View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by fCORE

provided by University of Montana

University of Montana

ScholarWorks at University of Montana

Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, &

Professional Papers Graduate School

2013

Opportunities and Constraints to Community Forest User Groups
Participating in REDD+ Payment Programs in Nepal

Alexander Cuthbert Smith
The University of Montana

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd

Let us know how access to this document benefits you.

Recommended Citation

Smith, Alexander Cuthbert, "Opportunities and Constraints to Community Forest User Groups
Participating in REDD+ Payment Programs in Nepal" (2013). Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, &
Professional Papers. 4192.

https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/4192

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at ScholarWorks at University of
Montana. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers by an
authorized administrator of ScholarWorks at University of Montana. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@mso.umt.edu.


https://core.ac.uk/display/267580277?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/grad
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.umt.edu%2Fetd%2F4192&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://goo.gl/forms/s2rGfXOLzz71qgsB2
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/4192?utm_source=scholarworks.umt.edu%2Fetd%2F4192&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@mso.umt.edu

OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS TO COMMUNITY FOREST3ER GROUPS
PARTICIPATING IN REDD+ PAYMENT PROGRAMS IN NEPAL
By
ALEXANDER CUTHBERT SMITH
Bachelor of Arts, University of Washington, Seatii¢A, 2005
Thesis

presented in partial fulfillment of the requirement
for the degree of

Master of Science
in Resource Conservation, International Conseraadind Development

The University of Montana
Missoula, MT

Fall 2013
Approved by:
Dr. Sandy Ross, Dean of The Graduate School

Dr. Jill M. Belsky, Chair
Department of Society and Conservation

Dr. Laurie Yung
Department of Society and Conservation

Dr. Kimber H. McKay
Department of Anthropology



Smith, Alexander, M.S., Fall 2013 ReaseuConservation
Opportunities and Constraints to Community ForestrlGroups Participating in REDD+
Payment Programs in Nepal.
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Abstract

In response to global concern for the consequenicesnate change, the United Nations’
Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Foregfr&gation (REDD+) program was
developed to support greenhouse gas emission redwtd carbon sequestration in developing
countries. While still being developed around theeld; in Nepal a REDD+ pilot project is being
conducted with the involvement of the Nepali goveemt’'s Department of Forestry (DoF) and
its community forestry program. The pilot projestcalled “REDD+ in Community Managed
Forests in Nepal” (RCMFN). The commitment of Népglovernment to carry out this project
makes it an ideal location to study carbon paynmaptementation. My study sought to
understand the opportunities and constraints of BEPayment program participation by
community forest user groups (CFUGS) enrolled anphot project. CFUGs are the main
management group in Nepal’'s community forestry paog Research was conducted in two
watersheds where RCMFN operates: Kayar Khola aradr@Rati. Field research was
undertaken January-August 2012 and involved largedlitative methods including in-depth
interviews with government and non-government staffking on REDD+ programs and with
executives (presidents and secretaries) of twert@BUGs (35% of total in the two
watersheds). Focus groups were held with CFUG neesrih each watershed to learn about
their concerns (two focus groups in four CFUGSs freexsh watershed). Results identified three
sets of issues. The first involves constraintstiregeto the structure and requirements of global
carbon standards and markets for community forsst group (CFUG) participation in REDD+
The main concerns were uncertainty regarding tbgram’s future and the requirement that
funds are controlled by the DoF. The second setsoies focus on the role of NGOs and
government partners as a link between CFUGs arimhgt@rbon markets. Here ongoing
conflict between priorities of the DoF (to improfaeests) and CFUGSs (to improve both forests
and local socioeconomic conditions) has led tommsstbetween the two groups and concern
over control and allocation of any payments coniiogn REDD+. Communication between the
RCMFN and full CFUG membership also creates chg#erfor CFUG knowledge and support
of REDD+. The third set of issues relate to theac#ty of CFUGs to conduct the technical tasks
required by REDD+ (e.g. carbon measurement, arsalysrification) as well their ability to do
so in an efficient and equitable mannBrespite these many concerns CFUG executives and
members remain positive that with training and adioo they will be able to conduct their own
measurements and increase their capacity for magégnds ultimately benefitting from
opportunities from REDD+ as well as community fongsHowever, to realize these
opportunities, ongoing conflict between the DoF @kUGs over payment control still need to
be addressed.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Average global temperature has steadily risen theelast several decades (IPCC 2007)
primarily because of increased consumption of féasis and land conversion; both activities
release carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous onrietihhe atmosphere. These gasses trap solar
radiation causing increases in temperatures atimedsarth which in turn have altered weather
patterns and intensified weather events. Collelstithes process is known as climate change
(IPCC 2007).

The consequences of climate change have encounagegl countries to advocate for
global policy addressing this challenge. Concemuablimate induced impacts led to the
adoption of the United Nations Convention on Cliem@hange (UNFCCC) which focuses on the
need to reduce carbon produced from industrialities (about 82% of CO2) and carbon from
forest conversion (about 18 % of CO2) (Stern 2006 Kyoto protocol to the UNFCCC was
ratified in 1997 and was the only internationahtyethat regulated greenhouse gas emissions. It
expired on December $2012. In the lead up to its expiration effectivaty progress was made
towards replacing it due to disagreements overaiadundustrial produced greenhouse gasses;
however, there was concurrence on the need to sglgreenhouse gas emissions related to
forest conversion. In 2007, Reducing Emissions fRorest Degradation and Deforestation
(REDD) was adopted at the 13th UNFCCC Conferen¢beoParties (COP-13) in Bali.

REDD is a forest carbon offsetting mechanism tivasdo reduce carbon emissions from
forest degradation and destruction. Its goal igy#aerate a significant level of compensation or
economic incentive to outweigh the income genertisaligh deforestation” (FOEi 2008). In
response to the adoption of REDD in 2007 at CORHEUN-REDD program, the Forest
Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), and an assettiassessment protocol, the Forest Inventory
Program (FIP) where established. These organizatiame pushed for the expansion of REDD
to “REDD+” which will also cover conservation, sastable management, and enhancement of
carbon stocks (UNFCCC 2010). This expanded versid®EDD was given the name REDD+ at
COP-15 in 2009. The UN-REDD program and the FCRRlza multilateral REDD+
implementation programs. REDD+ has created glokatement (Angelsen et al. 2012);
however, international negotiations have not red@eonsensus on its institutional
mechanisms, including financing, implementation badefit sharing (Angelson et al. 2012,
Paudel & Karki 2013).



The World Bank created the Forest FCPF after ttf@8 2INFCCC 1% Conference of the
Parties meeting in Bali. The goal of this prograntol assist developing nations in preparing to
participate in REDD, and now REDD+ in an “econorfiicaffective and socially just” manner
(FCPF 2013). Under the FCPF scheme, each counrgiesign its own REDD+ implementation

plan taking into account its unique environmergaktial, and political issues (Kotru 2009).

The Forest Carbon Partnership Facility assistsldpirey countries in their efforts to
reduce emissions from deforestation and forestattagion and foster conservation,
sustainable management of forests, and enhancemfemest carbon stocks (all
activities commonly referred to as "REDD+") by piding value to standing forests
(FCPF 2013).

The Nepal government has been a participant iff@fF program since 2008 and is
currently developing a REDD+ national strategy (FGZ®13). The Department of Forests (DoF)
recognizes REDD+’s potential to combat climate geamleforestation and biodiversity loss and
is preparing to administer REDD+ in all types afefsts in Nepal. The government and national
NGOs are particularly interested in involving commty forest. In Nepal community forestry is
based on a model similar to other countries in $é&sia where forest management authority is
transferred to registered community forest useugsq CFUG), but forest ownership remains
with the government (Acharya 2002). Globally, conmityiforests were initially designated on
degraded forest lands with government expectaliahrhanagement efforts would enhance
forest sustainability while providing CFUGs witmtable economic benefits (Arnold 2001).
Economic benefits from community forests have tendecome from access to forest products
for home use. Under REDD+ current benefits wilbllogmented by payments for carbon
sequestration (Bleaney et al. 2009). Since REDIx€sption, inclusion of CFUGs has been of
particular interest in Nepal because REDD+ is vid\age a mechanism to potentially increase the
income and wellbeing of members of CFUGs througimnts for carbon sequestration
(Shrestha 2008).

A pilot project, REDD+ in Community Managed ForestNepal” (RCMFEN), is making
carbon payments to CFUGs (ANSAB 2010). Media aitbendf REDD+ and the pilot RCMFN
program has generated growing grass roots awarandgsterest in carbon payments. RCMFN
was designed to be compliant with REDD+ standavdsdrbon monitoring and measurement

while creating specific guidelines and testing teghes for carbon monitoring and payment



distribution that would meet the challenges spec¢dicommunity forestry in Nepal. The project
operates in one watershed within three of Nepd'digtricts: Charnawati watershed in Dolakha
district (58 participating CFUGSs); Kayar Khola weatleed in Chitwan district (16 participating
CFUGSs); and Ludikhola watershed in Gorkha dis{{8dt participating CFUGS).

Carbon payment programs targeting CFUGs add a maengion to the already complex
and evolving institutional structure of CFUGs. Tdnare existing controversies in community
forestry regarding ownership, management, bengfitibution across and beyond CFUGs, and
inclusion of disadvantaged groups in CFUGs. A ¢ssae is that the government of Nepal owns
community forest that CFUGs manage; this struataises issues of benefit distribution and the
degree of autonomy of CFUGs to make managemergidesiindependent of the Nepalese
Department of Forests. It is unclear and hotly tlstbas to whether REDD+ will exacerbate
these long standing challenges within communitggoty or provide an opportunity to address
them (Springate-Baginski & Wollenberg 2010, anduto& Mayers 2009). In addition
community forest participation in REDD+ will createw challenges for CFUGs for monitoring
and verification of community forest carbon stodksrthermore, uncertainty around carbon
market formation makes current CFUG decision maknoge complex (Dahal & Banskota
2009).

Research Question
Building on the above background, this researcimexas: What are the opportunities
and constraints for community forest user groupsetoefit from REDD+ participation?

To answer this research question, the project mpeeifically seeks to evaluate:

1) How global carbon standards and the ongoegptiations surrounding them offer
opportunities and constraints for community foresgr group (CFUG) participation in programs
based on REDD+;

2) How each of the different actors -- CFUGs, NGOs degali government employees --
view their roles within the development and operatf REDD+ programs in Nepal, and

3) The capacity of CFUGSs to participate in ammhage tasks required by REDD+ in an

effective and equitable manner.



Structure of the Thesis

The thesis consists of five chapters. Givapintroduces REDD+, issues associated with
its implementation in community forests in Nepatl dhe study’s major objectives. Chapter 2
summarizes the published and secondary literatupeavide further background on REDD+,
community forestry in Nepal, and the RCMFN projé&thapter 3 summarizes the research
methodology used in this project and describesquioes undertaken to analyze the data.
Chapter 4 presents the study’s major findings anapr 5 discusses the conclusions and
implications for REDD+ efforts to succeed in comntyiforests in Nepal in the future.



CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides background and prior workdembted on Reducing Emissions
from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD¥) eommunity forestry in Nepal. It pays
particular attention to processes and dynamicgdagathe interaction of these two programs,
especially what is known about community forest thill likely impact REDD+
implementation in them. Given my focus on the pgoigram, REDD+ in Community Managed

Forests in Nepal (RCMFN), literature related te thifort is also summarized.

Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest @Qgadation and Conservation,
Sustainable Management, and Enhancement of Carbort&ks (REDD+)

REDD+ is a global payment for ecosystem servicesha@sm designed to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from forest degradatmdestruction. Many aspects of REDD+ are
still under negotiation. These include: what atitég will be eligible for carbon payments,
carbon baseline calculations, measurement andoagiifin of carbon stocks, and techniques to
conduct monitoring and verification. (Alvarado & WeKanounnikoff 2007, Angelsen 2008,
FoEI 2008, Densham et al. 2009). Nonetheless & tlage clear objectives and a designated

work plan. A description of REDD+ and its primatyatienges follows.

Challenges Related to REDD and REDD+ Negotiations:
Since the introduction of REDD in 2007 and its&xgion to REDD+ in 2009, there has

been significant debate within the UNFCCC over liowill be implemented. For this review, |
separate the challenges surrounding REDD+ negwiminto two areas. The first is: REDD+
negotiations are tied to the broader climate nagotis that have been ongoing for the past 20
years, specifically emission reductions. Virtuaily progress has been made in reducing
emissions and the negotiations have been highlieatinus and political. The UN is not the
ultimate decision maker; decisions are dependemaigoeement among the 195 countries that are
members of the UNFCC. Furthermore, the largest €@ieters, China and the United States,
have been unwilling to set any limits on their esroas (Hiraldo 2011). Until an agreement can
be reached on emissions reductions, REDD+ willbeotinalized. The second challenge to
REDD+ negotiations, and the one most pertinentyaoesearch, involves the specifics of

REDD+ negotiations. Those parties involved in negains come from a wide range of
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institutions including: national governments, igi@vernmental organizations, multilateral as
well as private financial institutions, environmanbrganizations, research institutes and
indigenous organizations (UNFCC 2010) and eachtiasvn goals for what its members seek
from REDD+. These groups agree that REDD+ is amgggate mechanism for carbon
mitigation, however overlapping and competing psade for how it should be implemented
have often left much of the policy details unfiregh(Angelsen et al. 2012). More than 33
governmental and non-governmental proposals hase figbmitted to the UNFCCC regarding
REDD+ methodologies and approaches (Parker e0@R)2 These proposals range from being
market to government funding based, and placeferdift focus on the importance of social and
ecological impacts and benefits from REDD+. Beeas@me similarity exists among different
groups (e.g. a focus on free market principles iwitteveloped nations; a focus on indigenous
rights within indigenous rights organizations) ttspuld not be viewed as monolithic blocks;

varying views are held by organizations about d#fifé components of REDD+.

How REDD+ Works:
Below is a review of the main features of REDD+ jahhinclude funding mechanisms;

carbon sequestration and additionality; carbondgakpermanence of carbon storage; carbon
base line calculation; and measurement and vetidicaf carbon stocks. As noted above, | will
also discuss literature that addresses interachietvgeen REDD+ and community forestry
efforts and the challenges for community forest gseups in Nepal to participate in REDD+

programs.

Funding:

Proposed funding models for REDD+ include publiecds, market based approaches or a
combination of public and market based funding ¢i#8f Haakenstad 2011), however there is
no consensus among international REDD+ negotiaiotsow the final system will or should
operate. The funding models that are most likelgeg@dopted involve a combination of private
and public funding. Initial investments to buildoe&ity to implement REDD+ in community
forests will derive from public sources with an eiteal move towards a private market (Minang
& Murphy 2010, UNFCCC 2010, Verchot & Petkova 200rrently, REDD+ projects operate

at the national level with countries working with iaternational financing organization such as



the UN-REDD program (UNFCCC 2010)turn now to key challenges discussed in the

literature.

Carbon sequestration:

A highly contested topic related to REDD+ includes types of forest conservation and
avoided degradation or destruction that REDD+ woler. Originally, REDD only covered
reforestation and directly avoided deforestationf(ii& Haakenstad 2011). Currently,

“REDD+", an expanded version of REDD, will also eowonservation, sustainable management
and other activities that maintain or increasegboarbon stock (UNFCCC 2010).

Carbon leakage:

A critical issue regarding REDD+ implementatiomilsether forest protection in one
location shifts extraction to another locationstld referred to as "leakage" (Plantinga &
Richards 2008). In the context of community forgs$itsis would occur when CFUG members
reduce resource use in their forest but increagaaion from their private land or from other
nearby national forests to meet their households#&us negating any overall gain in carbon

sequestration.

Permanence of carbon storage:

Another issue related to implementation is the {tergn storage of carbon. A key
component of achieving REDD+’s goals is that thdoa sequestered remain in solid form and
out of the atmosphere (Dutschke & Angelsen 200&nWof the payment programs require that
the carbon stays sequestered; 100 years is a comstaraaiard and 20 years is an absolute
minimum (Anderson 2011). Timber can be extractedtibuust be done in a manner that
maintains carbon in solid form. For example, timten be harvested and used in construction or
furniture (Parker et al. 2009), but it cannot benled. Furthermore if a forest is destroyed due to
fire, insects or deforestation, the associatedaradoedits become worthless. How to maintain
carbon stocks is a concern (Dutshke & Angelsen 200énder et al. 2009).



Carbon base line calculation:

Determining the level of emissions that would odouthe absence of carbon payments is
a challenge (Olander et al. 2007). One approatthuse time series remote sensing data to
determine past rates of forest loss and then fegrthese rates of forest loss into the future
(Hufty & Haakenstad 2011). Plantinga and Richa2f$)8) argue that this approach creates
perverse incentive that rewards countries withstéohy of overexploitation. In response to this
criticism, some countries want to use forest coeeels from 10 or 20 years ago as their base
line so they may receive credit for the gains thaye made in forest conservation (Griscom et
al. 2009). Limited data from these time periods exdctance from multinational players to
expand carbon payment eligibility have created taggy around carbon baseline estimates
(Karsenty 2008).

Measurement and verification of carbon stocks:

Many questions surround the issue of measuremeienfication of carbon
sequestration. The proposed mechanisms estimatenua carbon a forest contains and how
much is added or sequestered per year. Traditigrinse calculations are based on
measurements of trees, smaller woody vegetatiorsaih{Parker et al. 2009) but currently there
are efforts to integrate remote sensing to devafopconomic and rigorous protocol (Gibbs et al.
2007). There is consensus among international RE§IBiteholders that whatever methods are
used to measure carbon sequestration, they shoaddige broad public confidence in
measurement and verification (Verchot & Petkova®0lhe newness of REDD+, and conflicts
between those who designed it and the people whpaticipating and feel they deserve benefit
from it, have kept many components of REDD+ frormbédinalized (UNFCCC 2010).

Critigues of REDD+ and Carbon Markets:

REDD+ and REDD+ based programs have support amifisent momentum from the
UNFCCC, the UN-REDD program and the World Bank’sPFJrogram. However studies raise
concerns regarding governance, land tenure, edgiibanefit distribution, and the concept of

using free market principles, as well as the toprdoature of the entire REDD+ process.



Governance:

Competence at the national level of governance)@sal governance and engagement
will be key factors in the implementation of REDI(Reskett et al. 2010, Mufioz-Pina et al.
2008). Because many developing countries have tpack records for transparency and
institutional capacity, there is concern among cartunding organizations about proper use of
carbon funds and technical capacity to implemegtrnt, monitory and verification systems
(Pesket et al. 2010). Some argue that REDD+ witirowe national governance capacity
(Orlander et al. 2009) while others doubt its &pilo do so (Bullock et al. 2009). The
development of local governance and engagementaf tommunities has proven key to
successful conservation projects in the past (MiFioa et al. 2008; Agrawal et al. 2001).
Investing in local level involvement in REDD+ impientation can be a positive way to avoid
program constraints and raise prospects for theesgoof the program (Hufty & Haakenstad
2011).

Finally, governments seek a share of carbon payramt community groups such as
CFUGs may be wary of recentralization of forestggoance. CFUGs are not likely to relinquish
management of forests that have taken nearly 3@ yeastablish (Skutsch 2005); but this is an

issue with land tenure which | discuss next.

Local people’s rights and land tenure:

Appropriation of land rights, especially of poordandigenous peoples is another
concern related to REDD+ (Griffiths 2007, Pesketle2010). Land must be properly
demarcated as part of the forest measurement graceter REDD+ and this requirement has
been theorized to lead to formulization or ero®bnourrent land rights that are not well defined
(Flunder 2009, TNC 2009, Bond et al. 2009). Furtiere Griffiths (2007) point out that
REDD+ can also lead to loss of traditional locairatigenous access rights to forest that are

entirely government and managed owned.

Equity:
There is considerable concern regarding who agtwall control and benefit from
REDD+ payments. Some question whether benefita REDD+ will be appropriated by the

elites which has been the case in other developarehtonservation mechanisms (Fritzen



2007). Concerns over elite appropriation have Baaimerville et al. (2009) to argue that if
equitable carbon payment distribution is not coasd it may undermine REDD+ projects.
Another concern is that the added value REDD+ widiease the economic value of community
forests and make them more vulnerable to apprognigCotula 2009). Local communities may
also be priced out of participation. The high afdorest carbon monitoring and transaction
costs related to carbon sale casts doubt on whigitervillagers can participate, and in an
economical way (Adhikari 2005, Bond et al. 2009).

Appropriateness of market driven solutions:

A central assumption of carbon markets is thatdanigp what is now an economic
externality of land conversion into the market aédtion is the best way to encourage forest
protection, regeneration and expansion. The meamurematrix of free market capitalism (e.g.
gross national product) is notorious for not takemyironmental externalities into account, and
some suggest it plays a large role in many cueanironmental crises including climate change.
Some critics question why turning to market mechiasi appear to be the answer rather than
other approaches that focus on root causes of afgaolmate (Stavinst 1997). Carbon trading
does not target and work to change the root causlentate change which is the global increase

in burning of fossil fuels.

Top down implementation:

Due to the structure of large development orgainatsuch as USAID, other bilateral
donor agencies and UNDP, and the financial costresalurces required to undertake
development projects, most projects are develop#dteanational or international level. As a
consequence of being administered through theseléngl authorities, many development and
conservation projects are structured in a top dfashion. REDD+ and the World Bank’'s FCPF
program in Nepal is following this top down trer@ughley & Khatri 2011). This is likely to
result in projects that are not appropriately adapo local conditions and local people’s needs
and concerns may be ignored as is common in coivehtdevelopment programs (Chambers
1983). The top down and external creation of mogjepts means that local people are unlikely
to develop a sense of ownership over the projetinaaly even accumulate feelings of antipathy

towards them (Escobar 1995). To address thesesisgumore inclusive and participatory style is

10



advocated. Easterly (2002) envisions an approastdoan locally identified needs and
generated ideas in partnership with outside experdslocal participation in pre- and post-
evaluation. While these ideas are discussed in RE&M REDD+ project documentation in
Nepal, limited evidence exists that they have heglemented (Bushley & Khatri 2011).

Section summary:

While many of the components of REDD+ are still @ndegotiation, there is a large and
growing literature on REDD+ which suggest bothopgortunities and constraints. Many of the
latter could raise problems for REDD+ implementedmaller scale forests administered by
local managers. Yet there is growing interest iplgpg REDD+ at these smaller scales.
Proponents of community forestry see the overagcouals of REDD+ including combating
climate change, biodiversity protection, and poyeaiteviation as consistent with the current
goals of community forestry which emphasize locali@nmental protection, income
generation, and resource conservation (Bushley &#R011; Hufty & Haakenstad 2011).
Given that REDD+ will be implemented within therfrawork of the existing community
forestry program it is important to understand entrchallenges within community forestry
(Barr & Sayer 2012, Staddon 2009).

Community Forestry in Nepal

In Nepal existing conditions and institutions veilape REDD+ so it is imperative to
understand the history and evolving dynamics of momity forestry in Nepal. (Dahal &
Banskota 2009).

History of Community Forestry:

Community forestry in Nepal is a rediscovery of ecoomity level management that was
in existence in many parts of the country priothie mid-1950s (Gautam et al. 2004). In 1957
the Nepalese government nationalized its foreglisiceng local management with a centralized,
scientific forest management system administerethéypepartment of Forests (DoF). Due to
Nepal’'s mountainous topography and lack of roadsfamancial resources, the DoF was not able
to effectively manage this vast forest system (ReAdhikari 2007). The result was widespread

uncontrolled and unsustainable forest use thatadiegk and destroyed forests (Gautam et al.
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2004). Movements seeking local recontrol of foréstsmproving livelihoods, cultural survival,
and political representation were encouraged kgrmattional NGO presence (e.g. the FORD
Foundation). Gradually the concept of a moderngstaven community program emerged and
in 1978, the Forest Act of 1961was amended to kshalne rudiments of community forestry
(Kanel 2006, Gautam et al. 2004). This act gavalloommunities increasing management
autonomy, but not legal ownership nor total autopafthe Panchayat Forests. The Panchayat
was the smallest unit of local governance in Nepalecade later the 25-year Master Plan for
the Forestry Sector, 1989 laid the groundwork ler Eorestry Act of 1993, which established
community forests (Gautam et al. 2004). Nepali NGQs=h as the Federation of Community
Forestry Users, Nepal (FECOFUN) actively advocatedforming old polices and developing
new policy that favors community forestry (KaneDB(. In addition to community forests,
leasehold forests were established. Lease holdtfbage small patches of government forests
that are handed over to groups of poor househaidsrty year leases. The leaseholders are
allowed to manage these forests for householdKesee| 2006).

Nepal’'s Forest Department formally allocates fotast to CFUGs. A CFUG is an
association of rural households from an area néaeat that joins together to participate
together and with the DoF in planning, establishingnaging and protecting a local forest
(Gautam et al. 2004). CFUGs are required to drafirstitution and formulate a management
that is submitted to the DoF for approval. The CHd&kes rules regarding forest access and
resource harvest that restricts and manages ube &drest. Ideally these plans result in
improvement of community forests conditions, prevatcess of CFUG members to community
forest products. Members can request permits teelsafuel wood, animal fodder, medicinal
plants, wild food, and timber. The off sale of fetreroducts is usually restricted to the CFUG.
Income generated from these sales as well as tleetoon of fees for membership and
harvesting permits is an important component oftfid4JGs. Local people value managing
their forests sustainably because they know theamurences of unsustainable management and
have an understanding of ecological services taltly forests provide (Arnold 2001).

Within the DoF there was initial resistance to cammity forestry, but gradually
government forest officers embraced community foye€urrently CFUGs are in every district
of Nepal (Gautam et al. 2004). Spielman (2010) repiothat 14,439 CFUGSs cover 1,229,669 ha

12



or about 25 % of Nepal’s forests and 1,659,775 @lbalsls or about 32 % of Nepal's population
were members of these organizations.

Community forests have had significant successesviersing deforestation while still
providing economic benefits to local people, impngviocal institutional capacity, increasing
resource access, and improving local ecologicatlitimms (Gautam et al. 2004, Yadav et al.
2003). These achievements have made Nepal's conyrfarestry program one of the most
successful in the world (Gautam et al. 2004, Sptied3aginski 1998). However these successes
have not occurred uniformly in community forestsogs Nepal and there are significant
challenges that community forestry still faces (aauet al. 2004); many which have relevance

for their involvement with REDD+ programs.

Current Challenges within Community Forestry:

Existing problems in Nepali society have been edraver into community forestry. For
example, power disparities between women and meradack of well-educated people in rural
areas have led to continued gender inequality dadkeof institutional capacity in CFUGSs.
Efforts to address some of these issues (e.g.sioelwf poor members and women in CFUG
management) have had success in some places (E063tVarughese & Ostrom 2001).

Community forestry has been more successful inMidelle Hills of Nepal compared to
the Terai (or lowland areas of Nepal). Although Tleeai region has 31.5% of Nepal’s forested
lands and 48% of the population, it only contain/4 of registered CFUGs and 6.6% of total
CFUG lands (Gautam et al. 2004). The primary redsolack of CFUGs in the Terai is
government unwillingness to hand over these fotests. lllegal harvesting of timber by
CFUGs, greater ethnic heterogeneity, easier atognarkets and high value of the forest
resources have been noted as reasons for lackhdbber (Kanel 2006, Gautam et al. 2004).

In addition to regional variation in the success@imunity forestry implementation,
other broad issues have been identified througNeptl. These include equity in resource
distribution and the inclusion of disadvantagedugioin CFUG decisions, conflict between
CFUGs and the DoF, benefit distribution betweeasingith access to forests and those without

nearby forests, and challenges with implementaifanodern forestry practices.
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Equity and the inclusion of disadvantaged groups

Equitable distribution of CFUG income and forestarces among CFUG members is
an issue of concern at all levels in Nepal. Witthi@ laws governing community forestry there
are provisions that require CFUG income to be iteskf pro-poor activities (Kanel & Kandel
2004). However there is extensive documentatioglitd capture and corruption within CFUGs
due to elite domination of CFUG governing strucsuf€homs 2008). Elite control of decision
making structures is further compounded because @G members are also less likely to be
engaged in CFUG decision making (Kanel 2006, Ka@09, Thoms 2008). Elite members tend
to favor resource conservation over managementetabution of resources (Thoms 2008).
While elites are able to afford alternatives totbsources available in the forest, poorer
households are not (Thoms 2008). Elite memberalacenot as dependent on the forest for
additional income. Charcoal production and theidatsale of fuelwood have been banned in
many CFUGs removing a key source of income frony y@or members (Putz
2009). Furthermore Nightingale (2002) points ouwait ttven when women or people of lower cast
have the opportunity to speak their voice at CFU&&timgs it does not necessarily translate into

influencing decision making.

CFUG and DoF conflict:

An enduring issue in community forestry in Nepat baen disagreement between
CFUGs and the government over each side’s rigldgesponsibilities (Thoms 2008, Gautam et
al. 2004). As noted above, the Nepali governmemtaies the forest land owner and is the final
decision making authority over how the forests asgarticular forest products can be used and
managed. Permanence of forest rights has beenaa cwajcern to CFUG members who have, in
some cases, invested decades of time and enecgyriptoving and protecting their forests
(Gautam et al. 2004). The government of Nepal whgtant to hand over degraded land to
adjacent communities at the inception of commufatgstry and now that some of these forests
have become increasingly valuable, there is sicpnifi desire on the part of the DoF to exert
more control over this land and the revenues géegfeom these forests (Paudel et al. 2012). In
1999, the Forestry Act of 1993 was amended to redd5% of CFUG income to be invested in
forest development and in 2012 increased taxafidiheooff sale of forest products and greater

DoF oversight were proposed (Dahal & Banskota 2009)

14



In addition to unresolved issues related to in@ddaxation and oversight, debate also
exists over the basic goals of community foresiiyoms (2008) points out that this dates to
some of the founding policy on community forestmyNepal. The1988 Master Plan states that
community forests were meant to meet the esserggds of CFUG members; in contrast, the
Forest Act of 1993 asserts that CFUGs have the tigimanage forests for both substance and
commercial purposes. Some DoF staff are still opgds CFUG investment in “community
development” (Thoms 2008, Kanel 2006); howevers¢hgpes of investments are often

recognized as principal benefits of community fareKanel & Kandel 2004).

Benefit distribution among members and non-memtfe@-UGs:

Lack of access to existing community forests oe$btand eligible for CFUG
management is a common issue especially pertingheiTerai (lowland areas of Nepal) (Kanel
2006). Indigenous Terai ethnic groups (inhabitimglands) believe they have been historically
dominated in the National government by the hibgles. Furthermore, in many places in the
lowlands, the land available for community forastadjacent to locations where the last wave of
hill migrants settled (Kanel 2006). Consequentigditional ethnic groups of the Terai perceive

community forestry predominately benefit recentlees from the hills.

Implementation of modern forestry practices:

The Forestry Act of 1993 requires each CFUG to gmejan operational plan, which
includes a forest inventory and a user group ctuisin; additionally, the operational plan must
be updated every five years. A component of theaifmamal plan is a forest inventory that
measures forest biomass and recruitment. Many CFRia@sot complete these inventories
without assistance from the DoF and many local Difi€es lack the personnel and resources to
assist with these inventories. This backlog hasteiny CFUGSs operating without their legally
required management plans (Kanel 2006).

Furthermore, active forest management and estatdishof optimal harvesting rates are
new concepts to many CFUGs. Reluctance by CFU@spement modern forest management
techniques for fear of destroying the forest hdshany CFUGs to avoid optimally managing
their forests (Yadav 2003, Kanel 2006). MemberBlgbal’'s community forests need to be

trained in forest management techniques but theegmoof transferring technical forestry
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practices into local forestry knowledge is slow dgmi¢he decentralized nature of community
forestry in Nepal (Kanel 2006). Nightingale (20@bpgests that modern forestry management
may not meet the objectives of CFUGs that are nmegested in ecological services and
traditional forest use that community forests pdevi

Section summary:

Currently, only a few pilot carbon payment projdtése made or anticipate making
payments to community forests in Nepal (ANSAB 2013 a consequence, the long term
viability and broad applicability of these typespwbjects is still in doubt (Peskett et al. 2010).
Community forests that originated prior to the veipieead recognition of climate change are
natural initial targets for REDD+. Many of the gealf CF programs and REDD+ are similar;
however, how the existing challenges within comrufarestry interplay with issues within
REDD+ will shape the feasibility of REDD+ programplementation and affect potential

benefits to participants.

Community Forestry and REDD+ in Nepal

Existing problems within community forestry and Mepwill most likely carry over to
REDD+ unless these issues are specifically addieSzane of the issues associated with
implementation are unique to REDD+, however, mailyalso relate to existing challenges in
community forestry and Nepal. Benefit distributemd inclusion of disadvantaged groups are
current challenges within community forestry that likely impact the implementation of
REDD+. REDD+ will also create new management chgks such as carbon related forest
measurement, verification, carbon accounting, datdysis, and technical capacity building to
manage REDD+.

According to the literature, the primary opportigstand constraints of implementing a
carbon monitoring system in Nepal’s community fesesclude the following which | will
discuss in more detail in following sections.

Constraints: The following have been identified as factors tiaty limit implementation
of REDD+ in Nepal: benefit sharing, equitable reseuistribution among people who do not

live near any forest, inclusion of disadvantagesligs, collaborative participation in REDD+
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implementation, uncertainty around carbon markaatd, verification, carbon accounting, forest
measurement, data analysis and other technicattsspeREDD+.

Opportunities:These issues have been identified as positiver&athat will result from
REDD+ implementation: inevitability of carbon mat&epro-ecosystem services, biodiversity
and climate change mitigation, financial benefitd &elp addressing longstanding issues in

community forestry.

Constraints:
Carbon payment distribution

Given current concerns over equity issues in comiy@orestry, it is likely that conflict
over distribution of community forest funds willdrease as CFUGs begin to receive additional
economic benefits in the form of carbon paymentsitdd 2009).

Resource distribution for people not living nediogest:

Increased taxation on community forests has begposed as a method to distribute
CFUG benefits to people without access to nearlsste or to a CFUG group to join. Benefit
redistribution is especial pertinent in the Teracéuse lowland forests have the potential to be
highly valuable in carbon markets and over 90%hefgopulation in this area does not have a
CF group (Bleaney et al. 2009) because of reticendhe part of the DoF to handover forests
(Kanel 2006, Gautam et al. 2004). This issue affattCFUGSs in Nepal because Terai based
political parties have been major supporters oftlost recent legislation attempting to change
the 1993 Forestry Act. This law is the legal bé&siscommunity forestry. Lack of access to
community forests or alternative benefits from thess created a powerful ally of Terai based
parties for those who wish to take power and mdray the CFUGs ( i.e. members of the
Department of Forests and those attempting to ekfggal and illegal timber harvest) (Paudel et
al. 2012). Inability to provide benefits to peoplghout community forest access is likely to

increase when community forests receive carbon patgn(Dahal & Banskota 2009).

Equity and the inclusion of disadvantaged groups:
Nepal’s official position on REDD+ at UNFCCC negdibns emphasized the

importance of including disadvantaged groups tlepedd on forest resources in REDD+
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planning (Bleaney et al. 2009). One risk REDD+ ipgrétion poses for disadvantaged groups is
that CFUGs may favor management regimes that feandron sequestration at the expense of
other uses that are essential for poorer CFUG mehvieéhoods (Bleaney et al. 2009). Also

poor users are less likely to be engaged in CFUBsid& making and have less influence over
those decisions when they do participate. Regriston the sale of fuelwood and charcoal
production have already occurred under existing GFFhanagement regimes thus removing a
key source of income for poor CFUG members (Tho@@82Putz 2009). While restrictions on
forest use has been an essential part of CF réstgréurther tightening of restrictions to

enhance potential carbon earnings will likely ghé most pressure on poor CFUG members who
often are not the main beneficiaries of CFUG exjtanes (Thoms 2008).

Collaborative participation in REDD+ implementation

CFUG participation is designed into Nepal's REDDplementation strategy; however,
an important concern is whether or not participatioll be meaningful (Bleaney et al. 2009).
The FCPF and the UN-REDD program have advocateddtional standardization across
participating countries and Nepal has worked toveamaforming its readiness strategy to the
blue print provided by these organizations. Thusnynof the rules regarding REDD+ have
already been decided at the international leveliteglittie opportunity to adapt REDD+ to local
conditions (Dahal & Banskota 2009, McDermott e28l13). In Nepal, the Department of
Forests in turn collaborates primarily with natiblewel community forestry NGOs (Bushley &
Khatri 2011). Although many of these NGOs advodateonsultation with CFUGS, user group
members have had little input (Bushley & Khatri 2DIFinally, without education about
REDD+, CFUG members would have difficulty partidipg in planning for carbon payment
implementation (Bleaney et al. 2009).

Technical aspects of REDD+:

Nepal is in the process of establishing countrycsjgecarbon accounting and verification
standards. Currently, REDD+ regulations requirermtional third party verifiers. This is
problematic because the high cost of internatigeéfiers will erode the potential profits a
CFUG would receive from participating in REDD+ (tazabal et al. 2012). Furthermore,
CFUGs in Nepal do not have the skills or knowledgeded to conduct the measurements and
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data analysis required to calculate forest carbB@mé¢l 2006). This issue is exacerbated by out

migration for urban and international employmergd&on et al. 2002). Significant investments
still need to be made to develop a national cagayment infrastructure and to prepare CFUGs
to participate in carbon payments.

Another challenge CFUGs face is their small sike;rhedian area of these forests is < 80
hectors (Kanel & Kandel 2004). Many of the costsnagfasurement and verification are fixed,
limiting CFUG profitability. Furthermore, their ®2nakes them unattractive to carbon investors
who are more interested in large projects (DahB8lafaskota 2009). Technical structure of
forming REDD+ cooperatives or other marketing teghas to overcome these issues are under
development (ANSAB 2010).

There are concerns around CFUG participation iharapayment programs because
carbon payments are intended as an incentive fbingideforestation or increasing carbon
stocks in existing forests and it may be diffidolincrease carbon stocks in community forests
that are already sustainably managed (Bushley &riKB@11, Dahal & Bankskota 2009). This is
especially an issue in the middle hills where affoéo curb deforestation have been most
successful (Bushley & Khatri 2011). Over 90 percd#©FUGSs are located in the Middle Hills
raising concerns that most CFUGSs in Nepal will @ithe ineligible for carbon payments or will
not be able to generate significant income fronmttiPahal & Banskota 2009).

Finally, change in forest management in Nepal as seits embracing of community
forestry reflects a trend observed throughout Sésih whereby forest governance has shifted
from a top down, centralized system, to a participadecentralized one (Phelps et al. 2010).
Carbon payments could reverse this trend to ainettggree. Bushley and Khatri (2011) have
raised concerns that payments may weaken local geament authority and provide incentives
to re-centralise forestry in Nepal by forcing papating CFUGs to work under a government

managed system with little ability to provide infotio its operation.

Opportunities:
Popularity of carbon market strategy:

While many unknowns exist surrounding carbon markeid their creation, there is
consensus among scientists that carbon sequestrsa@m essential component to combating

global climate change (Parker et al. 2009). Todayket based approaches to conservation are
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emphasized. For example, the only components dfadjidimate policy to be approved by the
UN are mandatory and voluntary markets operatingradt the world. Furthermore, REDD+ is
being implemented in several test countries, inolydepal based on a market approach (Dahal
& Banskota 2009). For these reasons it is likeit Bome type of global carbon market will

develop.

Pro-ecosystem services, biodiversity and climasenghb:

The UNFCCC has stated that REDD+ has the poteotadidress several of the major
problems affecting Nepal by providing money for guor, reduce climate change impacts and
protect and enhance biodiversity (UNFCCC 2010). v, although these co-benefits appear
very positive, past experiences, especially widaoldevelopment mechanisms, have shown that
these types of co-benefits often fail to materali3taddon 2009).

Financial benefit:

The global carbon market is estimated to be wamis of billions in U.S. dollars (Point
Carbon 2011). A significant amount of these fundklve available for carbon mitigation under
a UN/World Bank sponsored programs for the restumaif destroyed and degraded forests.
Thus CFUGSs in Nepal and similar groups everywhereetan incentive to participate in carbon
markets because involvement could potentially mtewignificant extra income (Peskett et al.
2010). Furthermore, extra income generated fromstoronservation will not necessarily alter
existing forest product collection such as non-tmiorest product collection and the sale of
timber for construction and manufacturing (Ander206d1). The income provided by
sequestration payments may help meet short termoetic needs that otherwise would have
been met by intensive and unsustainable extrafBaney et al. 2009). Nepal is a very poor
country and there are many basic services in @i [pd Nepal that go unmet for lack of money.
This limitation puts significant pressure on CFU@grovide where the government cannot and
it is still a question as to whether carbon paymevili provide enough financial incentive to

reduce timber harvest.
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Address longstanding issues in community forestry:

REDD+ faces many challenges in Nepal but it alswidles an opportunity to address
many of the structural issues that have emergedmasunity forestry has matured (Dahal &
Banskota 2009). For REDD+ to operate effectivalyjailtural and administrative capacity will
need to be built at all levels of the forestry secthe influx of funds to help develop this
capacity, if used correctly, has the potentialéaddfit both current DoF management objectives
as well as prepare CFUGSs to participate in carlmohagher emerging ecosystem service
payment schemes. DoF staff, CFUG members and exesuwtill require training and education,
and marginalized CFUG members will need to be oetlin the decision making process
(Dahal & Banskota 2009). Furthermore, the progras potential to help improve tenure
security, sustainable management of forest ressubamefit sharing, and revenues (Dahal &
Banskota 2009).

Although there is significant literature on thedhetical opportunities and constraints of
CFUG participation in REDD+ based programs, thetémited research on existing REDD+
projects due to their recent implementation. Thig project in Nepal that is implementing a
REDD+ based carbon payment program is RCMFN. Reseanducted on this project,
including my own, will be some of the first work &agsess how REDD+ and the issues

surrounding it operate in Nepal.

REDD+ in Community Managed Forests in Nepal (RCMFN)

While conducting preliminary research, | found @neject in Nepal that was making
carbon payment to CFUG, REDD+ in Community Managerests Nepal (RCMFN). My first
goal in Nepal was to determine if any other carpayment projects existed. After concluding
my initial interviews in Kathmandu | determined okber large scale projects were present and |
decided to focus my research in areas where RCM&Nfunctioning. There is limited
information written on this project. This sectigrbased on a project summary document titled:
Forest Carbon Stock of CFUG in three Watersheddikhola, Kayar Khola and Charnawati)
and written by a project staff person (ANSAB 2010).

The RCMFN project was funded by the Norwegian Dewaent Corporation (Norad).
The project is implemented by three NGOs: Inteorati Centre for Integrated Mountain
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Development (ICIMOD), the Asia Network for Sustdif@Agriculture and Bioresources
(ANSAB) and he Federation of community Forestry idg¢epal (FECOFUN).

RCMFN was designed to be compliant with REDD+ g&ads for carbon monitoring and
measurement while at the same time creating speagifdelines and testing techniques for
carbon monitoring and payment distribution that ldaneet the challenges specific to
community forestry in Nepal. An example of this pretocols for carbon measurement which |
discuss below.

RCMFN'’s approach to carbon market participationG&UGs is to group the forests into
larger forest blocks to create economies of saaleneasuring and monitoring the forests as well
as to overcome the marketing limitations of smadegts. Under this arrangement all of the
participating CFUGs would collectively share thetcof forest measurement and verification.
This proposed method has popular support for oveirg issue of scale (Skutsch 2012). The
grouping for RCMFN is delineated by watershed bauigs which incorporate several CFUGs.
These CFUGs are treated as one large forest fqulsapurposes, however, RCMFN staff
work with each CFUG individually to measure and rtanrtheir forests carbon sequestration
and each forest receives payments based on thegtfcsize.

Forest plots are randomly selected for measurethemighout the forest sample area,
with at least one plot placed in each communitgsarCommunity forest boundaries are
demarcated and measured by teams of CFUG membldoy RCMFN technical experts. The
first measurements, made in 2010, were used tblesta baseline for measuring forest carbon.
Two subsequent rounds of carbon monitoring followe#011 and 2012 with corresponding
payments for sequestered carbon. Forest measureiatards well as leaf litter and soil samples
are sent to Kathmandu for analysis and carbon measnt. Starting in 2012, leasehold forests
were added to the project’s monitoring scope (J26Mil).

Due to the large numbers of researchers and prsti@ft that need to repeatedly travel to
the study sites from Kathmandu it was necessachoose places that were easy to access.
Dolakha, Chitwan and Gorkha district are all witbihours of Kathmandu. Chitwan is the
closest district to Kathmandu that is located ipp&les lowlands and contains forests that are
distinct to those areas. Gorkha and Dolakha areofviloe most accessible hill and mountain

districts from Kathmandu. Once these districts vgmlected, a team of people was sent to each
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district to work with district forest officers amocal government personnel to collaboratively
select which watershed within each district to iempént the project.

Charnawati watershed, Dolakha district (fifty eiglarticipating CFUGS) is located in the
Central Development Region of Nepal and is predateiy hilly. Its altitude ranges from 835m-
3549m and covers 14,037 hectares, 5,996 of whehimder CFUG management. The fifty eight
CFUGs are made up of 10,270 households with apofalilation of 48,504. The average CFUG
income in Chitwan district was 30 thousand NPR{%)3Nepal DoF CFUG summary
statistics).

Kayar Khola watershed, Chitwan district (sixteerntipgating CFUGS) is located in the
Central Development Region of Nepal and is a l&wgevalley that opens onto the flat plains or
Terai. Its altitude ranges from 245m-1944m and 8002 hectares, with 2,381 under CFUG
management. The sixteen CFUGs are composed of B@B&eholds with an estimated
population of 22,090. The average CFUG income iitvi@m district was 2.6 million NPR ($
32,500) (Nepal DoF CFUG summary statistics).

Ludikhola watershed, Gorkha district (thirty onetm#pating CFUGS) is located in the
Western Development Region of Nepal and is predatein hilly. Its altitude ranges from
318m-3549m and covers 5750 hectares, 1888 of varelinder CFUG management. The thirty
one CFUGs are made up of 3800 households with algkgn of 23,197. The average CFUG
income in Gorkha district was thirteen thousand N®E63) (Nepal DoF CFUG summary
statistics).

One of the central components of the RCMFN prdgtd include CFUG's in its design
and implementation so that RCMFN may provide a sssftl blue print for future carbon
payments programs. To achieve this goal, thre@nadjand one national level working group
were established. The regional working groups ameposed of two representatives, one man
and one woman, from each CFUG. The national leraigis made of members from the
regional groups. Through this system concerns @ealsi about the project are passed from
CFUG to RCMFN staff and from staff back to the CEUG

Carbon payments are made to the regional workiaggy that represent each of the
participating watersheds. These groups distrithe#erioney based on amount of carbon each
CFUG has sequestered the previous year and setkealsocioeconomic factors. These include

the number of poor and indigenous members in e&thGCas well as budgetary pledges to
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invest a set amount of carbon payments into praesgcption forest management. The
component of the payment distribution system desigo give extra benefit to CFUGs with
greater number of poor and indigenous groups isifsp#& the RCMFN project and was not

directly addressed in my research.

Section summary:

RCMFN was designed as a pilot program for REDD+ @perates in one watershed in
each of three districts. Two of the districts aréhie mountains and one is in the lowlands.
RCMEFN introduces the concept of carbon paymen@ROGs, sets up a measurement and

verification system in their forests, and makedvoarpayments to them.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS
Introduction:

This study was conducted through a largely quatg#anethodology which sought to
explain community forest participation in REDD+ grams through in depth investigation
rather than through testing of hypotheses. A caiali approach is recommended when the topic
is new, as is my focus on REDD+ implementation @phl, and also when the purpose of the
research is to identify preliminary insights intpl®enomena (Patton 2005), An empirical
approach was chosen because much of the existingfamsed on theoretical constraints to
participation such as: benefit sharing, inclusibdisadvantaged groups, collaborative
participation in REDD+ implementation, uncertaiatpund carbon payment implementation
(Dhital 2009, Bleaney et al. 2009 and Bushley & ®ih2011) as well as issues surrounding
government and NGO implementation using limitecadedm practitioners working to
implement REDD+ in particular forests.

To examine the opportunities and constraints reggrithe participation of Nepal's
community forestry user groups in REDD+, | will tcon three sets of actors and actions which
| suggest are critical to answer my research questi) NGO, which in this context is REDD+
in Community Managed Forests in Nepal (RCFNM) mbgnd other Nepali NGO’s working on
community forestry and REDD+; 2) Nepali governmefficials, especially in the REDD+
Forestry and Climate Change Cell (REDD Cell) arieet working on community forestry and
REDD+, within the Department of Forests (DoF); &)anembers and leaders, especially CFUG
presidents, of CFUGs that are participating inRI@GMFN project. In addition to learning about
characteristics and concerns at each level, | sdogimderstand interactions across these levels
to learn how they functioned together, or not,nact carbon payment program participation for
CFUGs. Also before initiating my research in Nepalnducted library and internet background
research on community forestry and carbon paymeritepal.

| conducted a preliminary set of interviews with @@nd government agencies working
on carbon payments in community forests to gaiordextual understanding of REDD+ in
community forestry and to determine the most pertiractors at each level, (Fig 2) Step 1. From
these interviews | discovered that the RCMFN prioged the government REDD Cell were
where | wanted to focus my government and NGO wigrs. | then conducted introductory

interviews at these organizations, (Fig 1), Stepsi2d 2B and used the information from these
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interviews to inform my CFUG level interviews, (Fig, steps 3A and 3B. The CFUG interviews
in turn informed my concluding interviews with tR&E€MFN project and the government REDD

Cell, (Fig 4), steps 4A and 4B. At the beginningath section describing these steps Figure 1
will be referenced to help keep the reader oriented

26



Figure 1. Summary of three actors and data cotiacti

and othar Nenali NGOs warking on community forestn,

Cell) and others working on community forestry and REDD+, within the Department of Forests
{DofF).

These interviews were c cted with CFUG members

Step 3 informs
Step 4

Step 4A - Introductory interviews:
These interviews were conducted with RCMFN personnel

Step 4B - Introductory interviews:
These interviews were conducted with REDD Cell personnel

27



Currently the Nepal government is implementing &RE preparedness program but is
not yet conducting carbon measurement, analysisating payments to CFUG’s. To assess
CFUG participation in REDD+ and what it might bleglifor them to participate in an eventual
national REDD+ program | worked with CFUGs partatipng in RCMFEN.

The RCMFN project operates in three of Nepal's sgive districts. In each of these
districts they identified one watershed to workhivit All of the CFUGs within these three
watersheds participate in the project. Two of tistridts, Gorkha and Dolakha were located in
the middle hills (1000 — 4000 m), and the thirdjt®han, was located in the lowlands ( < 1000 m
). From my preliminary interviews with NGO and govment personnel and Kanel (2006), |
learned that community forestry in the Terai anddte hills is very different so | decided to
conduct work in the lowland site, Chitwan, and ohée middle hill locations (Fig. 2). In the
Terai there is much higher abundance of high valaber and CFUG handover has been more
limited (Gautum et al. 2004). | chose only oneha imiddle hill locations because of time and
logistics. RCMFN staff recommended | study Dolakkar Gorkha because of accessibility and
access to technical support. In Chitwan distri€€MEN operates in the Kayar Khola watershed
and all sixteen CFUGs participate (Fig 3). In Dolaklistrict, RCMFN staff work in Charnawati
watershed and all fifty eight CFUGs participateg(B). A description who | interviewed at those

CFUGs is in the sections on CFUG level analysis.
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Figure 2. Map of Nepal showing two study areas.
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Figure 3. Kayar Khola watershed in Chitwan distridépal (ICIMOD et al. 2011).
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Figure 4. Charnawati watershed in Dolakha disthigpal (ICIMOD et al. 2011).
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Study Site Context:

Kayar Khola watershed, Chitwan district (sixteedJds) is located in the Central
Development Region of Nepal and is a large loweyalhat opens onto the flat plains or Terai
(Fig 2). Its altitude ranges from 245 m-1944 m aaders 8,002 ha, with 2,381 under CFUG
management. The sixteen CFUGs are composed of B@&feholds with an estimated
population of 22,090. The average CFUG income iitv@m district was 2.6 million NPR ($
32,500) (Nepal DoF CFUG summary statistics). Kd¢fanla watershed is situated about one
hour east of Baratpur and Narangard municipaliBasatpur is Chitwan district's headquarters
and Narangard is the largest city in the disttiug latter is located on the main highway that
connects the lowlands of Nepal to Kathmandu whscha 4-5 hour drive from this lowland urban
center. Members of the CFUG that are located irsthehern half of the watershed have
relatively easy access to markets and educatiguareunities including the university level.
Narangard is known for having some of the bestensities in Nepal and is a major

transportation hub. However, some of the CFUGSimdistrict are a day’s walk from the
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nearest road and lack easy access to markets cateztubeyond grammar school. The
landscape is more homogeneous than that in Chairana is fragmented into large agricultural
blocks in the valleys and forest blocks in the sunding hills. Most members can obtain all the
forest resources they need from their CFUG. The G&dre predominately naturally
regenerated forests with large quantities of higlaljpable hardwood timber.

Charnawati watershed, Dolakha district (fifty eiglarticipating CFUGS) is located in the
Central Development Region of Nepal, (Fig 4) anlikerChitwan, is predominately hilly. Its
altitude ranges from 835 m-3549 m and covers 14i@35,996 of which are under CFUG
management. The fifty eight CFUGs are compose®@#7D households with a total population
of 48,504. The average CFUG income in Dolakhaidtsiras thirty thousand NPR ($375)
(Nepal DoF CFUG summary statistics). Charniwatiesstied is situated adjacent to Charikot
municipality which is Dolakha’s district headquasteCharikot is the largest city in the district
and sits on the main highway to Kathmandu whick-tshours drive. Similar to Chitwan,
members of CFUGSs that are close to Charikot, onthi highway, have relatively easy access
to markets and educational opportunities includirguniversity level. However, some of the
CFUGs are a day’s walk from the nearest road arlddasy access to market or education
beyond grammar school. The landscape is heterogsmveth many small CFUGs intermixed
with farmland. Some of the larger CFUGs providartheembers with all the forest resources
they need but many of the smaller CFUGs supply ts@rs with only a fraction of what is
required. Consequently in these areas of the weddrsisers are often members of multiple
CFUGs and usually have differing rights within thesers groups depending on what they have
access to in the other CFUG in which they are mesaddne CFUGs in Charnawati are also
predominately pine plantations which is considexguioblem because they lack the diversity of
plant species that is valued for the variety obugses provided beyond timber and fuelwood.

These CFUGSs also lack valuable hardwood timber.

Preliminary Interviews
| began in Kathmandu by interviewing staff of NG&&l members of Nepal's
government who were working on carbon payment®mrounity forests, (Fig 1), Step 1. |

chose to start here because | was new to workitgpal and needed to obtain a basic
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understanding of the existing carbon payment ameheonity forestry programs in the country
and the context within which they were operating.

| selected the NGOs and government organizationgdoview using the referral
sampling method which started with a list of orgations and individuals working on carbon
payments and community forestry in Nepal that wasided by two key informants: Dr.
Keshav Kanel, former Director of Forestry, who waatkn community forestry for many years
and Dr. Narayan Shrestha, founder of FECOFUN (Fuber of Community Forest Users
Nepal), the largest and most influential CFUG orgaition in Nepal. FECOFUN represents
CFUGs at the national level and provides techrsogbort at the local level; it represents over
14,000 of Nepal's 16,000 CFUGs. When an individua$ recommended by my key informants,
or someone they had recommended, | arranged awmievewith that person. When an
organization was recommended, | contacted thaihagaon by telephone and explained | was
interested in community forestry and carbon payshant asked who would be the best person
to talk to about that topic at that organization.

The government and NGO members | interviewed alksEnglish so | was able to
conduct interviews without a translator. None & thterviews were recorded due to reticence
on the part of interviewees to being recordedoktdetailed notes during the interviews. |
concluded these interviews when all new referrasavof previously identified organizations or
individuals. Including my two informants, | inteewed fifteen individuals from eight Non-
governmental Organizations and the government wére working on CFUG patrticipation in
carbon payment programs.

Each interview involved a semi-structured questareusing largely open ended
guestions because | was just beginning my researdidid not want to limit my interviews by
my lack of knowledge on the subject. Furthermoesdoise the interviews began at a very
simple level, this approach allowed coverage ofthgics surrounding community forestry and
carbon policy in Nepal. This method worked well éngge it confirmed that the basic theory |
learned from my background research was relevanhtd was currently practiced in Nepal. It
also allowed me to learn a great deal from Nepahe had been working in community forestry
since its inception in Nepal. Interviews were cortdd for one to two hours. The goal of the
interviews with NGO members was to gain an undedstey of each organization’s activities in

relation to carbon payments and community foresteyond gaining this background, the
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interviews were open to whatever subjects the NGGowernment member wanted to talk about
on this topic. For example, issues of governmentrobover CFUGs and CFUG good
governance came up frequently.

From these interviews, | confirmed that the RCMHANj@ct was the only fully functional
carbon payment project in Nepal. This project isded by the Norwegian Development
Corporation (NORAD). The project is implementedtbsee NGOs: International Centre for
Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD), the Abiatwork for Sustainable Agriculture and
Bioresources (ANSAB) and FECOFUN. The RCMFN projed pilot project intended to help
Nepal prepare to participate in REDD+ (RCMFN 20113)e main offices for all three

organizations are located in Kathmandu.

RCMFEN NGO Interviews

These interviews were with members of the NGGsharge of implementing the
RCMEFN project (Fig 1), step 2A and 4A. | interviesie person in charge of implementing the
RCMFN project at each of the three NGOs (ANSABMCID, and FECOFUN) responsible for
RCMFN implementation. | chose these individualsause they were considered by the head of
their respective organizations as the most knovdatte person about their organization’s
participation in RCMFN. The NGO members | intervezhall spoke English so | was able to
interact without a translator. None of the intewsewere recorded due to reticence on the part of
interviewees to being recorded. | took detaileceaaturing the interviews. | interviewed one

person from each organization or a total of three.

Initial RCMFEN Interviews, (Fig 1), Step 2A:
The initial interviews lasted about one hour andéd a guided questionnaire. The goal

of the interviews was to gain a more detailed ustdeding of the RCMFN project than | was
able to gain from project documentation so | cafféctively conduct interviews with CFUGs

that were participation in RCMFN.

Closing RCMFN NGO Interviews, (Fig 1), Step 4A:

The final interviews lasted 1-2 hours and agaisddiguided questionnaires. The goal of

the interviews was to determine: 1) how the NG@ates involvement with the CFUGs with
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which it works and what is the initial selectiontera?; 2) do NGOs have an educational
component for their partner CFUGs (e.g., climatenge, carbon sequestration, carbon
markets)? 3) how much does the NGO invest (e.g,tmoney) in each CFUG with which they
work? 4) how is the carbon assessment conducted anparticipatory? 5) why did NGOs
choose the carbon standard and carbon market whithvihey work?; and 6) what mechanisms

do NGOs use to receive input from the CFUGs witlictvithey work?

REDD Cell Interviews

Also in my preliminary interviews | identified tHREDD Forestry and Climate Change
CELL (REDD Cell) is the group within Nepal’'s Depaent of Forests (DoF) working on
implementation of the United Nations Reducing Eioiss from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation, including Conservation and Sustainf@aagement of Forest and Enhancement
of Forest Carbon Stocks (REDD+) program in Nepaj (5, step 2A and 4A. Participation in
the REDD+ program is the government’s primary esgtion into carbon payment policy. The
REDD Cell offices are within the DoF office compliexKathmandu.

The interviews | conducted were with members ofgbreernment who worked in The
REDD Forestry and Climate Change Cell (REDD Celiterviewed the two individuals in
charge of implementing the government REDD+ progranese individuals were considered by
the director of the REDD Cell as the most knowledde people about government REDD+
activities. The government members | interviewdd@bke English so | was able to conduct
them without a translator. None of the intervieweravrecorded due to reticence on the part of

interviewees to being recorded. | took detaileceaaturing the interviews.

Initial REDD Cell Interviews, (Fig 1), Step 2B:

The initial interviews lasted about one hour andéd a guided questionnaires. The goal

of the interviews was to gain a more detailed ustadeding of the government REDD Cell than |
was able to obtain from program documentation@muld more effectively conduct interviews
with RCMFN participant CFUGs who will hopefully ladle to participate in a National REDD+

program.
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Closing REDD Cell Interviews, (Fig 1), Step 4B:

The final interviews lasted one to two hours aagdain used guided questionnaires. The

goal of the interviews was to determine: 1) whahesgovernments interpretation of CFUG
eligibility to participate in carbon payments 2)atls the government’s position on carbon
ownership 3) what is the time line for REDD+ impkemtation and the start of the performance
phase of REDD+? 4) what are the mechanisms unasid=ration for measurement and

verification?

Community Forest User Group Interviews and Focus Goup Sessions in Kayar Khola and
Charnawati

| then shifted my research to two of the RCMFN ecbgites. My goal for this part of the
study was to understand how the specifics of th#IRIE project operate at the CFUG level,
(Fig 1), step 3A and 3B. First | interviewed CFUXkeutives and then conducted focus group
interviews with CFUG members. Analysis at this leseemed appropriate because the literature
on REDD+ in community forestry in Nepal is domircatey analysis of theoretical opportunities
and constraints and is heavily focused on praogtiomplementation (Dahal & Banskota 2009;
Bushley & Khatri 2011). Furthermore Bleaney et(a009) identified forest users as the people
who will feel the biggest impact from REDD+ pargiation in Nepal.

| initiated this research by interviewing CFUG extdees (Fig 1), Step 3A. My key
informants and RCMFN staff whom | interviewed reecoended that CFUG presidents were a
good place to start because they would be most lkeageable about the RCMFN project.
Furthermore, most presidents self identified astliost knowledgeable person about RCMFN in
the CFUG. There were several cases where the prasakntified the vice president or
secretary as the most knowledgeable person abdDDRECFUG members uniformly reported
presidents or CFUG executives as the most knowsdngeeople in the CFUG about REDD+.
These interviews were predominately held with CHu€&sidents but because CFUG vice
presidents or secretaries were sometimes includeter to them as executive interviews.

After the executive interviews, | conducted CFUGmber focus groups (Fig 1), Step
3B. Lack of research on CFUG member perceptionglanéact that members are likely to be
most affected by REDD+ participation were the nrawmtivations for conducting focus group

interviews with members. Furthermore, everyoneadriviewed in Kathmandu, many of whom
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had worked in community forestry since its incepticeported that if | wanted to understand

community forestry participation in carbon paymprdagrams, | needed to talk to CFUG

members. | chose focus groups over individual uevs with CFUG members because CFUG

executives noted that CFUG members often haveddrkhowledge about CFUG operations and

RCMEFN patrticipation. | felt focus groups would prde better information because CFUG

members would have the opportunity to discussdpis with each other that | provided.

Table 1. Number of Executive interviews and focteug@s in Chitwan and Dolakha districts.

Kayar Khola watershed,
Chitwan District, 16
participating CFUGSs

Charnawati watershed,
Dolakha District, 58
participating CFUGSs

CFUG Executive

Interviews

Interviews were conducted
with 16 of 16 CFUGs
(100%).

Interviews were conducted
with 10 of 58 CFUG (17%)

CFUG Members Focus

Groups

Two focus groups were

conducted at four CFUGs
for a total of 8 focus groups
with an average of 12

people; 96 total participant

Two focus groups were
conducted at four CFUGs

with an average of 9 peopl

5.72 total participants.

5 for a total of 8 focus groups

AL

CFUG Executives, (Fig 1), Step 3A:

My goal for the CFUG executive interviews was ttedmine: 1) the objective

involvement of each CFUG in the program includingaiwvas required of each CFUG to

participate (e.g. change in management, time inveist and carbon measurement); and 2) their

perception of the benefits of CFUG patrticipatioraicarbon credit program; 3) the estimated

cost of CFUG participation in a carbon credit peogr 4) the necessary inputs from outside
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sources (e.g. need for NGO support); and 5) théyabf the CFUG to continue to participate in
the carbon credit program without outside help.

Using an interpreter, the interviews with CFUG @xeses were conducted in Nepali.
These interviews were recorded and transcribedatienb For these interviews | used a list of
guestions to ensure consistency among the intesyifmNow up probes were employed for
clarity. CFUG presidents requested to conductrterviews at their office except when there
was no CFUG office. In those few cases, the pestgdrequested to be interviewed at their
homes. In some interviews the presidents requéiseedresence of the CFUG vice president or
secretary because they considered them to be teekmowledgeable person about the CFUG
operations and RCMFN participation. During thegerviews, secretaries or vice presidents
contributed 25-75% of answers. In others, the $agrer vice president was present at the
office and mostly listened and only occasionallgvpded technical details requested by the
president. | believe inclusion of vice presidentd aecretaries improved the quality of these
interviews because they helped fill in gaps in wthatpresident knew. | did not find a difference
in perspective about community forestry or REDDCimmmunity Managed Forests in Nepal
(RCMFN) participation between interviews with ortout these additional participants. This
led me to conclude that concern raised by interwigwlightly different groups of people for the
executive interviews was outweighed by includinggle who were most knowledgeable about
the program. Thirty five people participated in thecutive interviews.

| was able to interview all sixteen CFUG presidan Kayar Khola and ten of the fifty
eight presidents in Charniwati. | used a randombemgenerator and a numbered list of the fifty
eight CFUGs in Charniwati to randomly select thGs&JGs. | scheduled twelve interviews but |
was not able to contact one of the presidents anthar one was always too busy to be
interviewed. | was limited to twelve interviewsedto time constraints. | felt that the CFUG
executives whom | was able to interview were regméetive of the CFUGSs in Charniwati
watershed. They came from CFUGs of various sizensalth but most were from smaller and
less wealthy groups In Charniwati there were famote CFUGs in the watershed; three were
not in my random sample and | could not contacfolieth executive.
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CFUG Focus Group Interviews (Fig 1), Step 3B:

After completing CFUG executive interviews, | conthd focus group interviews with

CFUG members in both study sites. Focus groups arganized with CFUG members because
| wanted to learn about their perspectives reggrdommunity forestry and RCMFN project
participation. | used focus groups to gain insight user group perceptions of existing
community forest management and their expectati@manges in community forest practices
under RCMFN. The objectives of the focus groupringvs was to determine: 1) perceived
benefit versus cost of CFUG patrticipation in a carbredit program; 2) how CFUG members
are involved in deciding if the CFUG will particifgain the carbon credit program; 3) what
motivates CFUG members to support participatiothercarbon credit program; and 4) how and
to whom will carbon payments be made? | askedgypatnts to discuss these four themes and
followed up with probes used to clarify and encgeréurther conversation such as: “are there
other benefits from RCMFN participation in addittmnmoney?” and “how do members
influence specific financial investments such ansiing on poverty alleviation?” The focus
group discussions were held in Nepali with thestaace of a translator; they were recorded and
later transcribed.

| conducted focus group interviews in four CFUG#wm each study site. | decided to
divide two focus groups by gender within each aistn CFUGS for a total of eight focus groups
in each study site. The purpose of this action mago assess differences based on gender but
simply to encourage women to feel more comfortablkexpressing themselves (Morgan &
Kruger 1993, Kitzinger 1995). Furthermore, gendéferences in CFUG patrticipation, as well as
female roles in Nepal, are well documented (Nigidie 2002). About halfway through the
focus groups in both sites, after completing faufite, | began to hear mostly the same answers.
By the time | completed all interviews | was noden hearing anything new in relation to my
core questions about community forestry and RCMBNigpation. For this reason | felt that |
had conducted an adequate number of focus grospass

The CFUGs where the focus groups were conducted @fesen randomly from the
CFUGs in my study. | selected the male and femat#qgpate in the focus groups in the
following way. In both Kayar Khola and Charnawatised CFUG member lists to select the
participants. These lists included a male and ferhabd of household. | took a random sample,

using a random number generator, of 15 men andab®en to form my two focus groups. The
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actual attendance of the focus groups was seViiteten people. A total of approximately one
hundred and eighty people in Kayar Khola and ormedred people in Charnawati participated in
the focus groups.

Data Analysis:
| typed up all of my interviews with NGO and Goverent personnel. My interpreter

transcribed all of the CFUG executive and focusigrmterviews from Nepali to English. After
transcription, | entered each into NVivo. NVivo structs an electronic catalog of sections of
text that the user codes to a particular themeekample, a theme on fire wood harvesting can
be created and all references to this topic irtrdmscripts can be coded with that theme. After
this step is completed, the user can quickly filhdederences to fire wood harvesting within all
of the transcripts.

Open coding was used to develop themes based @mnsain behavior and opinions and
through existing theory about CFUG patrticipatiortambon payment programs (Corbin &
Strauss 2008). | initially coded the transcriptsdzhon themes related to CFUG participation in
carbon markets that | identified from the litera@and during my research. For example, lack of
CFUG technical capacity was identified in the hiiere as a constraint on CFUG patrticipation.
When | discovered references to this topic in thadcripts, | marked them with the appropriate
code.

Theme development involved careful comparison amotegviews noting similarities
and differences in opinion and behavior within andoss levels (CFUG members and
executives, and NGO and Government members). b&gton issues related to CFUG carbon
credit participation as well as broader issuesiwitommunity forestry that affect carbon
payment participation. As | coded more transcripé&sy themes emerged and some older ones
shifted or were combined. For example, | was nibialty aware that users and executives were
so concerned about government or NGO corruptiatedlto carbon payments. Once | identified
this issue as important, | returned to transciiptzd already coded and added this new theme.
Once | had coded all of the transcripts, | begaretognize relationships between levels and
how they interacted. For example, | was able tatifiethat uncertainty about the future of
global REDD+ policy affected government and NGOextand that this in turn affected CFUG

executives and members.
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Limitations of My Methodoloqy:

Use of semi-structured interviews and small samsjze led to lack of comparability
between CFUG presidents and focus groups and limytability to make comparisons across
CFUGs within the districts. Although these concaresignificant, CFUGs in these two
districts are operating under the same nationaladimes as the rest of Nepal and the challenges
in community forestry that (Kanel 2006) notes asose during my interviews and focus groups
in these two districts. For example: lack of silitaral capacity, concerns over informed user
participation, and challenges balancing resoureeansl sustainable management. This
observation suggests that while there will be déifiees among districts, the general issues that |
identified will provide a starting point for undéaading community forest participation in
REDD+.

Caste and gender were not at the forefront of nayyars and this is a limitation of my
study. However this was my first research in Negal | felt it was important to limit my focus
to make my study more manageable and | did takes $teinclude these groups into my sample.

At the CFUG level, in each CFUG where | conductazlis group interviews | conducted
one with female members and one with male membBérs.meant that my overall data set from
my focus group interviews contained both men antheirws perspectives about CFUG
participation in REDD+ based programs.

In terms of caste, one of the main factors for enagp Kayar Khola and Charniwati
watersheds was that they were considered to beseivieoth in ethnicity and caste. Again, | did
not specifically analyze my data to assess diffegsrbetween these groups but their diverse
opinions were included in the overall sample.

Finally, RCMFN is a pilot project and the Nepal gavment and other institutions are
attempting to devise and implement a national aagyment plan. Results from my study
should be used as a source to inform this proagisngings are more limited in their ability to

inform similar programs in other countries.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

In this chapter | present the results concernirmpdpinities and constraints for
community forest user groups to participate in bedefit from REDD+ participation. These
findings are based on the perspectives of the &ulkgee main groups: (1) government staff
(REDD Cell and other), (2) RCMFN and other NGO fstaifid (3) CFUG executives and
members. Before | present the results it is ingrdrto acknowledge that CFUG executive and
member perspectives are based on their direct iexperwith the REDD+ in Community
Managed Forests in Nepal project (RCMFN); they Haaged knowledge about REDD+ policy
and initiatives, within Nepal and internationalyovernment REDD Cell personnel RCMFN
staff (as well as other NGO and government staffehsome knowledge about REDD+ policy
and initiatives in Nepal and internationally buvvbdimited direct knowledge of policy
implications for CFUGs.

| present the results in three sections. Thefiimises on how global carbon standards
and the ongoing negotiations surrounding them affgrortunities and constraints for
community forest user group (CFUG) participatioppmgrams based on REDD+. The second
discusses how each of the different actors -- CEUIN&Os and Nepali government employees -
- view their roles within the development and opieraof REDD+ programs in Nepal. The third
reviews the capacity of CFUGSs to participate in arahage tasks required by REDD+ in an
effective and equitable manner.

Section 1 begins with a discussion of the congisamernational REDD+ policy places
on CFUG patrticipation in REDD+ based programs. pitwmary results relate to how the
structure and requirements of these policies aR&IDD+ implementers in Nepal and in turn
affect CFUGs participation in these programs. CRbdity to participate in these programs is
negatively impacted by uncertainty about REDD a@MRN'’s future, as well as meeting
international requirements that CFUGs work direuatith REDD+ related offices in the Nepali
government.

Section two presents the challenges for NGO anémovent partners to serve as
linkages between CFUGs and global carbon markéissd challenges include conflict between
the DoF and CFUGs over carbon ownership, lackaritglabout management authority, limited
education and poor communication about REDD+ an¥RIE to both CFUG executives and

members.
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Section three summarizes key constraints for CFai@gpation: lack of CFUG
knowledge about carbon measurements and the unkoasts of participation. It then moves to
review four opportunities for participating in REBDCFUG willingness to invest in training,
direct benefits from participation, increased CFtu@&mber awareness of ecosystem services and

opportunities for improved CFUG governance.

Opportunities and Constraints that Global Carbon Saindards and the Ongoing

Negotiations Surrounding Them Offer CFUG Participaion in Programs Based on REDD+
Results were derived from my analysis of intervievith RCMFN, REDD Cell

members, other NGO and government members and Grad& programs. Constraints

involve: 1) uncertainty about the REDD+ programd #éme future of REDD+, and 2)

requirements that CFUGs participate with the gowvemt. These issues are presented in greater

detail below.

Uncertainty about REDD+ and REDD+'s Future:

Internationally, REDD+ policy is still under deegiment and Nepal is in the first stages
of establishing a national REDD+ implementatiomfeavork. Both of these factors create great
uncertainty for NGOs, the Nepali government anccaeiees and members of CFUGs
participating in the RCMFN project; this left maphayers unsure how the program will operate
and if it will be beneficial for CFUGSs.

Lack of clear REDD+ technical protocols hampers R&Blvand REDD Cell member
efforts to develop and test carbon measurementadelbgies. Despite this uncertainty, ground-
based schemes that rely on CFUG members to metheuf@rest instead of outside experts from
Kathmandu are being tested by the RCMFN projecMRR and REDD Cell staff are
concerned that any ground based measurement setiéibe impractical to implement
throughout all of Nepal. The main alternative undiecussion is a combination of remote
sensing and ground based measurements. A goveriR&E&1D Cell member commented as
follows on technical protocol development:

“Different organizations are also researching tbe of GIS and remote sensing
solutions.”
REDD cell personnel
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While several methodologies are under investigatibere is little consensus among
RCMFN and REDD Cell staff as well other NGOs in Bepn which will work best as each
approach has its own shortcomings.

Another RCMFN and REDD Cell staff uncertainty, ttust of measurement and
marketability of small community forests, has |ledge studying carbon payment
implementation to propose bundling CFUGs into latgecks. The criteria for determining
profitable size of a community forest is dependenseveral factors including current
management practices, carbon sequestration ratacaeds to technical facilitation. An RCMFN

staffer explains this issue as follows:

“The small forest faces this problem-- the problainthe carbon being worth less than
the cost of measurement. Small CFUGs can't indegrathdparticipate. This is a big
problem. Larger CFUGSs can participate. This siturais one of the primary reasons why
bundling is being suggested.”

RCMFN staff

To address concerns about profitability of smathawunity forests, the RCMFN program
bundled CFUGSs together to create economies of .dealeh pilot site consisted of an entire
watershed. One bundle is located in Gorkha whereo&Imunity forests are grouped to
encompass 1,888 ha. Similarly, 58 CF in Dolakhasisting of 5,996 ha were grouped as were
16 community forests in Chitwan that total 2,382 Hais effort at establishing a “bundling
scale” under the RCMFN project serves as a testeate an appropriate scale for a
monitoring/marketing system in community forests.

The greatest uncertainty raised by governmentariand senior NGO staff was that
CFUGs might not be eligible to participate in REDBgcause they are already increasing
carbon sequestration under their current managenfieDD+ makes payments based on how
much additional carbon a forest sequesters auuli cfshanges in management. Based on these
criteria, senior forestry experts in Kathmandu fieét even if CFUGs can improve management

potential, payments may be too small to make REPA&¥rticipation viable.
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Nepal's REDD+ cell staff stressed that this lacklafity on how international REDD+
programs will deal with CFUGSs that are already éasing forest biomass is a serious

impediment to REDD+ implementation. This point veaplained to me in the following way:

“The issue is that community forests already mariage forests well and REDD and
REDD+ reward improved management or avoided detfaties. The problem being
there is little most CFUGs can do to dramaticathprove management. Most CFUGs did
that 10-20 years ago.”

REDD cell personnel

Furthermore these well managed community forestsnaligible for avoided-
deforestation payments because CFUG executivemantbers in both study sites already
consider sustainable management ideal for maxigpicimrent forest benefits.

Another constraint to REDD+ implementation is thkictance of those involved with
REDD+ in the government, NGOs and CFUG executigexctept the requirements that carbon
measurements be verified by international versysahlexperts. They all believe that outside
verifiers are too expensive for Nepal to effectyvedrticipate in REDD+. This requirement is
also widely opposed by the government and NGO peedd interviewed on the principle that
Nepal has been dominated for too long by foreigoeets who receive high salaries that drain off
funds from international development projects. Theief was explained to me in the following

way:

“Third party and or other country verification motexpensive. Also Nepal wants its own
third party verifiers. Nepal wants its own thirdtyaverifiers both for reasons of cost and
reasons of principle.”

Government REDD Cell personnel

The government and NGO personnel who opposeddewsirifiers felt that Nepal should
insist on Nepali verifiers but also noted that ight not be accepted by international REDD+
policy implementers at the UNFCCC.

The Red Cell completed a draft REDD+ implementagtam in 2012. However,
members of the Red Cell felt that because of REBRémplex requirements, Nepal will not be

ready to fully participate in REDD+ until about ZD2
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They attribute this delay to the technical comgilesiof establishing Nepal’s baseline
carbon level and the need to identify an effecsiygtem for measuring, verification, and
payment distribution. A REDD Cell member stated:

“Nepal will not be ready to participate in the parhance based phase by 2020. This is

due to the fact that so many studies are needgelttihe data ready to be able to

participate (i.e. baseline carbon data, leakage, @aid a verification mechanism).”
REDD Cell personnel

Due to the complexities and long time line assediatith establishing Nepal’s carbon
baseline, creating an effective system for carbeasuring, monitoring, and payment
distribution, and the relative insignificance ofpé#s forests compared to those in Brazil or
Indonesia, REDD+ is viewed skeptically even byfsththe DoF and community forestry
NGOs, who are trying to promote CFUG participatidhis belief was explained to me in the

following way:

“REDD+ in Nepal is a dream because countries lik&zB and Indonesia are so much
larger; it makes Nepal irrelevant.”
NGO staffer

Despite RCMFN and REDD Cell concerns about CFUGilality in carbon payment
programs, these uncertainties have not been coneatedito CFUG executives and members
who are unaware of these issues.

Another important uncertainty was the widespresadifig by CFUG members that
REDD+ is just another outside development projeat will soon be gone.

“There were many projects implemented in this &efare REDD+ but all couldn’t
remain for long, which reduces the trust into whiateprojects come for the CFUG.”
CFUG president

REDD+ is viewed with ambivalence by CFUG memberkath study sites because so

many projects have come and gone. Following iseanad of the sense that many development
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projects exist only briefly: when | was discussthg RCMFN project with CFUG members they
often mistakenly called it by another project’s maon they confused the details of RCMFN with
those of another project.

Furthermore, CFUG executives and members in battystites expressed concern over
the longevity of the RCMFN project. They felt thfathe program only lasted a few years it

would not be profitable to participate. This bekeds explained to me in the following way:

“The RCMFN program runs through the end of 2013 ttwede is no idea of what will
come after the RCMFN program.”
RCMFN staff

“We would be interested in participating if we hadoay the full cost of measurement
but only if the REDD+ program will last a long timEhe people at this CFUG are
concerned that the program is about to come tadri e

CFUG president

Despite these uncertainties, CFUG executives froth &hitwan and Dolakha and,
members of the government and the NGO REDD+ comiybelieve RCMFN and future

REDD+ programs are low risk for participation. AI@E executive said:

“It's not only because of REDD+ that we conserve filtrest. We are now aware about

the advantages of using limited resources. If theas no REDD+ then also we would

have conserved our forest. It's the benefit foasisvell as our future generations.”
CFUG focus group

Even if the program fails to deliver payments, fibrest will still be there and
theoretically be in better condition than at prédetause of conservation practices REDD+
participation encourages. CFUG members will hase ghined more skills and be refocused on
the importance of forest conservation. A CFUG mansieted that:

“You can make Alaska New York, but you can’t makewNYork Alaska. If carbon
trading doesn’t work then you are left with theefsi, a great resource.”
DoF staff

The key points to take away from this sectionthed the slowness of development of

international REDD+ policy and concerns about CR&iG@ibility create uncertainty that
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negatively affects REDD+ implementation in Nepabw¢ver, despite this uncertainty REDD+
is seen as low risk by the government, NGO and Cé-bkzause it promotes forest

conservation.

CFUG Unease about Requirement to Work with the Govent:

Currently, CFUGSs in my two study sites do not watikh the government. However,
RCMFN was designed to be a temporary project viighgoal of instructing the development of
Nepal’s national REDD+ program and CFUGs that vwiessbontinue to receive REDD+
payments after its completion will have to join &g national REDD+ program. Nepal’s
national program will be undertaken with the suppéthe UN-REDD Program, the World
Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) ée Forest Inventory Program (FIP). All
these programs work directly with national governtseThis means that CFUGs will be
required to work directly with their National gowenent to receive carbon payments.

When | asked CFUG executives and members in mystudy sites about potentially
working with the DoF to participating in REDD+ theiewed this as problematic because the
government lacks stability, technical capacity®REDD+ implementation and concerns about
corruption.

Lack of government stability has been an issueapalifor a long time. Most recently,
since the collapse of the constitutional assembkuigust 2012, the government is, at best, a
guasi-legal governing body. At the time of my iniews, national elections were scheduled for
November 2013 and CFUG executives and memberswe¢reonfident that the election will re-
establish a functioning government.

One of the consequences of long term governmamgtdbility in Nepal is that many of
its departments, including the Department of Fer@3bF) lacks the financial and technical
resources to implement what they are legally reguio do. The DoF currently cannot even meet
the mandates of the 1993 Forestry Act or thosetiitkshunder a proposed national REDD+
payment program.

Another consequence of long term governmental igiaand lack of financial
resources for government departments is the peevasiture of corruption within Nepal’'s
government. Interviews with CFUG executives and imems in both study sites indicate there is

a strong desire to work directly with internatiosalbon programs. The reason CFUG
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executives gave is that they want to avoid “middin”, “the government”, and “Nepali
NGOs.” They are fearful that these agents in tbein country will take “a portion of the money,
leaving the CFUG with less” (CFUG president). AretiRFUG president summarized this issue

as follows:

“We want to have direct dialog with the organizattbat gives the money for carbon.
We don't like the idea of money going first to th@ernment and then to us
(government as intermediary) because of corruptimddle men. There are many holes
for the money to go; we will get little money.”

CFUG president

An NGO staffer confirmed this sentiment.

“CFUGs don’t want the carbon money to go throughdbvernment. They think the
money will not just be reduced by graft and adntrais/e fees but that it will not arrive
at all. “

NGO staff

The reason CFUGs prefer to work directly with inegronal donors is that they believe
international organizations are more likely to @eghey receive their fair share of any carbon
payments that may be made. Unfortunately, workingctly with international carbon programs
is currently against international REDD+ policy.

CFUGs are uneasy about working with the governrhenause DoF staff have argued
that the DoF deserves a portion of the carbon patgrte cover the technical and administrative
costs of implementing and supervising a nationaDRE program. A member of the
government REDD Cell stated that:

“The global model for REDD+, e.g. The World Banldddnited Nations-REDD+
models, is to negotiate directly with the governmé&he DoF wants to claim some of the
money because they want money and also becauke ocbst of facilitation.”

REDD Cell personnel

Funding from the World Bank’s Forest Carbon Paghigr Facility (FCPF) is intended to
pay for REDD+ preparedness efforts by the Nepakguwent and help develop capacity within
the DoF were needed. Members of the DoF and st&FG NGO's also see FCPF funding
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and efforts to prepare Nepal’s forestry sectoiRBRIDD+ as a chance to address “second
generation issues” within community forestry thiabaaffect carbon payment distribution. These
issues include the need for increased adminise&aind silvicultural capacity at the DoF and
CFUG level, distribution of benefits to communitigghout access to or ability to start a CFUG,
improvement of CFUG governance, and equitable resadistribution. However, no plan has
been developed to combine REDD+ preparedness vgittaegy to address these issues outside
of building technical capacity related to REDD+tgapation within the DoF.

The key points to take away from this sectionthee CFUGSs are uneasy about working
with the government because of governmental ingabind lack of government technical
capacity to implement REDD+. Furthermore lack @¢grnment technical capacity is the only

one of these issues that is being addressed dinttas

Section summary:

Uncertainty about carbon assessment methodologpm@muam longevity decreases
CFUGs willingness to participate in the RCFMN piwbject or a future national REDD+
program. Also, requirements that CFUGs have to wiinéctly with the government to

participate in national REDD+ program make paragipn more challenging.

View of Each Actor's (CFUGs, NGOs, Nepali GovernmenEmployees) Role Within the
Development and Operation of REDD+ Programs in Nefda

Issues concerning governance, conflict and carlerecship, as well as CFUG need for
a linking organization between CFUGs and intermatigorograms, creates challenges for the

implementation of a national REDD+ program.

Governance, Conflict and Carbon Ownership in Nepal:

CFUGs and the DoF are legal partners in communityst management and the DoF
role as REDD+ administrator in Nepal is likely teeghen this relationship. As noted above, the
government legally owns the forest but CFUGs haaeagement authority, albeit authority that
requires supervision and permission by the DoF sisdior community forest management plans
and practices. On the ground, there is often aecioius relationship between CFUGs and the
DoF. CFUG participation in a national REDD+ progrenaffected by this situation. RCMFN, as
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a pilot project run by an NGO, does not face thdsdlenges; however, the CFUGs that
participate in RCMFN will eventually join the natial program. Two areas in which these
organizations have conflicting views are the odarbjective of community forestry and
proposed changes to the law governing communisstoy.

Role of CFUGSs in Nepal:

CFUGs and the DoF have differing views on whatrtile of CFUGs is and how their
revenue should be spent. The dominant view amomghess of the DoF whom | interviewed is
that the primary objective of community forestryngprovement of the forests. CFUG
executives and members feel that community forgstsild benefit the users and their revenue
should be invested in community development. The DBelieves that CFUGs should not operate
as community development organizations and thisexatained to me in the following way:

“CFUGSs should not invest money into community depehent projects, this is not their
purpose. They should only invest money into fodestelopment and improvement.”
DoF staff

In contrast, CFUG executives and members repolnigdéturns from community forest
activities should be invested in community develeptmFor example, a CFUG president stated
that:

“The CFUG is the organization that helps inveghim development of the community
including roads, health posts, ambulances, irmgatianals, goat farms, and other
programs.”

CFUG president

Furthermore, a CFUG focus group concluded that:
“This CF has constructed roads, temples, schodtigés. It has helped in providing “old
allowance”, allowance given to the disabled andowis, scholarships, bio-gas

construction, goat farming, poverty elimination andny more things.”
CFUG focus group

To CFUG executives and members, community developared improvement of local well

being are primary objectives of CFUG.
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This conflict may increase with the implementatadra government run REDD+
program. These funds will be controlled by the Roid this agency is likely to require that they
be invested in forest management where as CFUGsdressed interest in using these funds
for expanding community development. Although delmater CFUG objectives is a major
source of conflict between CFUGs and the DoF, amewore contentious issue is the DoF’s

efforts to increase its legal authority and taxatid CFUGSs.

Forestry law change:

In 2011, after several high profile cases of deftaton and corruption within CFUGs, a
commission was formed to investigate and proposegbs in CFUG governance. In winter
2012, several amendments to the 1993 Forestry At wroposed by government legislators.
Not all of the details around these proposals waade public and the law’s passage was stalled
by collapse of the government in June 2012. Tharéubf the proposed Forestry Act is
unknown.

The issues that the proposed amendments atteragtitess are corruption and benefit
distribution at the CFUG level. Proponents of thet state that the DoF needs to have increased
oversight over CFUGS to prevent corruption in et of illegal timber harvest. The changes
would increase oversight authority of the DoF aadrdase the decision making autonomy of
CFUGs. The other issue associated with the propdsaages to the Forestry Act is distribution
of benefits from CFUGSs to others who cannot becameember of a CFUG or establish a
CFUG. To address this issue, the DoF would increasgion on CFUGs and distribute that
money to areas that do not have access to forests.

While the exact effect and motivation for thesealezhanges can be debated, the view of
CFUG executives | studied is that these changearaagétempt by the DoF to take control over
and benefit from CFUG hard earned resources. A CptéSident summarized CF sentiment as

follows:

“If the Department of Forests takes back contradwf CFUG, | will go to the forest and
cut it down because those are our trees that we patvthe work into protecting and we
will not let them take the benefit of our work.”

CFUG president
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Conflict over efforts by the DoF to increase téoatand control over CFUGS further
contributes to mistrust between CFUGs and the DuHs led some members of CFUGS to
view these as government attempts to re-appropr@tenunity forest resources. Lack of trust
between these groups and concerns over resousgprepriation creates challenges for DoF

and CFUG cooperation in addressing issues relatadttonal REDD+ preparedness.

Carbon ownership:

Efforts by the DoF to control CFUG decision makargl increase taxation on CFUGSs
has left executives and members fearful about rainty long term control over community
forests and this issue has implications for REDDplementation in Nepal. For example, in the
debate over carbon ownership, the DoF is propdsiaigsoil carbon is owned by the Nepali
government and above ground forest carbon is owgdhde CFUGs. The following quote

illustrates this issue:

“Legally the trees are owned by the CFUG. Thustée carbon is owned by the CFUG.
Legally the soil is owned by the government. Tthessoil carbon is owned by the
government.”

REDD Cell personnel

When the government REDD Cell personnel articulag@ positions on carbon
ownership, they express both a desire to gain adodancial resources and the need to share

in some of the carbon payments in exchange forgperd future costs for operating a national
carbon payment program. This was stated as follows:

“This issue [who owns the carbon] is under disaussCFUGSs believe they should get
all the carbon money because the forests are thedrsheir good management of those
forests has put the carbon in the soil. The govemimwants both the money for the
moneys sake but also from a bargaining perspeckive government is investing a lot
into preparedness and will act as a facilitator wadts a share of the funds for the effort
of facilitation.”

“Who owns the carbon is under debate by peopleatoF. The DoF wants to claim

some of the money because they want money andatsuse of the cost of facilitation.”
REDD Cell personnel
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The debate over carbon ownership is occurringegtivernment and NGO level.
However, CFUG executives and member views on affoytthe DoF to gain access to carbon
money and control of the carbon program are likele influenced by past DoF efforts to
control CFUG decision making and resources asdurttempts to do the same.

Feelings on the part of CFUG members and executihnagthe government cannot be
trusted will make negotiations over what portiorcafbon payments the DoF takes to run a
national REDD+ program more challenging.

The key points to take away from this section begd CFUG executives and members do
not trust the DoF because of past efforts to co@FJGs and their financial resources. This
lack of trust means that when the DoF comes to titenegotiate about REDD+ policy they are
not confident that the DoF has their interests indnin fact many executives and members feel
the opposite. Thus CFUGs are likely to view any Poéposal for REDD+ implementation that

does not hand over all carbon payments to CFUGQs seitious skepticism.

Executive and User Engagement and UnderstandiRiEBID+ and RCMEN:

Some of the participating CFUG initially rejectdee tRCMFN project due to concerns
about executive overreach and forest resourceaditty. In addition RCMFN implementation

has been further hampered by challenges with disgeimformation about the program.

Executive and user engagement:

The REDD+ in Community Managed Forests Nepal (RCMpidject’'s CFUG
engagement process started by holding meetingsallitti the CFUG executives in the selected
watersheds. First the executives had the projgaamed to them, they were told the project
would have no costs and the CFUGs will receiverfaia payments and training in
administrative as well as silvicultural techniqué&econd these executives, in turn, explained to
their members the RCMFN project as it was describébdem. In the Kayar Khola watershed,
there was no resistance to participation, howavé&harnawati, about half of the CFUGs
initially rejected the RCMFN project.

In Charnawati, CFUG executives met at a nearby apatity, Charikot, and were given
an explanation of the program by RCMFN staff. Teaksequently returned to the CFUG

membership to gain approval for participation ia gfrogram through a formal vote. The
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program was rejected by CFUG members on the bashie dollowing two reasons. First CFUG
members felt that their executives had alreadyeabte participate in the program without
consulting them. The second may be due to conedrmst resource reduction related to
RCMFN patrticipation. While CFUG members in Kayardfdreport getting enough resources
from the forest for their needs (e.g. fodder, fumdd, and timber) in Charnawati, most of the
CFUG members reported that they cannot always extlug resources they need from their
community forest. In Charnawati, member househgltismultiple CFUGs to better access
wood product needs. Even with membership in m@t@FUGs, some individuals still report a
lack of resources for their households and stdteg lhad to turn to outside sources such as the
market or private land to meet their forest prochestds.

After the program was rejected in Charnawati, RCMftdject staff made presentations
to CFUGs about program participation and what itildanvolve. After these special sessions,
all resistant CFUGSs in the watershed agreed taggalet in the RCMFN project.

Understanding of REDD+ and RCMFEN:
Lack of awareness of CFUG operations is anotheeigsth member engagement. A

problem reported by most CFUG executives acrods Wwatersheds is that household members
who attended a CFUG meeting did not share whaspiead at the meeting with the other
household members. Furthermore executives reptiréectven those who did attend meetings

were often unaware of what was going on. For exampl

“No, most of the CFUG members don’t know about [RENJ. We have been
conducting the regular meetings, seminars, forming about [RCMFN] but the
members seem to be not serious on that matter. [idtey very carefully while in
seminar but if the same people were asked aboutR@g then they cannot answer the
guestions.”

CFUG president

CFUG members in both study sites also expressedhiénawere often distracted by concerns at
home and found it difficult to focus on what wasngpon in meetings. All but one or two focus
group participants from each focus group in botitgtsites reported that they often did not
know the activities and issues in the CFUG beytnde associated with fodder and fuelwood

harvesting regulations. For all of these reasormstif@FUG members in both study sites are
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ambivalent and poorly informed about the RCMFN @ctj The following quotes are examples
of lack of understanding and knowledge of the RCMibject as expressed by CFUG

members:

“We have just heard about the name [of the RCMFdjgat] from the president and
other staff in the meetings; we do not know abtauaictivities. It may be smoke or dust.”
CFUG focus group

“We have heard about [RCMFN]. But we don’t know thetails about it. To know about
REDD+ clearly we must consult the president.”
CFUG focus group

One to two participants in each focus group regabthat they were very involved in the
CFUG. These include executive members, council bees) and people who said they aspire to
one of those positions and they regularly attendGFneetings. They have a limited
understanding of the RCMFN project and typicallpknabout one or more of the following
benefits of the carbon payment program: paymeetsnade to the CFUG for protecting the
forest, payments are made because the forestgesses produced in developing countries,
payment funds come from developed countries, thestas measured and from those numbers
the amount of carbon is calculated. However, tileviang quote demonstrates that even
involved individuals have a limited understandirighe RCMFN project:

“Not only the members [don’t know about RCMFN], aube top level executives are
also not well informed about the [RCMFN] program.”
CFUG president

A pattern | found in my research is that only onéam people in each CFUG where |
conducted interviews, usually the chairperson erstécretary, had an in depth understanding of
the RCMEN project. These individuals could descitbdetail the process of CFUG
engagement, carbon measurement, payment allocatignpayments are made, and the basic
facts about REDD+ operations at the national atefmational level. However, even
knowledgeable CFUG executives do not know the soafdRCMFN or future funding, and they

have no understanding of the international gui@slisurrounding REDD+.
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| was initially unsure if this lack of awarenesssyaoblematic or if only a few
knowledgeable people were required in each CF terttee project run well. CFUG executives
and members | interviewed said it was importanifiembers to know how the CFUG operates.
Members need to understand CFUG harvesting guegtehnd social programs to properly
participate in these programs. It is also importarknow about these programs and general
CFUG operations so members can effectively padteijin the debate about CFUG operations.

A CFUG executive made this point by saying:

“It is very important for the CFUG members to uredend how the REDD+ program
works. Because if all the CFUG members protectahest then it is possible to protect
the forest and that's why everyone needs to knawutihe REDD+ program.”

CFUG President

“It's important that they know because if all CFW&mbers know the REDD+ program
they won't go to the CFUG to cut the trees andgeaxl the animals. It is important to
understand not to cut the trees illegally.”

CFUG President

Furthermore CFUG members report that informed gpdtion is necessary for proper
participation in the RCMFN project:

“We can know many things about the forest and faremagement activities. It is
important to know about the harvesting regulatiditee meetings are conducted to
protect the forest and formulate different pland palicies for the benefit of the forest
and the community. We can put our ideas and voicdse meeting. This can be useful to
solve many problems that the people are facingeotisr.”

CFUG focus group

If CFUG members do not understand the benefith@ RCMFN program and why it is
important to reduce resource use and enhance pasied the forest, then they will not
participate.

The key point to take away from this section ssitnportance of informing and engaging
all CFUG members. When members were not informedesuigaged concerning project
participation they rejected the RCMFN project. Otlee CFUG has agreed to participate,

reliance by RCMFN on existing CFUG modes of infotima dispersal was inadequate to inform
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most CFUG members about the project. Finally CFUgnimers and executives considered

member knowledge about the RCMFN project or fuRIEDD+ projects key to their success.

Section summary:

International rules requiring CFUGS to participaith the government overlook the
often contentious relationship between CFUGs aadibF. Disputes over the role of CFUGs in
community development and proposals to increase@eFsight into CFUGs have created
mistrust between these organizations. | suggesthigamistrust makes it more challenging for
the government to fulfill its role as carbon marfaatilitator and for the government and user
groups to come to a consensus over carbon ownetdhgase among CFUG executives and
members about government participation is exacedday lack of information about the
RCMEN project and REDD+ in general. CFUG executiaed members in both watersheds see

informed participation as critical for the successhe RCMFN project.

Capacity of CFUGSs to Participate in and Manage Tas& Required by REDD+ in an
Effective and Equitable Manner

Two issues that create obstacles for CFUG participan REDD+ are lack of technical
skills needed for forest measurement and the emstshallenges related to CFUG participation
in REDD+. Opportunities they will receive from paipation include: CFUG willingness to
invest in technical training, benefits CFUGs reedrom participating in RCMFN /REDD+ and

awareness of concepts of ecosystem services an&@e0dd governance.

Forest Measurement and Carbon Calculation:

The CFUGs in this study lacked many of the skilld eesources to complete current
DoF administrative and silvicultural requiremergguired for participating in Nepal’s
community forestry program. Thus | argue they ardrifom prepared to undertake additional
measurements that will be required as part of RECEbine of the factors CFUG executives and
members identified as constraining CFUG capacitsevieck of financial resources, poor

educational infrastructure, and outmigration.

58



Lack of financial resources:

CFUG executives and members in my two study sé@perted that when their CFUGs
were first founded, many did not have the finanmaburces to pay for CFUG operations such
as inventorying community forests or preparing actmg books and management plans. They
relied completely on volunteer labor and did notéhfunds for community forest guards or a
physical office, let alone an office administratorbasic office supplies. This lack of resources
made it difficult to properly operate CFUGSs. Iettudy’'s two watersheds, CFUG
infrastructure has gradually improved. CFUGs hanedasingly gained access to income from
user fees, a variety of income generating activaied in some places timber sales, to pay for
these basic services. However, even before thesmmgtation of the RCMFN project not all
CFUGs had commercial quality timber to sell. Giviea limited amount of income received
from only user fees, they did not have sufficier@ame to hire labor, but this has changed with
carbon funds. The following quotation from an arlr€@iaUG meeting documents the importance

of the increase in CFUG income:

“Moreover, it even made us financially able to gsagary to guards. Before, we had to
depend upon trees to collect the money but novptesence of REDD+ increased our
financial ability.”

CFUG president

Educational infrastructure and outmigration:

Many places, especially in rural Nepal where comityuorests exist lack quality
schools, some CFUGs do not have access to formdillgated members with requisite skills for
administrative positions. For example, in both@arnawati and Kayar Khola study sites, some
of the CFUGs were in more remote areas and hadceesa to schools or only grammar schools.
In one of the CFUGSs in Kayar Kkhola, the presidaated there were only about a dozen literate
individuals out of approximately seventy-nine hdudds in the CFUG.

Migration to foreign countries and to cities fornkdad also depleted many CFUGSs in
my study area of working age people and formallyoaded individuals. The president of one of
the smaller CFUGs in Charnawati reported that esgmt there were no working aged male
residents living in the area full-time. She saieltlall worked outside the village. The most
formally educated people available to assume adtnative tasks in a CFUG were female high
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school graduates who were unmarried. Because ihéiseduals lacked prior office
management experience and were needed by theilidaritr household chores, an older man
and woman helped to undertake the administratsiestaf the CFUG and participated in the
executive interview. The woman was a former secyetad he was a former president.

A shortage of formally educated individuals for sampositions within CFUGs was
most common in communities without any road acddssvever road accessibility was one of
the criteria for choosing the RCMFN study sitepadicipating CFUGs were ones with relative
accessibility compared to many parts of Nepal.larmore, Charnawati watershed was adjacent
to the district headquarters, Charikot, and thedfd§hola watershed was an hour and a half
from Chitwan district headquarters, Narayangardtis Tity is also well known for several good
universities. There are many locations in Nepal #ne much farther away from cities that have
similar economic and educational opportunities taat keep educated individuals close to the

home district.

Current CFUG capacity:

Under the Community Forestry Act, CFUGs are regluicecomplete and submit annual
reports to the district forest office and produiee fyear operational plans; however, more than
half of CFUG executives in my two study sites reépdithat their CFUG did not produce any
annual reports before joining the RCMFN projecteykaid they lacked financial resources and
administrative skills to complete these reports.the past two years the RCMFN project has
paid all the CFUGSs in the project to complete tlyemrly reports. Current CFUG regulations
also require a more in-depth, five year operatiquah that includes forest analysis based on
silvicultural assessments. For these, CFUGs nestili@iForest Office assistance. Reporting
under REDD+ is likely to be similar to these fiveay reports, but the analysis required to
calculate carbon sequestration is more speciattzaa the analysis in the five year plan and

CFUG presidents worry that their user groups laelsé needed skills to complete them.
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Importantly, there is no baseline for understandorgst inventory and management operations
at present or for tracking conditions under REDDRe quote below demonstrates how

dependent CFUGs are on NGOs for outside assistance:

“We cannot do anything [in the RCMFN project] witlidhe help of the NGO. If we
have to do it without their help then we do noténétve knowledge of the equipment and
its use.”

CFUG president

The RCMFN project’s training is limited to 2-3 meeanb in each CFUG and the training
only covers the basic components of forest measemer@FUGs can choose whom to send to
participate in training. The RCMFN training goalesgmot include a sample design for
measuring forest resources and RCMFN does notgeaguipment to conduct forest
measurement surveys or to conduct soil and lgaf arbon analysis. It is important to note that
it is impractical for most CFUGs to learn sampldegign, conduct soil carbon analysis and data
analysis due to the need for specialized equipmwedtknowledge. All CFUG presidents |
interviewed in Chanawati and Kayar Khola stated thay currently lack the ability to measure
carbon without outside assistance but all expressaetidence they would be able to do so with

more training. This impression was reported to heefollowing way:

“At a nearby school, 2-3 people learned about measent at REDD+ plots in an
adjacent CFUG. They learned about the tree, ltef ligrass, and even mud
measurement. That’s it. We don’t know how to calteithe carbon. If they organize
training, we will participate.”

CFUG president

The regional REDD+ coordinator in Kayar Khola sugjgd that one or possibly two CFUGs
would have people capable of conducting forest oreasents independently by the end of
2013. It is reasonable to assume that CFUGs cam flea skills necessary to conduct forest
measurement themselves, however, data and soilsamglysis will require specialized
expertise and equipment that cannot practicallgtidained by each CFUG.

The key points to take away from this section bheg CFUGs are not prepared to conduct

even the most basic components of carbon measutebaak of financial resources, poor
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educational infrastructure and outmigration are safithe identified challenges to CFUG

capacity.

Financial Costs and Challenges Related to Communoitgst User Group Participation in
RCMEFEN:

CFUG executives and members noted minimal coRGMFN participation, however,

lacked the necessary information to assess prografitability. Furthermore CFUG executives
and members have not assessed the potential ¢osttuced resource use in exchange for
carbon payments.
Cost of participation:

CFUG executives and members did not anticipatedaeygt costs, financial or otherwise,
to participating in the RCMFN project. When askbdwat time required to participate in a
carbon marketing system, they did raise concerostahe time requirements for additional
office work; they also noted that forest measurdnaed regional RCMFN planning meetings
took substantial amounts of time. However CFUG aiiees and members stated they
considered these time requirements to be an addepgiart of investing in CFUG improvement.

Concerns over time requirements were conveyed tmrtres way:

“Time needed to participate is the problem. Theeeagher parts [of participating in
REDD+] that require work but you have to work tgimve your situation so that's not a
complaint but the time required [to participateREDD+] we don't like--time for office
work, forest measurement and REDD+ [regional] nmgysti’

CFUG president

While most CFUG presidents noted that time requarisiwere a burden and that there was
additional work related to participation, severambers made the extra point that work was
required to make improvements and that participatras worth the investment.

CFUG member assessment of program profitability:

CFUG executives and members in both watershedstloave the information on cost
of measurements, analysis and certification opttential price paid per ton of carbon. As a
consequence they have no way to judge if the RCMiject is economically feasible for them.

RCMFN'’s objective is to study the process of carpagment implementation in their pilot
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projects with a focus on equitable payment dispevghin CFUGS; they designed them to be
without a cost for CFUGs.

As a pilot project, RCMFN is designed to have maficial cost to participants; a few
people will get paid and trained to help implemidat project, and financial benefits will accrue
to the CFUG (i.e., to their general fund). CFUG@areves and members reported that they were
unaware of the cost of implementing a project medelfter the RCMFN project. They
understand that RCMFN is paying for this pilot paijimplementation.

Decreased resource use

The RCMFN project encourages CFUGs to use fewestaesources (e.g. fodder,
fuelwood; timber) to increase carbon storage iiir t@mmunity forest and in turn receive larger
carbon payments. At CFUG meetings, executives d&MIRN staff place significant emphasis
on the importance of forest conservation, resoprogection and reduced resource use. The

following quote supports this statement:

“From the training we learn that we have to saveforest at any cost. We have learned
the idea [from RCMFN] to save the forest and itpamiance.”
CFUG president

“We can harvest the same amount as before but weelieen asked to only cut branches
for fuelwood and not to do illegal cutting. Probkemith using fewer resources depend
on necessity; it is wise to use fewer resources fitte forest and get more benefit from
the forest however sometimes we need more resoancksan’t use less.”

CFUG focus group

Interviews with CFUG executives and members fromh Isites suggest that reduction in
fuel wood, fodder and timber use are not occurand may not be feasible for CFUG members.
More than half the CFUG executives and memberstegpaising the same amounts of forest
resources as they did before joining the RCMFN g Some executives reported that
members were reducing resource use from the contyrfianést but when further questioned
they noted that members had not reduced overallres use; they had merely shifted the
location (i.e. leakage) from where they obtainesbugces.

For example, CFUG members in both study sites wponted harvesting fewer resources from

the community forests such as fuelwood fodder antdr stated they had shifted where they
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harvested some of their forests resources to plactsgde the community forest such as private
land or government forests but had not reducedativese.

Furthermore, although CFUG members from both svi#sthe ability to shift resource
extraction to other forest areas and reported dein@CFUG members, especially poor or low
cast individuals without access to private landther forests stated they were unable to shift
where they harvest resources. Executives statédn@mbers of these two groups often do not
attend CFUG meetings so they lack an understarafitie RCMFN program and the potential
trade-offs that exist between resource use anddiahbenefits from REDD+ participation. Low
caste people (e.galits) may also be unwilling or socially unable to voibeir opinions in the
CFUG meetings. In some locations in Nepal, thisalvedr is still socially prohibited.

The key points to take away from this section begd CFUG executives and members see
RCMFN as having few significant costs. However tdeynot have enough knowledge of how
REDD+ works to assess post RCMFN participations;ast potential program profitability.
Furthermore the cost of reduced resource use inagxge for carbon sequestration payments has

yet to be assessed and is likely to affect poorlawdcast members most.

Community Forest User Group Willingness to Invast échnical Training:

Some CFUG executives from both sites express agtiesire to participate in REDD+
programs without NGO or government involvement #imslinterest is accompanied by a
willingness to learn the skills necessary to doBUG executives reported that they want their
CFUGs to conduct as much of the carbon measureanelndnalysis process themselves as
possible, using a minimum number of outside exp@tigy have a goal of maintaining as much
self-sufficiency and autonomy as possible whildipgrating in REDD+ programs. Most CFUG
executives repeatedly emphasized their desircn®dCFUG to operate on its own and not be
dependent on outsiders such as the DoF and int@maatonors. This view was expressed the

following way:

“Yes we are interested [in measuring the foresselues] because this is our CFUG. If
we know how to do it, why call other people. We wnlearn about measurement
including carbon measurement, we want to have diliedog with the organization that
gives the carbon. If they taught we could learnibwbould be difficult to get the
instruments (GPS/ Compass), It would be diffic@t&use of the cost.”

CFUG president
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While CFUGs can gain more knowledge about REDD-gmms and more skills related
to forest measurement that will allow them to maphate in a more independent fashion there are
some aspects of the process such as soil carbysiagrthat require specialized training and
equipment that are not practical for every CFU@desess.

The prior condition and experience of communitye&is must be appreciated to
understand constraints and opportunities relaté&®BDD+. With respect to their desire to invest
in training and achieve self sufficiency, CFUGs iafuenced by their historical experiences
where, after nationalization of forest resourcasdents did not have control over their local
forest resources. With the advent of modern comtydorestry, the shift from no control to
control and independent management is a centrgbonent of how CFUG staff describe the
reason they embraced community forests and selagement is the goal for the organization.
This desire for independence explains the CFUGtgoescquire the technical capacity to

conduct carbon measurement and analysis. Thisweswexpressed as follows:

“Before, if we needed the resource from the fovesthad to go to the DFO but now we
manage the forests and can go to the forest oesélv
CFUG president.

The RCMFN program trains CFUG members to facilitlteeloping more expertise in
the forest measurement component of the projecMIRCs training goal was to have each
CFUG capable of measuring their own forest butwas not achieved under the initial three
year life of the project and CFUG members were npwevided the tools to conduct the surveys
(e.g. GPS unit, measuring tape, compass and sgXtastunclear why RCMFN did not provide
the tools and more training, but the desire fohlwas often expressed by CFUG executives.
The project was extended for an additional two yaarit is possible that the goal of technical
self sufficiency will be met by that time. Teachihgw to develop sample design and conduct
data analysis is not a component of the projeatekample, soil and organic carbon samples are
taken in the field, but not analyzed locally. Irzstehey are sent to laboratories in Kathmandu for
analysis.

Three CFUG presidents, two from Kayar Khola and fooen Charniwati, expressed a

willingness to send members of their CFUG to Kathdwaand to pay for their training out of
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community forest funds if necessary. They are uageabout the cost to train someone to learn
the skills necessary to conduct the measuremesnssitlves but they estimate it would be cost

effective if the program continued for a numbeyeéars. This was explained the following way:

“l don't think that it would be too costly for u$ we have to do the measuring by
ourselves. We will use the local resources andritaepower from the local community.
And, we would even pay at the local price.”

CFUG president

While most executives in both study sites did matre this view and stated that without
the support of the RCMFN program they would notbke to participate because they lacked the
requisite skills and knowledge, there is evidemes if one CFUG in an area was able to acquire
skills for independent measurement, the idea cspitdad. CFUG executives and users describe
that they learned about many of the practices,narag and even the idea to create a CFUG from
observing and learning about what other adjaceminconities were doing. CFUG members
described how they learned about community forasttiie following way:

“The forest started to decrease rapidly, that's wieystarted the community forest. We
saw other community forests being establishedherodareas. Many people stated talking
about the community forest and its benefits. Wavalle motivated by that.”

CFUG focus group

While CFUG executives report self-sufficiency asyenportant, some executives from
both study sites recognize a potential need fanmmediary organization for the sale of
carbon, even if they can accomplish all the canpeasurement and analysis independently.
However, they report that if they use an intermegditney need to learn enough about the
process to feel they are in a position to assdbaiforganization is being an honest broker. The
CFUG executives report that if there was an orgaitn they believed was transparent, they

would consider partnering with them to sell carbon.
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Even an organization such as FECOFUN, which isna#itéy a federation of about 14,000 of the
approximately 18,000 CFUGs in Nepal, is not congdeompletely trustworthy by many
CFUG executives. A CFUG expressed this view byrggayi

“FECOFUN is OK but we have some doubt because w& 8oow ourselves. We want

to calculate ourselves so we know we are gettisgribney we deserve. We think direct

dialog with the REDD+ program would be best. Wakht might be OK to have an

intermediary organization to work with becausediNd reduce overhead cost and it

might be possible to have a transparent organizat® could trust and we might need

assistance to engage with the organization. Buvaudd like to try and do it ourselves.”
CFUG president

The CFUG executives from both study sites thatesged interest in learning how to
participate on their own or continuing to partidgpan REDD+ with the assistance of another
partner organization after RCMFN stated that theyeaunsure how to market carbon. When
asked how they would proceed they said they wooldact FECOFUN for help.

CFUG executives and members from both watershatisdsa range of views on their
willingness to invest in the technical training ueed to participate in REDD+. Some CFUG
executives were willing to make all the investmahtmselves if necessary while others were
only interested in participating in the training REN offered. Despite these differences
executives almost universally expressed a desigaitoas many skills as they could related to
REDD+ and to have the CFUG conduct as much of dnleonn measurement and analysis as
possible.

The key points to take away from this section hegd CFUGs want to learn as much as
possible about REDD+ and gain as many skills rdleaeREDD+ participation so they can
maintain as much independence as possible whiteipating in REDD+ programs. However,

CFUGs do recognize the need for an outside fatiiigjaorganization to assist with participation.

Benefits CFUGs Receive from Participating in thebBE RCMEN Program:

| report the perceived financial and non-finanbiahefits that CFUG executives and

members hope to obtain from participating in RCMFN.

67



Financial benefits

CFUG executives in both watersheds are interest@ttreasing revenue to pay for basic
CFUG operations and community projects and recegREDD+ as a potential new source of
income. In contrast, CFUG members only noted tleslrier additional income to support local
community development programs and would like tpagxd social benefits with the introduction
of REDD+.

CFUG executives in both study sites report thatafrtee main advantages of REDD+ is
that it allows the CFUG to generate income fromftrest without harvesting any resources.
Executives noted that before RCMFN, CFUGs had tedst resources from the forest,
primarily timber to generate extra income. This weasn as potentially problematic because it
affected the quality and abundance of other regsusach as timber, fodder and ecosystem
services (e.g. clean water; erosion control; fiesh However, carbon payments are not equal to
the value of timber and even one large tree ofja aalue species is worth more than almost all
participating CFUGs received from the RCMFN program

CFUG executives and members repeatedly noted the vha well stocked forest with
large trees for household access to fire wood adddr and ecosystem services. Executives said
that it was important but difficult to balance thenefits of extra income generation from timber
harvesting with the associated costs of reductiofedder, fuelwood and ecosystem service
guality. Carbon payments do not force communitieséike these trade-offs. However, again, at
present they do not offer the same financial pay®éiveral communities receive over two
million Nepali Rupees (NPR) ($25,000) from timbates while the highest any CFUG received
from carbon payments was 430,000 NPR ($5,375). (RE2013)

The Kayar Khola REDD+ project coordinator for RCMF&ported that before the
RCMFN project came to the area, CFUG membersHattgenerating income and conserving
the forest were incompatible activities and thavi@@FUGs know it is possible to generate

income from conservation. An RCMFN staffer statad in the following way:

“[RCMFN] gave them the idea that money can be nfeata preserving the forest.
Before REDD+, people thought they had to explaitfibrest to get money. This is really
big, before people thought management was a twaalsidin--exploit and get money or
not exploit get no money.”

RCMFN staff
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Finally some of the CFUG executives in both watedshreported that they would
consider REDD+ participation financially beneficealen if the CFUG only broke even as long
as a significant amount of the money spent on implgation went to pay CFUG members for

measurement and administrative costs.

Non-financial benefits for conservation

CFUG executives and RCMFN staff recognize non-mamydienefits to carbon payment
participation as well. These include increased CHhBnber awareness in both sites regarding
improved fuel wood and fodder harvesting practieesouraging the use of fewer forest
resources. Executives see these activates asdegmdam improvement in forest condition.
CFUG executives from both sites report that CFUGbers are now harvesting more carefully
when they collect fuelwood and fodder and that tingyo limit the amount they harvest to only

what they need. This point was expressed the faligway:

“CFUG members go to the forest for the leaf litiad the fodder. They do not cut

roughly. They use the scientific method to cuta¢®d thinning of saplings and of

branches) Where there are dense trees or foregtc#n use forest products from there.”
CFUG president

CFUG executives in both sites believe that follayvihese forest harvesting methods will
lead to an improvement in forest health in the fofma denser well-stocked forest with
improved environmental conditions and functionstdbating to ecosystem services from the
forest such as clean water, more water for irrgggterosion control, and increased animal

habitat in addition to climate change mitigation.

“We get environmental balance from improving theefd. We need environmental
balance to combat loss of species (birds), chaimgesn fall and changes in temperature.
The monsoon is late and now there is no snow inewirnith some rain.”

CFUG president

CFUG executives and members also recognize impgdwiiman and CFUG capacity as
additional benefits. In almost every interview hdacted in both watersheds, CFUG executives

and members expressed a need for improved adnaiinstiand silvicultural capacity. However,
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the area of capacity they identify as the mosteedfor attention is community development
planning. Most CFUGs have at least some fundseéadpn community development and would
like advice on how to best utilize that money.

The key points to take away from this section begd CFUG executives and members see
the financial payments from REDD+ participationias main benefit of participation.
Executives also felt that the ability to generaieime from the forest without harvesting
resources is a unique benefit of REDD+. Finallg@iive and members users also note
improved fodder and fuelwood harvesting practie@sl administrative and silvicultural capacity

as non-monetary benefits of participation.

Ecosystem Services and Forest Conservation:

REDD+ is an ecosystem service payment progranptioaides payments in exchange
for conservation of forests. CFUG executive and imemunderstanding of these ideas and
willingness to participate in them will be essehtitathe success of REDD+ programs in

community forestry.

Awareness of ecosystem services:

While REDD+ is new and not always fully understdiydCFUG executives and
members in both watersheds, they have a broad aess®f the value of more traditional
ecosystem services such as: erosion control, eleamnd water, cool air and sustained water
throughout the year. CFUG members report that foeseurces for household use and
ecosystem services were viewed as more valuahtettiegamonetary value of selling timber even
before the advent of the RCMFN project. Therekean sense of the importance of long-term
forest health. CFUG executives and members almo&irmly report that services such as clean
water and air were the most valuable products thegived from the forests. This point was

expressed in following way:

“It [the forest] provides us fresh air, oxygen, gnde drinking water, increasing the
source of water. When we started the CF we didgabenough water daily.”
CFUG focus group
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“Fresh air and the fresh water | think is the madtiable thing we can get from the
forest.”
CFUG president

Basic household resources such as fodder and fodlwere also considered resources that
CFUG members could not live without but not as faméntally important to life as clean water

and air.

Forest conservation:

CFUG members in both study sites have shown angiliess to invest in forest
conservation in exchange for future benefits. Thas most apparent during the early stages of
establishing community forests when restrictionsey@aced on resource harvesting to help
forests regenerate. Currently, most CFUG memb@@tréhat they obtain more resources from
the forest now than when they started better magatjie forest. CFUG members initially
shifted resource use to private land so that ticeedsed extraction from community forests
would not cause a shortfall of household fuelwoptbdder. A few CFUG members reported
that overall extraction of forest resources washé&rgefore community forests were established,
but that much of the biomass harvested earliertalen by people living outside the
communities that manage community forests. As siineh¢ondition of forest was declining.
These individuals all perceived the situation wattds now with the advent of community
forests which includes clear rules and enforcerf@rforest use as well as for providing some
inputs into social programs by the CFUG. This wgsressed the following way:

“In the initial starting time there was no gooddst but now it is good. We planted
...trees and we thinned the forest. There was no gwedt but we thinned where it was
dense. Also a rotational watching system was imphaed. The watchers were members
from each household. We also stopped the grazinig.wWas not a problem because we
would go to the forest to cut the fodder in a dieanating way, not cutting the small
trees. In the beginning we still took from the CFU@ we took more wisely, only taking
the dead and dying tree. We used the fuelwood eadef from our private land, and
dead and dying trees from the forest and fromfmening. That is how they kept it from
being a problem. We get more resources from thestorow. We get more [drinking and
irrigation water] and because of the increase effthest condition the water has
increased. We get more of [Timber, fodder, andwWoed]. “

CFUG focus group
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In both Charnawati and Kayar Khola, livestock gngzivas prohibited in all of the
community forests. This decision was made becanderuheir grazing regimes the animals
foraged on shrubs and small trees and preventedtfmrgeneration. CFUG members in both
study sites said this restriction was not a butssrause now members obtain fodder from the
forest and feed it to their animals in their staltgler what is called “stall-based cut and carry”
livestock management. CFUG members | interviewpdntehat obtaining fodder is more work
than allowing cattle to graze in the forest, baytiperceive that the benefit of a healthy forest is
far greater than the cost of the extra work. Thayy mepresent a gender bias however in that
fodder harvest is often done by women, ultimatetreasing their daily work load; hence, the
burden is not felt or reported by men interviewedhis study.

In all the study sites, CFUG executives and memisgrsrted forests recovered more
rapidly than they had anticipated with the onsetahmunity forest management. In some
locations, forests were re-opened for use withio y&ars. CFUG members and executives have
shown that they both value and understand ecosystevites and resource conservation.

The key points to take away from this sectionthed CFUG executives and members
recognize and value the ecosystem services theweefrom the forest and are willing to invest
in forest conservation to improve the ecosystemises they receive from the forest. Ecosystem
service awareness and valuation, and willingnegsviest in forest conservation are key
components of REDD+ and awareness of these conog@l&UG executives and members
should make understanding REDD+ easier. Furtherthisesuggests that CFUG executives and
members values are aligned to a certain degreeRi#bD+'s goals and this should further

facilitate CFUG participation.

CFUGs as a Mechanism to Distribute REDD+ Payments:

Members of CFUG user groups in both the study’'skeypwatersheds believe that
CFUGs are a potentially effective mechanism toritiste REDD+ payments. Almost all
respondents felt the decision making process teg@onsive in both places. The general feeling

was that user groups practiced good governancevarereceptive to the needs of CFUG
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members suggesting that user groups are goodutingtis to distribute REDD+ funds. This view

was expressed in the following way:

“All the community members are asked in the anmuedting about the decision whether
to invest in certain activities or not. On the lsasi the priority and necessity the
investment is made. In the meeting we can expresgleas and views properly.”

CFUG focus group

“When we have a certain desire for the investmétt@money, at first the committee

investigates about that necessity and tries taf see money is sufficient for that

investment or not and then only the committee ¢hsmeeting for the further

discussion. If our desires are more feasible, anthie benefit of the whole community,

the committee tries to fulfill our needs and wamganaking the investment in that area.”
CFUG focus group

Furthermore, low income-generating community faesich as those in the Charniwati
study site have relatively fixed budgets due tartlmited financial resources; however, there is
broad consensus on how funds should be investd¢hyar Khola where CFUGs have much
larger budgets there is more flexibility on how ragrshould be spent and consequently more
discussion about potential investments. Usuallyetheas enough money to invest in all the areas
that the community identified as priorities.

The key point to take away from this section s t6FUG members believe CFUGs
generally practice good governance and can befactige mechanism to distribute REDD+

payments.

Section summary:

Lack of CFUG capacity to implement carbon measer@mecessitates expensive
outside expertise which both potentially reducebaa payment profits and undermines CFUG
autonomy and self-sufficiency. However, CFUG exe®stand members in both of the study’s
focal watersheds reported that they believe theycapable of learning how to conduct forest
measurements and are willing to invest limited camity forest funds in the requisite training.
The CFUGs in the study said they want to parti@patcarbon payment programs because they
recognize potential CFUG financial benefits as waslthose for improving the organization’s

operational capacity and forest extraction meth@i#tJG member awareness of forests for
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ecosystem services provides a helpful frameworkhfem to conceptualize carbon sequestration
and the benefits they would receive on the groawell as from healthy forests. Finally,
member perceptions of CFUG good governance sugiyggsbelieve the CFUG is an appropriate
mechanism for payment distribution.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter returns to the main question poseldrbeginning of the study and uses the
results to begin answering it. The main questioMilat are the opportunities and constraints for
community forest user groups to benefit from REQ#&tticipation? To examine these
opportunities and constraints the study specifjoaaluated: 1) how global carbon standards
and the ongoing negotiations surrounding them affgrortunities and constraints for
community forest user group participation in pragsadbased on REDD+; 2) how each of the
different actors -- CFUGs, NGOs and Nepali govemineenployees -- view their roles within
the development and operation of REDD+ prograniédpal, and 3) the capacity of CFUGs to
participate in and manage tasks required by REDDanieffective and equitable manner. The
chapter is divided into five parts: the first thyggats respond to these three dimensions by
summarizing and interpreting key results, linkihgr back to the literature, and where
appropriate, offering recommendations. Part foaces the first three parts into their global
context. Part five concludes the thesis by posorgesremaining questions and offering
suggestions on how the results may be useful tovaamty forestry in Nepal and elsewhere in
the world.

Part 1: Opportunities and Constraints that Global Carbon Standards and the Ongoing
Negotiations Surrounding Them Offer CFUG Participaion in Programs Based on REDD+
Uncertainty about REDD+ and REDD+’s Future:

My research found that lack of consensus in im@gonal negotiations over REDD+’s
institutional mechanisms and that Nepal is stiibbbshing its own REDD+ implementation
framework has left the DoF, NGOs, and CFUG exeestand members unsure of how REDD+
will operate.

Members of the government REDD+ cell and the NG@roanity who work on carbon
payment participation are apprehensive about CHligfb#ity to receive carbon payments.

They are concerned that CFUGs may not be eligtbfgtticipate in carbon payments because
forests are already well managed and minimal oppdst exists for increases in carbon
sequestration. Dahal and Banskota (2009) and Bysinie Khatri (2011) also report that CFUGs
may not be eligible to participate in carbon paytadrecause forests are already sustainably

managed and there will be minimal incentive to oarfinancers to pay CFUGs. These authors
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and the people | interviewed interpreted existiigP®+ documents as not supporting payments
for already restored forests, but these conclusgmare the stated role of countries to participate
in forming REDD+ policies and implementation guidek.

The RCMFN project is encouraging CFUGS to incresespiestration rates through
changes in forest management and resource use. €®0J@Ed be eligible to receive carbon
payments for additional sequestration that accinoes these changes but the ability of well
managed CFUGSs to increase sequestration is inigaest

CFUG executives and members are unaware of thiehappsion associated with
eligibility. They simply want to increase carbomgestration rates to receive payments.
Unfortunately, because CFUGs already implementessfaestoration several years ago, many
community forests have little scope for furtherease in carbon sequestration. Further
reduction in resource use is difficult to accompli€urrently, CFUGs have placed more
emphasis on existing management strategies (@astfthinning, replanting, fire line
maintenance) but have not introduced new pract@esrease forest carbon. CFUG members
and executives reported they had not decreasedroesose because they need all the resources
they are currently using to meet their daily regoients. In several interviews, CFUG executives
and members reported that resource use in theimeonty forests was reduced however this
was only possible because they had shifted usthew areas (i.e. leakage), thus negating any
overall carbon sequestration. Bleaney et al. (2009 that sequestration resulting from change
in management would be eligible for carbon paymbuntgdid not address if CFUGs are capable
of reducing resource extraction or implementing meanagement techniques without impinging
member resource needs.

Challenges to decrease resource use and to makerfaranagement changes strongly
suggest that CFUG efforts to increase sequestratanbe very limited. These findings lead me
to conclude that under current interpretations BDR+ policy, CFUGs will have difficulty
increasing sequestration rates and thus receiviemaior no payments. To address this issue,
the DoF should increase efforts to lobby for a ¢jeaim REDD+ rules to allow past
improvements in forest management to be eligibledobon payments. This means that Nepal
could set its carbon baseline at a date just poitine onset of community forestry. If this
negotiation is successful, Nepal’'s community faesill be eligible for carbon payments

without needing to make any changes in currenstare@nagement. Nepal is not the only nation
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that would benefit from this strategy and it islisec to argue that Nepal can work with other
countries to lobby for this rule change. The inédlonal financers are concerned that making
payments based on past improvements in manageseaot the best use of the limited pool of
REDD+ financing but that is not a worry for Nepidepal should try to gain as much benefit out
of the program as they can possibly achieve.

| also discovered CFUG executive and member uringytaround how a national
REDD+ program will operate and when it will go irgfiect has left them cautious about
investing in REDD+ preparedness. CFUGSs believe tagyincrease the payments they are
receiving from the RCMFN project by improving for@sanagement and resource conservation;
however, they are aware it is only funded throdghdnd of 2013. Furthermore because users
have observed many previous short term developprergcts they are wary of investing time
into learning about what they perceive to be anatlegy program with an unknown future.

In support of my findings, Alvarado & Wertz-Kamnikoff (2007), Angelsen (2008),
FoEI (2008) and Densham et al. (2009) report tetdils on how different aspects of REDD+
will operate have not been finalized. They spealficidentified the following as important
unknowns: CFUG eligibility, carbon baseline caltigdas, measurement and verification of
carbon stocks, and techniques to conduct monit@pverification. Bleaney et al. (2009) add
to this observation by stating that this unceriahds left DoF and NGO staff unsure of how to
move forward with REDD+ implementation or if thev@stments will be worthwhile. CFUG
executive and member concerns are not addresskd literature but they are similar to those
expressed by the DoF and NGO members.

The DoF is also concerned that resolving the isaumsnd implementation and executing
their solutions will take another ten years. Thigation creates apprehension that the REDD+
program may never come to fruition in Nepal. Ingap of my findings, Angelsen et al. (2012)
and Hansen et al. (2009) report that resolving denifes with REDD+ implementation will be
difficult and time consuming.

While uncertainty about the regulations around canmeasurement and verification are
causing apprehension in Nepal and slowing impleatamt, this situation should also be viewed
as an opportunity for Nepal to advocate for rubes will work best in Nepal. The DoF, NGOs
and CFUGs should take this time to investigatdesgias that allow CFUGSs to participate in
REDD+ that take into account challenges specifiCk®G and Nepal. Then the DoF should
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advocate for these rules. It might even be advaatagyto argue for special REDD+ rules for
CFUGs that recognize their unique advantages: detiostructures that allow for payments
directly to forest uses, diverse forest managersieategies that will prevent forests from being
exclusively managed for carbon, poverty alleviagpwograms and ability to deliver ecosystem
services to CFUG members.

Despite concerns, CFUG executives and memberd)aRdstaff recognize that REDD+
participation is low risk because it promotes fonservation. Stakeholders stated that, even in
the worst case scenario (i.e. REDD+ provides nongays), community forest user groups will
still be left with healthy forests. This perceivadk of risk, combined with outside funding (e.g.
FCPF; other international agencies) to developnatiREDD+ policies and conduct training,
has led these groups to continue to push aheadowaparedness. My study is the first to identify
that CFUG executives and members perceive REDDslvement to be low risk because it will
not negatively affect forest condition.

While CFUGs are not aware of all the concerns das®mve, they recognize many of
them and are still interested in participating.sTéuiggests that if CFUGs are properly informed
about REDD+, including potential concerns, they waill be interested in participating because
of the need for increased income and technicaityliley believe they can get from

participating in REDD+.

CEUG Requirement to Work with the Government:
The UN-REDD Program and the FCPF mandate that REDBbding will be channeled
through national governments (UN-REDD Program 2GXDPF 2010). My interview results

determined that CFUG members and executives deswerk directly with international carbon
financers to avoid the appropriation of carbon &ibg the government. They are also concerned
that misuse of funds will occur if national NGOs as facilitators. Corruption and instability in
the Nepali government, due in part to the civil wathe mid-2000s as well as current failures to
draft a new constitution, have made CFUGs wary afkimg with the government. Despite
widespread opposition among CFUG executives andbaesrio the concept of financial
intermediaries, they do recognize the need fostmsie to facilitate the sale of carbon.
Executives and members find the idea of outsidp &eteptable if transparency and

accountability can be insured. Furthermore | doauetkthat DoF staff believe that despite
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opposition to the government’s role in REDD+, itiidikely to change because it guarantees the
DoF control over the program and its funding.

My findings regarding CFUG distrust of governmeontol are supported by Peskett et
al. (2010) who report that the international regoient that REDD+ payments be funneled
through the government is problematic for progrartipipation. These authors emphasize that
this issue exists because many developing couritaes weak institutional capacity and poor
records of good governance. CFUGSs are opposedviergment control of the REDD+ funds for
two reasons: 1) the government will keep most loofahe money and 2) the DoF will hold
more power over CFUGs through access to this madrtey DoF argues that it needs to keep
some of the carbon payments to finance programemehtation. CFUGs and their supporting
NGOs need to negotiate with the DoF to set thegmtage of the money they take for program
administration as low as possible. Furthermore thesd to advocate for rules that give CFUGs
control over how they can use the money.

In addition to concerns with REDD+ facilitationlelarned that CFUG executives also
consider requirements for professional accountiagdards and the use of bank accounts to be
restrictive. These regulations create barrier®toesCFUGS, particularly those that do not carry
a bank account, have access to a bank or paydégsional accounting. However CFUG
executives also expressed a strong desire to BHlIG capacity and the requirements to meet
financial standards necessary to participate in REhay persuade CFUGSs to address these
issues. Lack of professional accounting and pomorcekeeping within CFUGs are not directly
addressed in discussions of REDD+ participationkartel (2006) reports that it is a current
challenge for CFUGs.

The FCPF states that its funding is intended tp belld capacity in the governments of
participant nations (FCPF 2010). In Nepal this fagds being channeled through the DoF. |
found that some DoF and NGO members discussedteatml FCPF funding has to address
longstanding issues within community forestry adl a®those directly related to REDD+
participation but there is no official plan to encage this approach. Long standing issues within
community forestry, such as lack of technical cégat the DoF and CFUG level, and need for
improved governance and equitable resource distoare problematic, but if some are
addressed for the sake of carbon market particopatommunity forestry will likely improve

more broadly in Nepal. In support of my resultshBlaand Banskota (2009) also recognize the
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potential for REDD+ funding to help alleviate sysie issues in community forestry but they do
not specifically address how this would be accost@d.

To address these challenges The DoF, NGOs and CBhigsdd work together to
determine which investments need to be made iDtdteand CFUG to prepare them to be able
to participate in REDD+ and how these investmeatsalso benefit other aspects of community

forestry.

Part 2: View of Each Actor’'s (CFUGs, NGOs, Nepali Gvernment Employees) Role within
the Development and Operation of REDD+ Programs ilNepal
DoF and CFUG Conflict:

My research documented that despite establishnieanomunity forestry on the basis of

promoting improvements in forests and the wellba&hbpcal communities, conflict is occurring
among the DoF, CFUGs and their supporting NGOs wwech objective shall take priority. Not
surprisingly, the DoF is mostly concerned with &ireonditions. CFUGSs, on the other hand,
value the condition of the forest and the finanoéglources it provides that can help improve
social and economic conditions. The connection betwpeople and forests is the founding
concern in community forestry in Nepal and aroumglworld. However, this relationship
remains tenuous for many forestry departmentshEuriore if the DoF continues to seek a
larger share of revenue from CFUGSs, another neweydirective of community forestry in
Nepal and elsewhere, they will undermine the ditraness of REDD+ and community forestry
to local people. This is because CFUGs are conddhaa the DoF will increase taxation and
oversight over community forest management. Myaedefound that such proposals are being
discussed and introduced as recently as 2012. Eifests, however, are strongly opposed by
CFUGs and national level community forestry NGOs.

The conflict between DoF and CFUGs on CFUG patritigm in REDD+ are very
important limitations to REDD+. DoF effort to cookiREDD+ financing and to increase
management over community forests creates midtrtsteen CFUGs and the DoF, and hinders
solution to issues that directly and indirectlyeatfREDD+ participation such as carbon
ownership and modernization of the laws governmmmunity forestry. Studies by Thoms
(2008) and Kanel (2006) also discuss the conflttMeen community forestry groups and the
forestry department. Paudel et al. (2012), and Deatch Banskota (2009) also documented DoF
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efforts to increase CFUG taxation and oversights Tonflict led me to conclude that CFUGs
should be wary of the DoF controlling REDD+ fundimgcause the DoF may attempt to put
extra restrictions on how the REDD+ money can legl@d they may try to acquire more of the
REDD+ money than needed to implement the programh&rmore, these concerns show there
is a lack of trust on the part of the DoF in CFUGse DoF does not trust that CFUGs will
invest its money in ways that will be best for foeest. They are concerned they will invest all
of their money in community projects and not inefstrconservation. From my interviews |
found this to be untrue. CFUG executives and meséepressed that they wanted to maximize
the benefits they could obtain from the forestritat the cost of damaging the forest because
then it would no longer meet their needs. If thd-ioes not let CFUGs operate independently
then they will never be able to do so, and it iskety that they will be able to participate
independently in REDD+. The DoF certainly has @ tolplay as an advisory and oversight
organization but their authority over CFUGs shdugdimited to this. However, understanding
REDD+ in light of the history of community forestiry Nepal suggests the DoF is not likely to
relinquish its control, especially if the prograrer& to become a large source of income.

CFUG Executive and User Engagement and UnderstaiodiREDD+ and RCMFEN:
Another set of issues which restricted CFUGs acreat of the RCMFN project had to

do with lack of RCMFN engagement with the full CFu@&mbership. This limitation was
particularly problematic in Charniwati because RQWRitially engaged only with CFUG
leaders and relied exclusively on them to introdineeRCMFN project. CFUG members, as a
result, lacked understanding of the overall progext were not willing to invest in it. This
suggests the importance of engaging all CFUG mesnbeen introducing new programs and
that good communication by the government and N&{porting REDD+ implementation
could be essential. Furthermore RCMFN'’s reliancenformal networks and methods for
distribution of information and announcements aUGHneetings is not adequate to produce
fully informed participation. | found that half GfFUG members had never heard of REDD+ or
RCMFN and that most of those that had, only kndemabasic details about them. My
observation that lack of users awareness is a nsgoe that will hinder implementation of
REDD+ is also emphasized by Bleaney et al. (2068)Rurnomo et al. (2012) who note that
properly informed stakeholders were a necessargquesite to participation in REDD+.
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Part 3: Capacity of CFUGs to Participate in and Marage Tasks Required by REDD+ in an
Effective and Equitable Manner

Forest Measurement and Carbon Calculation:

My interviews revealed that CFUGs in my two stsigs lack the technical skills to
conduct forest measurement and the knowledge ontti@aiculate carbon sequestration rates
even after two years of training. They want to depé¢hese skills to be in control and fully
participating in REDD+. CFUG executives also fidt they will eventually be able to
measure the forest independently with additiorsahing. Furthermore, CFUGs lack the
equipment necessary to conduct forest measureraedtare also concerned about equipment
cost. Broader structural issues in society sudaasof skilled or educated labor due to poor
educational infrastructure and outmigration wes® atlentified by CFUG executives as partially
responsible for low capacity of CFUGs. Seddon e{28102) and Kanel (2006) also report on the
insufficient technical knowledge of CFUGs as a hamte to REDD+ implementation. Earlier
studies by Kanel (2006), Dahal and Banskota (2@@8)Bushley and Khatri (2011) support my
conclusion that most CFUGs do not have the skilsnalytical capacity required to measure the
forest and calculate carbon sequestration ratdblelfuture a more rigorous educational
component or robust facilitation by NGOs is neettettain users to measure the forest. Despite
these challenges of lack of CFUG capacity, acaeskilled labor and equipment, | concluded
that CFUG executives had a strong desire to inmeste necessary training required for
participation in carbon payment programs.

Community Forest User Group Willingness to Investiaining:

| discovered that CFUG executives and users sé&eCQR&G as an independent
governance organization that is continually stringgto maintain its independence from the
DoF. Due to their desire for operational autono@kGs seek to conduct as much of the forest
measurement and analysis as possible independentiythe government and NGOs. CFUGs
are also willing to invest their own resourcesamaducting the necessary training. The national
REDD+ program should capitalize on the strong @dsy CFUGs to have greater control in
conducting the program. Mufoz-Pina et al. (2008) ldofty & Haakenstad (2011) also

emphasize that lack of local level involvement reagicerbate program constraints.
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Furthermore, cost of REDD+ implementation is acesn and a national REDD+
program should make the most of CFUG desire tdacse labor to reduce the cost of carbon
measurement and verification. An added benefltas those expenses would be paid to
community members as opposed to outside experen Eprogram implementation is costly,
that money will still become a source of incomel@mal community members. | was not able to
find any mention in the literature of CFUG intergstonducting their own independent carbon
measurement and analyses, however, Dahal & Bangk@®®) confirm CFUG perceptions that
the use of local labor is a good way to reduce lue@ad costs of REDD+ participation.

It is important to note that even after two yedrparticipation in the RCMFN project, no
CFUG interviewed reported that they could measedarest independently. However there
was still a desire on the part of CFUGs to learmenand a feeling that they could eventually
participate independently. It is concerning thatreafter this long time period, CFUGs cannot
even conduct forest measurements. While some CHakgormally educated individuals,
many do not, so lack of educated individuals cateathe only issue. Furthermore in the
thousands of members of all the CFUGs patrticipatf@CMFEN, there are clearly many
individuals with the motivation and ability to masthe skills required to conduct forest
measurements in two years. The only reasonabldusion is that the training program

developed by RCMFN requires improvement.

Costs Related to Community Forest User Group Raation in REDD+:

CFUG executives and members are unsure abouttile forofitability of REDD+
participation because they do not know the costolipment, measurement, and analysis. CFUG
participation in the RCMFEN project, which is an agppmation of an envisioned national
REDD+ program, is designed to have no financiat tmsisers and was not intended to test the
cost effectiveness of its methodology for REDD+iggration. Due to this limitation, CFUG
executives and members do not have the neces$amnation to assess actual costs of
involvement

One of the premises of the RCMFN project is thatGFmembers can reduce resource
use, and that carbon sequestration will increaserasult of resource reduction. | found that
some CFUG members do not have access to alterrsatirees of forest products outside their

community forest and that most members have, &t égoor understanding of the RCMFN
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project. CFUG member ability to assess the coshidfing or reducing resource use in exchange
for financial payments is likely limited withoutfall understanding of the RCMFN project.
Limited management changes and lack of resourceedsetion suggest that payments may be
minimal and unable to offset participation costasVimportantly, if RCMFN or any REDD+
effort means CFUG lose their community forest aswarce of meeting household forest product
needs, they are not likely to enlist local supmotheir programs.

Bleaney et al. (2009) complement my results by easj@mng how uncertainty around
how REDD+ will operate at the national level and@&rns about the cost of participation for
CFUGs is a key but unresolved issue due to théenpiredry stages of REDD+ development in
Nepal. Furthermore Graham (2012) notes that REDRy tinreaten access by local people to
forest resources and Kanel and Kandel (2004) raiseserns about overly protectionist CFUG
management needlessly limiting member access ¢éstfoesources.

A future national REDD+ program will need to eresthrat the costs of program
participation are determined before it is introdiite CFUGs and that CFUGSs are fully informed
about what participation in REDD+ involves so tloayy make fully informed decisions about

whether participation will benefit their CFUG.

Benefits Community Forest User Groups Receive fRarticipating in REDD+ and RCMFEN:

CFUG executives and members reported that incomerggon such as training and
capacity building to be benefits of participationcarbon payment programs. My results support
the work of Huftey & Haakenstad (2011), Pesketlle2010) and Dahal & Banskota (2009)
who all confirmed that these were potential besdfiim participating in REDD+.

In contrast to Peskett et al. (2010) and Dahal &$&ata (2009) whose work lacked
specificity about potential non-monetary benefidiscovered that CFUG executives had very
explicit ideas about the nature of these bendiitecutives saw the re-focusing of member
attention on the importance of good forest manageeea significant benefit; they reported
that members were harvesting more carefully andnti@ay of them had increased awareness of
the importance of conservative resource use. Fumthre, increased silvicultural capacity from
improved forest measurement as well as acquisitiorew management skills and techniques

were also identified as benefits from participatiofREDD+.
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A future national REDD+ program should try to emstivat the skills that CFUGs gain
associated with REDD+ patrticipation are also apblie to other areas of community forestry.
This may mean expanding some of the training t@rceubjects that are related to general
CFUGs needs but not directly related to REDD+. Thilkinsure that CFUG get even more
benefit out of participation and that REDD+ caroaiglp other areas of community forestry.

Furthermore, as others have shown (Peskett eD&0, Dahal & Banskota 2009), local
forestry groups value the potential to earn extcame from forest conservation. REDD+
potentially enables them to conserve their foragtaut having to face the negative trade offs
related to timber extraction. For REDD+ to be ssstul CFUGs need to recognize a benefit
from participation. One of the primary benefitsfidun my study is the ability of carbon
payments to fund social welfare programs. DoFi&in on allocation of CFUG income for
social welfare should be noted as a potential desitive for CFUG participation and a
compromise reached. It suggests again the problddoF not willing to lessen control of

community forestry user groups.

Awareness of Ecosystem Services:

CFUG executives and users identified several etexsyservices, such as clean air and
water, as the most important non-monetary benifég receive from the forest. They reported
that it is good to protect the forest because #lnetorest produces quality ecosystem services
and that it was worth using fewer resources, tertam degree, to improve these services.
Furthermore, generating income from the forestheut degrading the services it provides, is
recognized as a benefit of the RCMFN project. Huéted Haakenstad (2011) also reported
improvement in ecosystem services as a co-befdRE®D+, however they did not discuss
whether REDD+ participants will see this as a gigant benefit. The ability to generate income
without degrading the forest should be a primaiyngepoint of REDD+ participation.
Furthermore benefits from forest conservation aftirm of ecosystem service improvement

should also be used to recruit CFUGS into a natiBEdDD+ project.

Good CFUG Governance:

| found that CFUG executives and members in bbthecase study watersheds are

concerned that some or all of REDD+ payments vélklphoned off by the DoF before they
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have access to them. Fritzen (2007) and HufteyHaskenstad (2011) also questioned whether
REDD+ payments will reach the local communities thegpend on the forest and are most
affected by management changes related to REDD#eWiey were concerned about REDD+
payments reaching the community level they felt thiney did, they would be used
appropriately. CFUG members identified mechanism@ace within their CFUG to decide how
their income is used in a manner responsive to tlegds and the broader community; they also
noted that historically their user group funds hbeen fairly dispersed. While CFUG members
approved of this general process they noted thet@ance at CFUG meeting and knowledge
about CFUG activities, actions and decisions waesgary to monitor how financial resources
were used.

In contrast, Cotula (2009), (Thoms 2008) and D&Bhnskota (2009) documented elite
capture of resources and finances in CFUGs in Nepaidentify REDD+ funding as another
potential source for corruption. The disparity be¢w member perceptions of good governance
and the literature may originate from the oftendeid nature of elite capture. Thoms (2008)
notes that social welfare programs or timber suésithat are open to any member of the CFUG
but require substantial capital on the part ofghsicipant can only be take advantage of by

wealthy CFUG members.

Part 4. Nepal's Experience with REDD+ Relative to Gher Nations

To assess Nepal’s experience with REDD+ relativiaéoglobal context | examined
Lawlor et al. (2013) analysis of over forty one REDprojects across twenty two countries;
eight projects were in Asia, fourteen in Africa arideteen in South and Central America. These
projects were chosen because they were certifigdblimate, Community, and Biodiversity
(CCB) Alliance. The CCB is a partnership of NGOatthromotes land management activities to
mitigate climate change and improve local peogie&s. REDD+ projects that are certified by
the CCB are required to report on local peopletigpation and benefits from these projects in a
systematic way. This allowed the researchers tdwcincomparative analysis between and
among projects. Their findings in relation to commiy benefits from REDD+, and engagement
and education about REDD+ and project design génetgpport my findings and other existing
research, (Bushley and Khatri 2011) that educatmhengagement of local people are lacking

in REDD+ project and that there are still questisasounding the overall benefit of REDD+
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projects. In contrast their findings on tenure siégwwontradict my results and other existing
research (Dahal & Banskota 2009) that mostly retseerns about potential negative effects
REDD+ may have on tenure security.

In contrast to the concerns | identified about teraecurity, Lawlor et al. (2013) review
of REDD+ projects found that they had not weaketeedre security; in some cases, they
strengthened it. Lawler and colleagues were abtisiwern a project’s effect on tenure in forty of
the forty one projects in the study. In additioarthwas evidence for improvement in tenure
security in twelve of those projects. Furthermdmeytfound that improvements mostly occurred
in places that had week existing tenure rights. maen factor they used to gage tenure strength
was whether the government maintained ownershipeofand. This study would have likely
classified Nepali community forests as having wieaiure despite some of the inherent
advantages Nepal has relative to other communrgstoy systems in Asia, such as strong
political support and well established legal frare This seems to bode well for Nepal,
however the exact factors that led to this improwegdire condition were not discussed.

Similar to what | found in Nepal, Lawlor et al. %) reported that while many of the
projects stated they educated people about REDB+wolved them in the process of project
development, there was little evidence that masillpeople had an adequate understanding of
the different programs. This is similar to what happened in Nepal; although the REDD+ and
the RCMFEN project have been explained to CFUG exexsiand members, only a few
individuals understand how REDD+ and RCMFN work.

Awono et al. (2013) and Sunderlin and Sills (20d@ed that due to uncertainty about
international REDD+ policy and carbon markets, REQDojects often delayed fully informing
participants about REDD+ or did not share projéahg to avoid raising expectations too high
for participants. This situation is also similartbat found in Nepal where the uncertainty around
REDD+ had not been conveyed to any CFUG executivesember | interviewed. Lawlor et al.
(2013), Awono et al. (2013) and Sunderlin and $i#312) do not address whether the projects
they analyzed made participants aware of all oltieertainties around REDD+ but this is
unlikely given that the biggest reasons that iraéamal REDD+ policy and REDD+ projects can
be so challenging to understand is due to issu@®deto uncertainty. Reticence of RCMFN and
other REDD+ based project staff at addressing tlssses is understandable however it leaves

local people uninformed about issues that couldedlem problems in the future. Furthermore
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failure to share information makes the implicitaaptions that project staff members are
capable of understanding these complexities bat jpeople are not. From my research | found
that CFUG executives were willing to take risks amake investments to improve their
community forest and the user group. Local peoptaikl be fully informed about these
uncertainties and many will still be willing to piarpate in these types of programs despite these
concerns.

For many of the projects in Lawlor et al. (2018Yiew it is too early to assess whether
they have produced material benefits. There wadeece in half of the projects for some direct
benefits in the form of income, jobs or in-kind tdoutions for local populations. However
advantages were deemed only modest. These resrkssimilar to those that | found in Nepal.
All of the CFUGs participating in RCMFN had receaiMeenefits in the form of cash payments
and jobs but they were still unsure if the gainpaticipating in REDD+ would ultimately
outweigh the costs. Lawlor et al. (2013) conclusieeem to shed some doubt on the hopes of
NGOs, government and CFUGs to significantly incee@5UG income from REDD+ payments.
However, even modest financial benefits were cared attractive by CFUG executives.
Overall, Lawlor’s review of this diverse group abjects is encouraging for the future of REDD
in Nepal.

REDD+ is new to Nepal and a national REDD+ implatagon strategy is still under
development. However strong lessons are begirtniegnerge that are both similar and
different to what is occurring globally. There s @vidence that REDD+ participation will
improve tenure security for community forests irplllein comparison to what has been reported
in other locations outside the country where pagoditon in REDD+ programs has strengthened
local people’s land rights. In contrast, Nepal'pexence with educating and engaging local
people seems to mirror what is occurring in otlmmdries but significant doubt exists as to how
well informed and engaged most people have bechikein Nepal, evidence from elsewhere
demonstrates local people are receiving materigmtdges from REDD+ participation however

their range of benefits is wider and the ultimaaéng communities will receive is still uncertain.

Part 5: Conclusions
Climate change appears to be the greatest chaltdribes century. REDD+ programs

provide payments in exchange for increased fo@ss@rvation with the goal of reducing carbon
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emissions from forest destruction and degradaR#DD+ recognizes that durable conservation
gains cannot be met at the expense of local foests, many of whom depend on forest
resources for their daily survival. This is botpragressive goal and also a necessity.

REDD+ theoretically takes the needs of local peapie consideration but former
programs, similar to REDD+, that have been desigitéle international level, have had great
difficulty delivering on this ideal. REDD+ statdsat nations have the flexibility to tailor national
implementation strategies to local conditions hosvehere is pressure to conform to
international standards that are easily compatatleng nations. Furthermore, national level
implementers in Nepal, who have also noted the rapoe of local participation in program
design, have held most planning meetings in Katlitunamd made minimal efforts to engage
CFUGs in rural regions of Nepal.

Forest user engagement in REDD+ design is crueicdiise these programs are being
implemented in diverse locations with their ownqu@ histories, peoples and ecological
conditions. The structural institutions around camnmity forestry provide many advantages for
REDD+ implementation in Nepal; however, these $tmas bring their own challenges such as
the fact that the government retains ownership @FUG lands and has the final say over forest
management. Government control over REDD+ prograsigth and payments will likely
exacerbate these challenges considering the desttalature of REDD+ administration and the
need for technical forestry knowledge to conducdbea monitoring and verification. The
potential value of REDD+ payments is further caeseoncern given previous DoF attempts at
forest resource re-appropriation.

As tenuous as Nepal's CFUG rights are, user grstijprave more legal security than
many forest users around the world. Furthermoreyabne third of the Nepalese are members
of CFUGs giving them significant political cloutoFthese reasons, Nepal is an ideal test bed for
REDD+. However, even with these advantages, REpi@sents significant challenges for
CFUGs. In places where tenure rights are less send forest dependent people have reduced
political power, REDD+ may represent more of aahtban an opportunity, especially if
potential carbon payments prove to be lucrative.

Lack of DoF effort to engage CFUGs about REDD+ sstgjthat CFUGs need to lead
that process themselves. To influence internati®dDD+ structures and guidelines and to
influence how REDD+ should be implemented in Nep&COFUN and CFUG presidents
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participating in RCMFN need to work together toateea list of recommendations for these
organizationsNepali CFUGs and FECOFUN should push for measureamhverification
structures that are centered around CFUGs andvetbé development of skills required to
conduct these activities at the CFUG level. FECORUWN CFUG presidents should then meet
with REDD Cell personnel to advocate the REDD @eliake these suggestions into account
when developing its national REDD+ program. Theyudtl also encourage the government to
advocate for these ideas at future COP-20 meetinigsalso important that FECOFUN and
some of the CFUG presidents travel to the next @@Eting, COP-20. FECOFUN should work
with other national and international organizatitimst promote local forest user rights. The
CFUG president’s role should be to provide firghdhdestimonials in support of their
recommendations.

It is crucial for this engagement to take placedose many CFUGs will be ineligible to
receive payments if carbon payment eligibility & expanded. Many community forests in
Nepal have invested decades of hard work into mgldp and maintaining healthy forests and
the emphasis that developed nations have placéarioing REDD+ into the most efficient
economic mechanism possible is likely to leave mafrthese users groups out of the process.
From some economists perspectives, it is ineffidiempay “good behaving” CFUGs to do what
they are already doing. However, this view is rgptiable as it rewards those that have
practiced “bad behavior.” Furthermore it does ran@wledge the benefits that these CFUGs
have provided in the past. For example, a commudarst that has been sequestering carbon for
10-20 years has been providing a valuable globalcethrough climate mitigation and they
deserve to benefit from REDD+ programs and paynmmoie than locations that have not
practiced good conservation. It is also inequédbllimit CFUGs to the funds they can receive
for carbon payments because they have already gaatkedecisions about forest management.
While there are sound economic reasons for focusiniprests that can produce the most gains
in relation to carbon sequestration and decreas€©R emissions, they fail to deliver on moral
grounds and do not recognize the need to protestirex gains in forest conservation.

Success of community forestry in Nepal is ofterditesl to the fact that, while
incomplete, it did devolve forest management tal@eople; these individuals took ownership

of forest management once they had these rightsedatively quickly saw tangible benefits
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from this change. This history suggests that ilqgeople are given control over participation in

REDD+, and receive benefits from participation, pinegram will succeed.
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