may be more time to learn, and therefore better ‘empowerment’ and ahility to

€am Wages.
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Table 1. Indicators of impacts of community forestry on livelihoods: livelihood assets/ capita improved?

Dev, O. P. et al

District: Dhankuta Sankhuwasabha Bhojpur Terathum
Forest User Group: Bhaludhu | Jalkini Patle Ramche | Dharma | Sbhuwa | Ahale Paluwa Nakla Bokre Helebung
nga Devi
Improving? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Improvement | No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No
in forest change (fuel (fue (timber, (timber) (timber) (fue (fud (forest not | (forest (restrictions
product wood, wood, fuel wood, wood) opened) not on flows)
flows? timber) grass) wood, leaf-litter) opened)
agric
tools,
Natural green Sdl
capital leaves)
Security / Yes Uncertal Yes Uncertain | Yes Yes Yes Yes Uncertain | Yes Yes
sustainability n for for some for some
of product some
flows?
Other benefit Jobs from
flows from resin
forest? tapping
Improving? No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No
What? Stretcher | Water Commun- Water Monast- Health
i s supply, ity hall supply, ery, trail, ost
Physical co’r)r?nz/uni ty y sct?goxll nu%sery P
capital hall,
dectrificar
tion,
nursery
Human Imprqving? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
capital Training Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Animator Yes Yes
‘Socia Improving? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
capital’
Improving? No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes
Financia | Fundsto Student Youth Employ- Househo- | School House-
capital support: club, ment, Id loans hold loans
health household
loans
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A. Improved and More Sugtainable Forest Product Flows

Improved and more sustainable forest product flows are due to the improved condition of the forest
resource (‘natura capitd’), and changed entittements to use it. The legd reform of forest
management has improved community entitlements to forest resources, and their ability to influence
its management.

The forest resource

In dl the FUGs sudied the forest resource is improving. This has been achieved through diligent
protection of forests from forest fire, illegd tree felling and unregulated extraction of forest products.
There have aso been plantations on barren land. Efforts of the FUGs to resolve land disputes with
individuds and neighboring FUGs are limiting the extent of forest encroachment. Although some
forests have full stocks of natura stands, a generd lack of appropriate silvicultura operations (eg.
rotationa thinning and pruning) means that users are not regping the full potential benefits (Yadav et
al. 2003).

Improving the forest resource has not been without cogts. Controlling extraction and grazing implies
that forest users have sometimes had to reduce their use. Users who are most dependent on the forest
can fed a odds with the FUG, especidly in the initid stages when redtrictions are often most
stringent. Fud wood sdlers in particular have complained hitterly of the redtrictions on collection of
fud wood, and many have ignored the regulations. However, it is goparent that their needs have been
accommodated to some extent, since their transgressions of rules have often been tolerated by the
FUG. They are dso most likely to benefit from improved forest conditions after the transtion period.
However, whether they do in fact benefit depends on the product distribution regime.

The improvement of the forest resource has a number of intangible benefits such as tree cover and
improved hydrologica regime, which al users generdly enjoy. Tangible forest product flows have
increased in seven of the 11 FUGs dudied. Figure 2 gives an idea of the types of products received by
members of FUG in different wedth groups. FHows of products suitable for soil nutrient management
(eg. ledf litter for compost making) have generdly improved. However, with little deliberate Strategy
for active management to increase the flow of these products, the improvements are wel bdow the
potential.

Figure 2 shows that, for fudwood, the highest proportion of recipient households is from the landless
wedth rank, i.e. those with least access to private resources. For timber, on the other hand, the highest
proportion of recipient households is in the rich wealth rank. Although the overal proportion is low,
this nevertheless reflects the generaly poor equity in timber distribution practices. h most of the
FUGs, entitlement to collect forest products is based on the payment of a flat-rate fee. When the
prices are nominal, wealth rank makes little difference to the didtribution of benefits. Fees for timber
ae, however, usudly high enough to discriminate againgt poorer usars, who are obliged to use
cheaper poles for house congtruction instead.

The amilaly skewed digribution of agriculturd tools is to be expected, and reflects the need of
landholdersfor plough sats.
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Figure 2. Percentage of users of different wedlth ranks receiving different forest products (N=244)
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rank of
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In dmogt dl FUGs studied the mgjority of users are satisfied that forest use is now sustainable, both
for everyday products as wel as longterm needs sich as condruction timber. In a smdl number of
the FUGs there is concern regarding over-extraction of specific products, and measures are being
taken to control this. For example, the wasteful practice of cutting a Sal tree for a few plough blades
and then leaving the rest of the tree to decay is being countered by some FUGs by dlocating one tree
to be used between 4-5 users.

B. Improved ‘Social Capital’

FUGs cregte a new socid forum, with the potentid for local-level development planning, improved
socid support structures and socid cohesion. In livelihood context this is often labeled as ‘socid
capita’. Whilst the term itsdf is acknowledged to be highly problematic in its implied economistic
reductionism and ingrumentalism, here it is found to ke a useful shorthand for socid conditions such
as networks and ingtitutions which are available to households for collective action.

The benefits of the cregtion of ‘socid capitd’ depend upon the participation of households and
individuds in locd inditutions, and enhanced knowledge of rights and duties involved in securing a
livelihood. There may dso be improvements in networks and contacts necessary to access financia

capita (i.e. through borrowing).

The impact of gpparently improved sociad capitd is very difficult to assess as there is a crucid
diginction between the form (eg. the FUG inditution) and the content (eg. the level of household
engagement), but one approach is to think of the overdl framework of socid networks and
relaionships as the overal ‘sock’ of socid capita, with different households able to access different
parts of this stock dependent upon their ‘socid entitiements' (which in turn will reflect, and depend
on, socia group, kinship, religious afiliations, political links, and any other factors that go to make
up socid networks).

In dl the FUGs gtudied, even the poorly ingtitutiondized ones, the researchers were able to conclude
from indtitutional assessment that the FUG generdly did represent new and genuine socid capita for
most if not al member households. FUGs are new locd inditutions that provide a forum for
community decision-meking. Some are going beyond fores management and becoming inditutions
for tole (hamlet-levd deveopment planning including direct Village Deveopment Committee
(VDC) and Digrict Development Committee (DDC) planning based on locd priorities, and
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empowering locd communities to demand the gppropriate services from locd government line
agencies

The emerging pattern indicates that in the smaler FUGs cohesion is strong across the whole FUG, but
in the larger FUGs socid cohesion mainly develops within  toles, and so FUG meetings must be
carefully fecilitated by tole representatives. Since mogt of the FUGs are large (in terms of forest size
and number of households), the latter Situation is more common. The development of socid capitd,
through which locd toles can come together to plan their own development, is one of the strongest
opportunities for the community forestry process in the Middle hills. The micro-leve planning
process, described in Dev et al. (2003), is one proven approach to developing the socia capitd of
FUGs.

At the locd leve, a number of indicators suggest that the inditutiona capecity of the FUGs is
generaly good (the number of new inditutions crested, membership numbers, mesting attendance,
measures of participatory activity, quditative information from focus groups upon politics of agenda
sting, and management and peformance criteria). At DoF leve, interviews of key personnd in
different parts of the administration (from First Secretary to Forest Ranger) suggest that a process of
capacity building is continuing in earnest, both through new forma procedures as well as informd
practice.

It is very difficult to make generdizations about the distribution of benefits from new ‘socia capital’.
In some ways, perhaps the dites have benefited more than middle ranking or poor households <o far.
However, this is not amenable to direct messurement and so remains a somewhat abstract debate.
What is certain is that promoting more inclusve democratic and equitable decison-making structures
will give proportionaly grester benefit to poorer households.

C. Improved Community Infrastructure (‘physical capital’)

FUG community development activities have led to improved village leve infragtructure (physicd
capital) in the mgjority of FUGs studied. The main examples are asfollows:

e  Tral making
*  Drinking water supply
e Support to schools in the form of teachers sdaries, fund and timber contribution for
congtructing school building (i.e. developing ‘Human Capita’)
*  Congruction of community hals / agricultural group hdls supported by donation of
congtruction materials and funds.
*  Contributionsfor construction of temple and monastery.
* Village dectrification.
* Extenson of Forest; Dharma Devi FUG is in the unusua position of planning to buy land to
cregte a new forest; from its own sources it has raised NRs.31, 000 (US$ 400) in order to buy
10 ropani (0.5 ha) of land.
Most of these have benefited al wedth ranks equaly. However, in some of the FUGs the
improvement of school facilities has been of greater benefit to rich members, and less benefit to poor
households who can't afford to send their children to school as they are needed to look after animals.
Often such activities are known to Digtrict Forest Office (DFO) staff but remain unsupported, as DFO
staff primarily address forest-rel ated matters.

D. Improved Credit Opportunities (‘financial capital’)

The provison of financid capitd (the establishment of credit and micro credit schemes) can be a
significant 'outcome’ of community forestry, and if so its availability to households, and its uptake,
can then be an 'impact’. All FUGs studied have some acumulated funds, athough whilst some have
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generated a dsgnificant amount, others have increased their funds only dightly since formation. Funds
in remote FUGs tend to be amdl. The generation of larger funds (i.e. over NRs.10,000 or US$130)
generdly depends on having marketable forest products and a nearby market (e.g. for sades of resin,
timber or nursery seedlings). Groups without this advantage depend on ‘passve fund raising: for
ingance imposing smdll levies on FUG members.

Beyond fores management costs, most of the FUGs use their funds to improve community
infrastructure as discussed above. Some have aso given support to the sick. Reatively few casestudy
FUGs have moved towards mohilizing their funds for micro-credit dthough the organization of
savings and credit groups has played an important role in household livelihoods wherever this has
occurred.  This practice is certain to increase due to the high demand from users, particularly poorer
ones. FUG support for improved household income generation is seen as a priority issue amongst
forest users— it was cited as an indicator in nine of 11 FUGs,

The FUGs are often uncertain how much freedom they have to decide on how to spend their funds.
They need to be unambiguoudy informed by Range-Post saff that they can engage in dl aspects of
community development as they see fit, and that they may mohilize their funds to this end. There
exists great potentia for FUGs to mobilize their funds for micro credit. A recent study by a micro-
credit support agency in Nepd found that ‘FUGs were remarkebly strong community-based
organizetions, with good leadership, management <kills and sysems, and loyd members (Anon
1999) and with dl the indtitutiona requirements for providing savings and credit services. The main
concern of the study was uncertainty within FUGs over whether they considered micro-credit
activities to be a priority. In dl of the FUGs in the present project, most users, and particularly poorer
members, fdt micro-credit was a priority need. They often had difficulty getting loans without
collaterd, and smdl loans to dart income generation activities such as pigrearing were seen as the
most desirable uses of the FUG fund. However, the committee members in many FUGs were hestant
about nicro-credit as they were unsure how to administer it, did not fully trust the users to repay the
loan, and in some cases saw it as direct competition to their own money lending service! Since FUG
committees tend to be dominated by wedthier people, they have a lower motivation to launch the
initiative, dthough this can be counteracted with awareness-raising support: four of the 11 FUGs
Sudied had embarked on micro-credit loan schemes for the poor.

E. Improved Human Capital

The deveopment of human capitd improves the capabilities of individuas to secure their well-being.
The effects of devdoping human capitd can be cumulative and multiplicative. For example, it can
cregte new organizing roles for women on committess to oversee savings groups. Human capitd can
be developed by freeing up time through the provison of accessible drinking water or labor-saving
ayriculturd technologies, for example. More free time dlows disadvantaged groups to spend time on
the accumulation of sills (eg. literacy), knowledge (eg. through the radio) and persond/inditutiona
networks. Community forestry has contributed to improving ‘human cepitd’ in various ways.
Training provided by the DFO has improved the sills of some of the FUG members (eg. in record-
keeping), dthough this has proved to be of limited bendfit. In two FUGs, the Nepa UK Community
Forestry Project (NUKCFP) was providing training to femde ‘animators (or loca facilitators), which
had had a dgnificant impact in increesng women's awareness, socid role, confidence and
empowerment.

F. Increased Household Livelihood Opportunities

This is one of the most obvious and meesurable impacts of community forestry upon livelihoods.
Indicators must address issues of wedlth, gender and age. Impacts can be traced to the direct provison
of new income opportunities, the enhancement of human and financid capitd, and possbly in the
pay-offs of each activity. The case study FUGs have promoted a number of income-generating
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livdihood opportunities. For example, four FUGs have been dble to provide some jobs for poorer
households, such asresin tapping and forest guarding.

There are five main areas in which FUGs can support household income generation:

*  Focusad support for poor households to change from fud wood sdlling to more sugtaingble
activities,
¢ ill-development training;
¢ Co-ordinating livelihood support activities of different externa agencies,
* Creding employment through active foret management and engaging in marketing activities
asan enterprise;
*  Mobilizing FUG funds for micro-credit — particularly for small enterprise development
The potentia for income generation opportunities is hardly being exploited by the casestudy FUGs.
There exist a range of opportunities, particularly for forest product collection and processing, which
few of the FUGs have so far explored.

Mogt of the FUGs discourage fud wood sdlling, and fud wood sdlers are generdly keen to change to
less laborious, more unremuneraive and socidly acceptable income generation activities (even
though current levels of fudwood extraction for sde are often sustaingble in many aress). However,
only some of the FUGs provide support to fuelwood sdlers to change their occupation. In Pauwa
Pikhuwa many former fue wood sdllers complain that they changed their occupation with no support
from the FUG. About 15 families continue to sdl fuel wood. In Ramche FUG on the other hand, fuel
wood dling has been ‘normdized” through fudwood sdlers being accorded status and higher
extraction. As the capecity of the forest to supply fuel wood was high, extraction has been brought to
sugtainable levels by the FUG's quota system. Other agencies are dso working in the FUGs to help
improve the livelihoods of poorer FUG members. For example, in Pduwa Pikhuwa FUG, the Women
Development Office has supported smal-scale livestock raising, which has been successful for about
40 households. The FUGSs are not yet supporting these sorts of training programs, but could essily co-
ordinate these activities a the loca leve. Another potentid income-generating activity is sde of
timber but there remains uncertainty about FUGS' rightsto do so (Box 1).

Box 1. Can FUGs sl timber ?

Near bazaars (large markets), timber-merchants are an important group of users. As more Middle hills
forests are handed over to FUGs, which are successfully regulating timber felling and stopping illicit
timber smuggling, there are increasing problems of supply of congtruction timber for district centers.
FUGs could themsdves fulfill this demand in a regulated way, but so far the DoF has generdly
objected to FUGs trading in timber due to a few incidents of over-fling. In some cases it appears
that the supply problem is being circumvented by some DFOs who want to avoid the transfer of some
timber-yidlding forests to FUGs, yet some obsarvers suggest they ingead want to give feling
contracts to local contractors or a leest turn a blind eye to illicit fdling. The clearest example of this
is Heluwa Bed, where timber demand in bazaars is being met by illicit feling. This method of supply
means that non-FUG forests near bazaars are facing incressed and unregulaied extrection and are
consequently deteriorating.

G. Vulnerability

Vulnerability is a hypothetical and probability-related concept (Blaikieet al. 1994) and is an integrdl
pat of a livelihoods framework. Vulnerable households have to have some ‘insurance drategy’ in
order to face risks (eg. poor rains, illness, earthquake) and this can reduce the time or capitd
available to dlocate to their productive activities. Households face multiple layers of vulnerability:
the effects of some vulnerabilities (especidly of ‘trends such as long term wesather patterns) are
eassier to assess, but others (such as abrupt natural disasters like landdides) cannot be directly verified
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until they actualy occur. The ability to recover from shocks is an important eement in assessing
vulnerability. In many ways vulnerability is as much a matter of perception for the households
concerned asit is about actual impacts.

Perhaps the greatest effect of community forestry on the vulnerability context has been to reverse the
threat of aloss of forest product supplies. In the FUGs where users have been highly dependent on the
forest for daily fue wood supplies, this has been a great improvement to their day-to-day lives as well
as reducing ther longer-term vulnerability. Although there has been a marked increese in on-fam
trees, which may be patly attributable to the declining security of forest product flows prior to
community forestry, this is not an option for the poorest with little private land. From this perspective,
therefore, it isthe vulnerability context of the poorest that has been most improved.

IMPACTS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY ON THE POOR

Concerns have been raised by observers as to whether some groups livelihoods have suffered under
the community foresiry regime. There are three main areas of concern.

Firdly, have some genuine users been excluded from membership of FUGS? This was found to be the
cae in only one of the 11 FUGs studied, and the group in question (blacksmiths) were negotiating to
change this (and furthermore they had dternative sources for their forest requirements). Issues of
margindization (rather than outright exclusion) were &0 of concern for some members in two other
FUGs, dthough here dso memberswere in negotiation.

Secondly there are concerns about whether forest use redrictions disproportionately affect poorer
groups who are most dependent on forests for their livelihoods. The ‘cost’” of restraint on forest use
can adso be borne disproportionately within households, due to different task responshilities (e.g.
women bear the burden of callecting fue wood from further away). In this study it was found that
whilst in some FUGs poorer households had suffered from redtrictions, particularly on fue wood
collection for sde, the redrictions had usudly not been strongly enforced, acting more as a mild
disincentive rather than a ban. Indeed the opposite was sometimes the @se: one FUG had introduced
an ‘equity’-based product digtribution system and made specific provisons to alocate more fuelwood
to poorer households (with less private resources of their own to fall back on).

The third important issue is whether loca decison-making excludes the interests of the poor and
margind. For example, indebtedness to moneylenders within the village can compromise poor
peopl€'s ahility to negotiate in FUG meetings. Genuingly inclusive decison-meking exigs only in a
minority of the casestudy FUGs, and the consequences vary between the FUGs. Discrimination
agang poor groups can take the form of fixing excessively high membership levies and roydty
charges for forest products, or the mohilization of FUG funds to cater to the priorities of the wealthier
members. Poorer groups experiences have generdly been that they have had a low leve of influence
on FUG committee decision-making, and have often had their interests neglected.

The key to addressing these concerns is the need for inclusve decison-making based on tole-leve
interaction. Field support dtaff are needed to educate FUGs in improved planning and decison-
making practices.

CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The impacts of community forestry have been diverse across and within the FUGs studied. One of the
most sgnificant achievements has been that the widdly anticipated problem of serious forest product
shortage has largely been averted. Mot forest users express relief that the degradation of the forest
hes reversed, and thet benefit flows are now more or less sugtainable. In some cases there has been an
overdl incresse in benefit flows, in some of the FUGs product flows have sabilized, and in some
cases been dightly reduced, to ensure sustainable flowsin the future.
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In some cases the needs of poorer groups have been neglected, and this issue is perhaps the ‘acid test’
for the livelihood impacts of community forestry. However it would be mistaken to exaggerate the
difficulties, or generdize from specific problem cases. Our experiences indicate that many of the
FUGs have sought to accommodate and, incressingly, specificaly support the particular livelihood
needs of poorer households. ‘Secondary’ effects on livelihoods have dso emerged due to the wider
activities in many of the FUGs, for instance employment opportunities, credit facilities, infrastructure
improvement, etc.

As community forestry in Nepd shifts from the initiation phase, concerned primarily with forming
FUGS, to a consolidation or ‘2™ generation’ phase, it is increasingly being driven by the needs of the
communities themselves rather than only by government policy makers and implementing agencies.

As such this new phase may well be consdered ‘livelihood forestry’. Communities are no longer
solely occupied with passively consarving forests in return for modest flows of subsistence forest
products. Instead they are moving towards dynamic mobilization of forest resources for their wider
livdlihood development, as wdl as using the collective action forum of the FUG for wider
development planning. In order to redize the potentid of livelihood forestry, a more systematic FUG-
level planning process is required; to assess the actuad needs of rurd households, the productive
potentias of the forest resource, and to choose between dternative opportunities on an inclusive and
equitable bass. A further FUG information need is to understand the range of support available for
livdihood development activities The micro-level action planning process proposed in Dev et al.
(2003) is one proven gpproach to developing the socia capita of FUGs to plan their own livelihood
development.

There remain many more opportunities for augmenting rurd livelihoods and equity through FUGs,
such as developing forest product processing and marketing, developing liveihood skills, providing
micro-credit, promoting empowerment of marginal groups, efc. The DoF has yet to re-orient itsdlf to
this new direction. Currently, policy emphasizes the protection and regeneration of forests, but is
unfocussad regarding direct enhancement of livelihoods. There are no specific provisons regarding
poverty dleviation, and athough there are provisons for promoting gender equity (e.g. it is proposed
that 50% of FUGs should be comprised of women), in practice this gppears to be poorly implemented
dueto alack of awareness or monitoring.

The greastest congtraint on most FUGs adopting community forestry for livelihood is the prevalent
perception that the FUG, as a body initiated by the DoF, $would regtrict its activities to conservation-
oriented foret management. Awareness-raising regarding the great potentid for an expanded FUG
role in liveihood development is needed. Support is needed to educate FUGs in improved planning
and decison-making practices, including fadlitating indusive decison-making to address concerns
of inequity.

One area with particular potentid, which remains only partly developed, is mobilization of FUG
funds. Although 75% of FUG income can legdly be dlocated for non-forestry work, there was poor
awareness within the casestudy FUGs about how to mohilize their (often substantid) funds, and how
much freedom they have to do so. They must be unambiguoudy informed by Range-Post staff that
they can mobilize their funds to engage in dl aspects of community development as they see fit.
Outside technical support is needed to introduce knowledge of methods and raise the confidence of
FUG committees to initiate micro-credit schemes.
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