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Executive Summary 
 

Nepal consists of a land area of approximately 147 thousand square kilometer, housing 
about 31 million peoples of which about 80% (more than 18,000 groups) depend on the 
forests for their daily livelihood. Many types of grievances are presently expressed by 
forest users who are primarily concerned about their access to the forest and user rights, 
especially because of arapid shift in land tenure occurring since the 18th century. Besides 
forest user rights, grievances are also expressed on issues as illegal extraction of 
products, influence of elites, inequitable resource distribution and exclusionof resources 
to marginalized groups (women, indigenous peoples and Dalits). Forest users prefer 
handling grievances by informal grievance mechanisms and refer to customary forums in 
which accepted leaders conduct a mediation session to settle the dispute. If this is not 
successful, disputants may submit their grievance to the forest authority - District Forest 
Officer, Wardenor relevant authorityς who hears the disputants and has a final say in the 
dispute.  
 
With the implementation of the REDD+ program, Nepal will construct a grievance 
feedback and redress mechanism (GRM) in the current structure of the Ministry of 
Forests and Soil Conservation (MoFSC).The GRM is a space for stakeholders to discuss 
problems and solve problemsthrough an acceptable, independent and institutionalized 
mechanism for resolving conflict coming from REDD+ implementation. Grievances can be 
submitted by email, written letter, telephone, SMS and a suggestion/complaint box 
placed at the District Forest Office (DFO). Support from NGOs, interest groups and other 
stakeholdersis necessary for helping local forest users submit their grievances. 
Grievances are assessed by subject-experts and DFO staff possessing substantial 
knowledge about forestry, REDD+ and conflict resolution. In relative difficult cases, an 
external expert can serve as a mediator in trying to reach agreement between disputing 
parties. If parties are unable to reach a resolution,they may submit an appeal to the 
REDD Working Group, who will decide on the case. As a last resort, REDD stakeholders 
can submit a formal complaint through the  DFO or other pŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭƛΩǎ Ƨǳǎtice system.  
 
Operationalization of the GRM will take 15 months. In the first 9 months, several 
activities are undertaken such as staff training and administrative tasks to set up the 
grievance mechanism for the Terai region. Second level operationalization includes 
expanding to a nationwide GRM with case officers stationed in all five regional forest 
offices. The last three months of operationalization are dedicated to creating a digital 
modality for submission via email. The GRM will be introduced with a comprehensive 
communication plan, targeted to local communities, private forest holders, NGOS and 
other interest groups, regional and district level forest offices, experts in environmental 
and social sciences, REDD+ related structures, and GRM clients.  
 
The study team concludes that with the quasi-judicial structure proposed. The grievance 
redress mechanism Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ άƛƴ-ōŜǘǿŜŜƴέ ǎǘŜǇ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ 
informal dispute resolution fails. This step is crucial, given the high amount of existing 
conflict, and the difficulty local forest users have accessing the formal system because of 
its complexity or anxiety to use the system.The study team recommends for the GRM to 
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become institutionalized and effective in handling grievances in an impartial and timely 
manner. On the legal topic, the team recommenends to create legal provisions for GRM 
implementation, incuding amendment of laws and regulations.  To ensure adequate 
execution of the GRM, the study team recommends to gradually expand the GRM from 
regional to national focus while learning. This will  have to go together with expert 
guidance, raising awareness and providing incentives for stakeholders using the GRM. 
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;f/f+z 

g]kfnn] cf]u6]sf] !$& xhf/ ju{ sL= ld= If]qdf nueu #! Nffv 3/kl/jf/sf] u[x:tL 

rn]sf] 5 . h;dWo] *)Ü dflg;x? -!*))) eGbf j9L ;d'xx?_ cf¢gf] hLljsf]kfh{gsf 

nflu jg§h+undf e/ kb{5g\ . ;g !* cf} ztfJbL b]lv k6s§k6s jgh+unn] cf]u6]sf] 

hldgsf] :jfldTj kl/jt{g x'bfF :jfldTj ;DjlGw ljleGg vfn] u'gf;fx? clxn] klg ;'Gg 

kfOG5 h:t} jg h+un ;DjlGw >f]tdf kxF'r, pkef]Qmfsf] clwsf/ cflb . jg >f]tdf 

pkef]Qmfsf] clwsf/ jfx]s 7'nf§j9fsf], k|efj, cj}w rf]/L§lgsf;L, c;dfg ljt/0f / 

dlxnf, blnt / cflbjf;Lsf] >f]tsf] k|of]ujf6 jlxis/0f ePsf h:tf u'gf;fx? klg 5g\ . 

jgsf pkef]Qmfx? ljjfb÷u'gf;fx? ;dfwfg ug{ cgf}krfl/s lgsfox? ?rfpF5g\ .  

To:tf k/Dk/fut lgsfosf JolQmx?åf/f dWo:ytf u/L ljjfbx? ;dfwfg ub{5g\ . olb 

cgf}krfl/s lgsfojf6 ljjfb ;dfwfg gePdf dfq lhNnf jg clwsf/L, jf8]{g, jf 

;/f]sf/jfnf clwsf/Lx? ;dIf u'gf;fx? btf{ ug]{ rng 5 hxfF ljjfbsf] ;'g'jfO u/L 

clGtd lg0f{o lbOG5 .  

/]8 sfo{qmdsf] sfof{Gjogsf lGflDt g]kfnn] jg dGqfnosf] jt{dfg ;+oGq leq} 

u'gf;f] ;dfwfg ;+oGq  (GRM) :yfkgf ug]{ 5 . h;df ;/f]sf/jfnfx? 5nkmn u/L 

;d:ofsf] ;dfwfg vf]Hg] 5g\ . kl/0ffd :j?k ;f] ;+oGq ;j{ :jLsfo{, :jtGq, lgikIf / 

;+:yfut eO{ /]8 sfo{qmdsf] sfof{Gjogdf cfpg] ljjfbx? ;xh?kdf ;dfwfg x'g]5g\ . 

u'gf;f tyf ljjfbx? kq, Od]n, 6]lnkmf]g, P;= Pd= P;= åf/f cyf{t ;'emfjk]6L cflbdf 

k|fKt x'g ;Sg]5g\ . :yfgLo jg pkef]Qmf ;d"xnfO{ ljjfbx? btf{ ug{ :yfgLo u}x| ;/sf/L 

;+:yf, OR5's JolQm tyf ;d'xx? cflbn] ;xof]u ug{ ;Sb5g\ . ljjfb÷u'gf;fx?sf] 

k/LIf0f tyf ;dfwfgsf] kxn ljz]if1x?n] / lhNnf jg sfof{nosf sd{rf/Lx? h;n] 

ljjfb ;dfwfgsf] k|ofKt 1fg / zLk /fVb5g\n] dfq ug]{5g\ . s]xL s7Lg ljjfbx?df eg] 

jfx\o JolQmx?n] dWo:ytf u/L ljjfbLt kIfnfO{ d]nldnfk u/fpg] 5g\ . olb ljjflbt 

kIfx? ;xdltdf k'Ug g;s]df, pgLx? cf¢gf] ljjfb /]8 sfo{ ;d"xdf btf{ ug{ ;Sg]5g\ . 

clGtd pkfosf] ?kdf eg] ;/f]sf/jfnfx? /fHosf GofoLs cf}krfl/s lgsfox?df hfg 

;Sg]5g\ .  
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  u'gf;f] ;'g'jfO{ ;+oGq (GRM) nfO{ sfof{Tds ?k lbg kGw| dlxgf nfUg] 5 . z'?sf 

gf}  dlxgfdf y'k|} lqmofsnfkx? Ufg'{kg]{ 5 h:t} sd{rf/L tflnd, k|zf;gLs Joj:yfkg 

tyf cGo cfjZos Joj:yfkg u/L t/fO{ If]qdf GRM ;+oGqsf] :yfkgf ul/g] 5 . 

 To;kl5sf] bf]>f] r/0fdf b]ze/L GRM :yfkgf ug{ / kfFr j6} If]lqo jg 

sfof{nox?df s]; clkm;/x? Joj:yf ug{ nfUg] 5 . clGtdsf tLg dlxgf Od]n dfkm{t 

ljjfb btf{ ug]{ Joj:yf / j]e ;fO6 lgdf{0f ug{nfO{ 5'6\ofOPsf] 5 . U'fgf;f] ;'g'jfO{ ;+oGq 

J[fxt ;+rf/ of]hgf ;lxt :yfkgf x'g]5, h;sf] nIo :yfgLo ;d"bfo, gLlh jgjfnf 

JolQmx?, u}/ ;/sf/L ;+:yfx? Tfyf cGo OR5's ;d"xx?, If]lqo tyf lhNnf jg sfof{no, 

jftfj/0f / ;fdflhs lj1x?, /]8Kn; ;Fu ;DjlGwt ;+/rgfx? / GRM k|of]ustf{nfO{ 

;dfj]z ul/g] 5 .  

cWoog ;d'xn] cw{Goflos GRM ;+/rgf k|:tfj u/]sf] 5 . GRM cgf}krfl/s / 

cf}krfl/s lgsfox?sf] jLrdf /xg]5 .  olb ;/f]sf/jfx?n] cgf}krfl/s lgsfoaf6 cf¢gf 

ljjfbx? ;dfwfg ug{ c;kmn ePdf GRM df cfpg] 5g\ . jg If]qdf Jofks dfqfdf 

u'gf;fx? x'g' / :yfgLo jg pkef]Qmfx?nfO{ cf}krfl/s Goflos lgsfox?sf] k|of]u ug]{ 

1fg gx'g' / k|s[of hl6n x'g'sf] cj:yfdf Pp6f dhj't GRM sf] :yfkgf x'g' cfkm}df 

Pp6f dxTjk"0f{ r/0f ;fljt x'g]5 . hgu'gf;fx? lgZkIf / k|efjsf/L ?kdf ;dod} 

;dfwfg ug{sf nflu GRM nfO{ ;+:yfut ug]{ p2]Zon] cWoog sfo{bnn] lgDg ;'emfjx? 

Kf|:t't u/]sf] 5 . GRM sf] k|efjsf/L sfo{Gjogsf nflu sfg'gsf If]qdf :ki6 sfg'gL 

cfwf/ jf k|fjwfg lgdf{0f ug{ jt{dfg sfg'g tyf lgodfjnLx?nfO{ ;+zf]wg ug]{ ;'emfj 

lbG5 . GRM lj:tf/ u/L b]zJofkL sfo{Gjog ug]{ ;jfndf ;j{k|yd If]qLo txdf 

sfof{Gjog u/L l;sfO{sf] cfwf/df dfq b]zJofkL lj:tf/ ug]{ ;'emfj lbG5 . of] sfo{ ug{ 

laz]if1x?sf] ;'emfj tyf lgb]{zgsf ;fy;fy} ;d'bfosf] ;r]tgf, ;lDalGwt 

;/f]sf/jfnfx?nfO{ pknJw u/fOPsf] k|f]T;fxg tyf GRM sf] k|efjsf/L k|of]u cflbdf 

e/ kg]{5 .  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
 

 

Nepal consists of a land area of approximately 147 thousand square kilometer which is 
ƭŀƴŘƭƻŎƪŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ LƴŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ /Ƙƛƴŀ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǎƛŀΦ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ƛǎ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ 
three geological regions: the flat plan in the South (Terai river plain of the Ganges River), 
the highly elevated Himalaya mountains in the North and the central hill region situated 
between the Terai and the Mountains (Figure 2). The country houses about 31 million 
peoples (July 2014) of which about 80% depend on the forests for their daily livelihood.  
 
Deforestation is the result of increasing pressure of peoples on the forest. The 
Government of Nepal (GoN) aims to combat these drivers of deforestation by 
implementing a program of Reducing Emission from Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation (REDD+1).In recent years, Nepal has been working on preparing the REDD+ 
program in order to gain benefit from i) reducing emissions from deforestation, ii) 
reducing emissions from forest degradation, iii) conservation of forest carbon stocks, iv) 
sustainable management of forets and v) enhancement of forest carbon stocks .  
 
The REDD+ program is led by the REDD Implementation Center in the Ministry of Forest 
and Soil Conservation. The objective of the Nepal Readiness Preparation Program is to 
prepare Nepal to engage in and benefit from the potentially emerging performance-
based system from REDD+ within the context of the international climate negotiations of 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. The Forest Carbon 
Partnership Facility of the World Bank (FCPF) is supporting Nepal in its national efforts 
ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ άw955Ҍ wŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎέΦ 
 
The REDD+ readiness activities for Nepal are guided by the Readiness Preparation 
Proposal (R-PP) which was approved by the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility of the 
World Bank in 2010, providing Nepal with a grant to implement the activities outlined in 
the R-PP. In the readiness phase, Nepal needs to design several structures and processes 
to prevent forest destruction. These are: establish an effective management structure, 
conduct a broad and inclusive consultation and participation of stakeholders, prepare a 
national REDD+ strategy, develop a reference scenario, develop a system for measuring, 
reporting verification (MRV) and a monitoring and evaluation framework.  
 
The readiness program has been making steady progress to establish these structures 
and processes until today under leadership of the REDD Implementation Center which 
has a capacity and confidence to manage the readiness process in both technical aspect 
and administrative management. One of the final requirements under the readiness 
management structure is to develop a feedback and grievance mechanism to help REDD 
Implentation Center in learning and improving in the implementation phase. 
 

                                                           
1
 REDD+ stands for ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ efforts to reduce emission from deforestation and forest degradation and 

foster conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon. 
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Introduction of REDD+ in Nepal is likely to have a significant impact on the dynamics of 
conflicts over forest resources and on sharing cost and benefits of REDD+. It has 
therefore become requisite for Nepal to prepare and introduce a Feedback and 
Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) to address conflict over sharing of forest resources 
benefits. A team of experts on Conflict Resolution (team leader), Sociology and 
Environmental Lawwastasked to prepare the GRMin order to respond to contentious 
issues, complaints and disputes related to REDD+. The GRM is intended to complement, 
not replace, formal legal channels for managing grievances in Nepal (e.g. the court 
system, organizational audit mechanisms etc.).  

 
 

1. 1Purpose of the Assignment 
 
The main reason for this study is to assist the REDD Implementation Center and other 
policy makers in building a long term and effective REDD+ program that can be useful to 
eradicate poverty and promote sustainable livelihoods for Nepalese individuals, families, 
and communities. In this context, the present study is a first step towards the design of a 
GRM aimed at reducing the vulnerability of communities and strengthening their 
participation in and accountability of the program. 
 
The GRM study aims to build on the existing social, economic and political structures in 
Nepal in developing an integrated, acceptable and functional grievance redress 
mechanism for the implementation of climate change mitigation efforts under the 
REDD+ scheme. The specific requirements of the study are:  
Á Assess existing formal and informal feedback and grievance redress mechanisms at 

local, district,  regional and national level  
Á Identify potential grievances and conflicts that may arise as a result of REDD+, and 

characterize current grievance patterns and trends in forestry and REDD+  
Á Identify current institutional strengths and capacity gaps for grievance resolution  
Á Develop a framework for the feedback and grievance redress mechanism, including a 

plan for building on strengths and closing the gaps to strengthen grievance redressing 
capacity 

Á Propose a plan to continuously improve and strengthen GRM and communicate GRM 
mechanism to stakeholders.  

 
There is an inclusive and adaptive process needed for the development of an effective 
GRM. The embedded nature of the GRM requires a thorough understanding of the 
context, and therefore follows an exploratory approach with a multidisciplinary team of 
experts. For the largest part of the assignment, the team of consultants is interacting 
with stakeholders from various parts of the country, each with a different culture and 
level of development, livelihood goal, forest dependency and management. This diversity 
provided the point of departure for development of the GRM, which involves a review 
and gap analysis of existing policies, laws, regulations, institutions and procedures leading 
to development of new ones as needed. A significant amount of time is dedicated to 
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review existing structures and context, to ensure an integrated GRM in the REDD+ 
framework rather than a stand-alone structure.  
 

1.2Contents of the Study 
 
The study consists of nine chapters. It starts with a brief introduction to the assignment, 
after which the methodology for designing the grievance mechanism is presented in 
Chapter two. In this methodology chapter, we explore the study site and approach before 
going into more details about study design, sampling, data collection and analysis. The 
Chapter ends with a discussion of the challenges as well as the expected outcomes and 
limitations of the study.  
The essence of Chapter three is to elucidate the nature of a feedback and grievance 
redress mechanism and how it related to the current international regime in REDD+. 
Furthermore, specific international and national conditions by which the feedback and 
grievance redress mechanism should adhere are outlined and discussed in the Nepal 
context.  
 
Chapter four outlines the context of forest management systems on which the REDD+ 
program is built. The Chapter gives a historic overview of Forestry in Nepal necessary to 
understand the root of conflict and grievances existing today. 
 
In Chapter five we give an overview of existing formal and informal grievance redress 
systems. The Chapter starts with a review of forestry laws regulated to grievance and 
continues with an assessment of current effectiveness of these laws in handling forestry 
related disputes. We also review existing informal systems for dispute resolution and its 
effectiveness towards grievance regulation in the forestry sector.  

Chapter six summarizes different types of grievances potentially influencing REDD+ 
implementation. First, grievances arising from the current situation in the forestry sector 
are identified and discussed. Potential grievance from environmental and social risk 
expected from climate change and those identified by stakeholders are also outlined. 
 

Chapter seven explains how the GRM is designed based on the outcome of the analysis in 
previous chapters. The Chapter starts with setting out the scope and goal of the 
mechanism, after which the structure and procedures are discussed. The discussion 
continues with measures for successful operationalization and recommendations for 
institutional mainstreaming of the GRM. The Chapter concludes with a framework for 
grievance monitoring and evaluation.  
 
Chapter eight presents measures for successful operationalization and recommendations 
for institutional mainstreaming of the GRM. The Chapter further proposes a framework 
for grievance monitoring and evaluation, and ways to improve the GRM. The Chapter 
concludes with a plan for communicating the GRM to stakeholders during initiation and 
operations. 
In Chapter nine we present the conclusion of this study and recommendations for future 
GRM implementation. 
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Chapter 2 Methodology 
 

 

In this section, we present the methodology for designing the grievance mechanism. We 
first explore the study site before going into more detail about the study design, 
sampling, data collection and analysis. The Chapter ends with a discussion of the 
challenges, expected outcomes as well as the limitations of the study.  
 
 

2.1 Study Objective and Approach 
 
The study aims to design a feedback and grievance redress mechanism that is supportive 
to the Nepal REDD Implementation Center in getting the country in an advanced 
readiness stage and to address the positive and negative feedback from different 
stakeholders affected by climate change and interested in participating in REDD+. Our 
exploratory study will present a GRM design for the current political, economic and social 
context of Nepal.  
 
The team responsible for execution of this study consists of three experts. The team is led 
by Gwendolyn Smith PhD. who is an international conflict analysis and resolution 
specialist and further consists of sociologist Shambhu Kattel PhD. and environmental 
lawyer Amar Jibi Ghimire LLM. In addition to these academically trained researchers, 
logistics manager Satish Pokhareljoined the team for six weeks to arrange transportation, 
lodging and food for consultation visits and meetings. The REDD Implementation Center 
supported the team with organizing consultation meetings with forest offices in the 
selected districts for consultation. 
 
For an effective though process, the team proposed an integrated and systematic 
approach, consisting of three distinct study phases (Figure 1).  
 

Phase 1: Inquiry and Analysis 

The inquiry and analysis phase is characterized by exploratory desk and field research. 
With three types of desk studies ς social, legal and conflict, the team gathered all 
necessary baseline information on grievances in forest management, including the 
historical trends, current practices and potential future of communities and other 
stakeholders to utilize such grievance mechanisms. Specific research questions that the 
team seeks to answer in these desktop studies are shown in Table 1. 
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Figure 1: Flow chart for developing a System of Feedback and Grievance Redress Mechanism 
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Table 1: Research questions guiding the desktop studies 

Type of Desk 
study 

Research Questions 

Social desk study What is the history of grievances in the forest sector? What is the evolution 
of responses?  

What social/informal mechanisms are there to handle forest-related 
grievances?  

Legal desk study What type of grievance-related legislation, policy, regulations, procedures, 
administrative systems are currently present? How are these legal 
instruments affecting and driving grievance? 

What are potentially conflicting legislation, agency policies, procedures and 
actions with respect to grievance? Identify gaps and deficiencies. 

Conflict desk 
study 

What existing structures for grievance/conflict exist and how have they been 
functioning since REDD+ inception? 

What grievances and conflict are expected to occur with ongoing pressures 
from climate change? 

 

Besides desk research, the team conducted a nation-wide consultation process to gather 
the views of stakeholders ς local and vulnerable communities, forest officers, academia, 
civil society and decision-makers in Government ς in a participatory process executed in 
the field. The field research consisted of 6 local, 9 district, 5 regional and 2 national 
consultations sessions in 14out of a total of 75 districts.  
 
With the set of guiding questions, the team visited stakeholders and facilitated interviews 
and discussions on several relevant topics such as: existing and potential grievances in 
forest management activities, level of awareness and participation in the readiness 
process and for the technical and communication requirements of the future grievance 
mechanism. The guiding questions to the participatory discussion are specified for local 
level and district/regional level, and included in Annex 1.  
 
Several other methods were applied to gather as much as possible information from the 
field in the short time dedicated to this assignment, such as case study analysis, key 
informant interviews and focus group discussions.  
 
 
Phase 2: Develop and Deliver the Feedback and Grievance Redress Mechanism 
In the second phase of the assignment, the team worked closely with the REDD 
Implementation Center in the design of the GRM. The design process included strategic 
choices based on purpose and functionality of the GRM, as well as integrating the 
ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ REDD Implementation Center.  

In addition to the grievance mechanism itself, the team developed a communication plan 
to inform the stakeholders about the existence of the GRM and instructions of operation. 
The communication plan includes aspects of stakeholder-targeted communication 
channels, facilitators, multipliers and timelines.    
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Phase 3: Reporting  

The team submitted an inception report and held a national workshop with stakeholders 
to discuss the study approach. After completing the consultations, a draft report was 
submitted. After the report was reviewed by the client and presented by the team in a 
national workshop and suggestions and comments were collected, the final report was 
completed.  
 
 

2.2 Study Methods 
 
Study methods denote systematic gathering and analysis of the data. For this study, 
method includes the review of related literature, such as existing laws, frameworks and 
guidelines of the GoN and international institutions, existing grievance handling 
mechanism and practices, consultation and discussion meetings from central to 
community level for data generation. Moreover, it also includes study design and the 
definition of the process for data collection, interpretation and analysis. 
 
Field sample sites and selection criteria       

The study aimed to identify an integrated, practical, people friendly, easily accessible and 
cost effective grievance redress mechanism (feedback system) that legally acceptable and 
socially recognized. Study sites were selected considering a widest possible 
representation of stakeholders in Nepal, based on the following criteria: geographical 
variation, level of development, conflicting areas and issues, concentrated presence of 
indigenous groups, REDD+ piloting project areas, caste and ethnic characters, physical 
infrastructure2, presence of squatters and forest dependent people, forest types and 
forest management practices. The study areas are shown in Table 2 and Figure 2below. 
The time table of field activities is found in Annex 2. 

 

Data sources 

The GRM study profoundly relied on qualitative data although both qualitative and 
quantitative data were collected. The qualitative data consisted of the reflection of the 
respondents such as types of conflict and cases, whereas the quantitative data addressed 
the number of disputes and so on. The study required both primary and secondary data. 
Primary data was gathered from the field and the secondary data was accumulated by 
reviewing the published and unpublished literature, documents, journals, newspaper and 
legislations.      

  

                                                           
2
Advancement in infrastructure is linked with level of awareness of the ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎ 

 



Page 19 of 177 

 

Data Collection Tools and Techniques 
The required primary data was generated by applying the following research tools and 
techniques. 

Interview/Consultation Meetings and Discussions 
The research team used the guiding questions to steer the consultation meetings and 
discussions. The guiding questions included all areas of concern discussed with the more 
than 200 interviewed stakeholders for identifying a best feedback system for REDD+ in 
Nepal. The research team organized consultation meetings and discussions at the 
regional level, district level, community level and also conducted interviews with experts 
and authorities.       

 
Table 2: Sample study sites  

Development 
regions 
 

Terai Districts (Plain land) Hill Districts Mountain Districts Actual 
days**  

Eastern  1.Morang/Biratnagar(EDR)*  10.Dhankutta  
11.CFUG  

 3 

Central 2.Parsa  
3.Chitwan  
4.National park people  
5.Hetauda (CDR)* 

12.Kathmandu  
13.Lalitpur  
14.CFUG Kabhre  
15.LFUG Kabhre  

19.Dolakha  9 

Western  16.Kaski (WDR)* 
17.Protected Area 

20.Gorkha  3 

Mid-western 6.Banke  
7.BardiayNational Park 

18.Surkhet (MWDR)*  4 

Far-Western 8.Kailali (FWDR)* 
9.Kanchanpur  

  2 

Note: * regional level consultations, **  the days includes working days only, not including travel 
days 
EDR refers to Eastern Development Region 
CDR refers to Central Development Region 
WDR refers to Western Development Region 
MWDR refers to Mid Western Development Region 
FWDR refers to Far Western Development Region 
CFUG refers to Community Forestry User Group 
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LFUG refers to Leasehold Forestry User Group

 
Figure 2: Geographical location of the study sample sites 

 

 

Observations 
Data were gathered from the field by using three different disciplinary insights; conflict 
resolution, sociology and law. Research team members grasped the data/information as 
per their academic background while observing in the field and consensually verifying 
and analyzing data through discussion. Finally, the study team discussed and triangulated 
issues and captured the relevant information required for the GRM. 
 
Key Informant Interviews 
Several key informant interviews were held during the process of field data collection. 
The key informants consisted of Government authorities and experts on conflict between 
local peoples and local forest management systems. Interviews were also conducted with 
forest-related experts (forest network members, representatives of community forest 
federations, NGOs working in forestry) to help identify and explain about traditional and 
modern social conflict management systems and practices.Informal interviews were 
carried out at individual as well as team level to get all relevant information. Moreover, 
local government bodies and project staff of a previously executed road and bridge 
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project, implemented by the World Bank and Asian Development Bank, were selected as 
key informants to learn about their grievance redress mechanisms and practices.  
 
Focus Group Discussion 
Focus group discussions were conducted at local level, especially with peoples in parks, 
conservation areas, community forest and leasehold forest. The objective of focus groups 
was to gather specific information about forest management, conflict, indigenous 
peoples, gender issues, Dalits and ethnic issues related to natural resources, forest 
encroachment, and forest livelihoods, amongst others. In the case of focus group 
discussion, the research team divided as per TOR requirement.    
 
Case Study  
The research team also collected case studies related to park/conservation conflict. 
Specific information was collected on potential and existing conflicts with regard to 
management systems and current practices ongoing in the National park/conservation 
areas. Moreover, case studies of feedback and grievance system were collected from 
other projects as a way to compare and contrast designs and build on the lessons 
learned.     
 

Data Presentation and Analysis  

All data was condensed, categorized and recorded according to agreed themes 
formulated by the team members and the REDD Implementation Center. The 
quantitative data is presented in tables and figures and analyzed accordingly. The 
qualitative data is presented systematically and when it was required to describe more 
detailed context, sequences and realities estimated for strengthening the argument in 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ƛƴǉǳƛǊƛŜǎΦ High standard critical analysis was made before 
preparing this report.    

 

2.3  Study Logistics and Challenges 
 
A challenge was to collect answers to our queries in a relatively short time. This challenge 
was overcome by the sociologistΩǎ ǿƛŘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿithin Nepal. During data 
collection, it was obvious that at every location, the sociologist knew one or more of the 
participating stakeholders which facilitated obtaining trust and cooperation from the 
entire group. In addition, the margin of error in data collection was limited because the 
sociologist and lawyer were continuously checking data against their realist values based 
on years of experience working in Nepal.  

Unfortunately, Nepal was struck with two major earthquakes that caused lots of damage 
in terms of social structure and infrastructure. As a result, field consultations were 
postponed for several weeks. The work routine was interrupted and District Forest 
Offices, NGOs and local communities were busy rebuilding their lives. The GRM team 
changed the original schedule and continued the analysis and design by meeting through 
the internet. The situation never normalized during the study. With daily experiences of 
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aftershocks, the team dedicated as much time as possible towards delivering quality 
output required for the assignment under the given circumstances. 

In addition, Nepal is currently undergoing a process of Government reform. The team 
originally designed for the GRM to operate under the REDD Implementation Center as a 
separate entity under the MoFSC, as was indicated by the REDD leadership. However, 
after the design was completed, it became evident that the political system decided 
differently. The original design had to be changed to operate from the Forest Offices of 
the MoFSC. It should be noted that the GRM team included this new conditionand 
designed a new GRM. 

 

2.4 Study Outcome and Limitations 
 
The study team designed a GRM that works in the social, economic and environmental 
context of Nepal. ThƛǎŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǉuality of the end product is ensured by several 
measures during the course of the GRM study, such as:  
Á Effectively design the GRM by including the sensitivities as they unfold during the 

study 
Á Engage as much as possible the REDD Implementation Center in the design process 
Á Capture highest divergence of views possible for stakeholder consultation in the 

GRM design 
Á Include all engagement aspects and shortcomings in the design of the GRM 
Á All team members present at the consultation process to have a multidisciplinary and 

team approach towards the design of the GRM. 
 

The GRM study builds on previous studies that were conducted within the readiness 
process. The baseline situation, described in the R-PP, gives an overview the contextual 
situation on which REDD+ program is constructed. Based on the drivers of deforestation 
mentioned in the R-PP, a Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) was 
made to analyze the potential risks associated when Nepal implements its REDD+ 
strategy. However, the SESA provided an incomplete analysis of the potential risks, 
mainly because the REDD+ strategy wasstill in the last phase of completion. This further 
translates into the GRM studyhampered the study team to give a comprehensive 
overview of the drivers of grievance.  
 
The study team approached this difficulty by differentiating between two types of 
grievance drivers in the forest sector: existing grievances and future grievances. By 
making this distinction, the study team aimed to give a better overview of grievances 
already existing and those that are expected emerge with REDD+ implementation. This 
will help the MoFSCwithhandling grievances in a better way and also predict for new 
emerging grievances in case risks and/or strategies change.  
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Chapter 3 International Laws and Guidelines related to REDD+ and the 
Grievance Redress 

 
 
The essence of this chapter is to elucidate the nature of a feedback and grievance redress 
mechanism and how it related to the current international regime in REDD+. 
Furthermore, specific international and national conditions by which the feedback and 
grievance redress mechanism should adhere are outlined and discussed in the Nepal 
context.  
 
 

3.1   International Laws related to REDD+ 
 
Nepal has ratified two instruments under international law which are the point of 
departure from which the GRM should be developed: International Labour Convention 
(ILO) 169 treaty on inidgenous and tribal peoples,ratified on 14 September 2007, and the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). Both 
conventions are instrumental in respecting the rights of tribally living peoples 
participating in REDD+, and will be discussed below. 
 

3.1.1 ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples 

The International Labour Organization (ILO) Convention no. 169 is a binding international 
treaty that includes certain basic guarantees that are not recognized by most national 
laws. The ILO convention 169 regulates different aspects with regard to rights of 
Indigenous peoples; from policy, recruitment and conditions of employment, vocational 
trainings, education and communication to land rights. In the REDD+ context, the 
regulations with regard to collective rights, self-determination, and nature conservation 
and of course, their rights to land are important.  

 
Participation 

Article 2 of the ILO convention poses that Governments in consultation with the 
indigenous and tribally living peoples will develop a coordinated and systematic policy to 
protect the rights of these peoples and observe their integrity. This implies that 
indigenous peoples need to be closely involved in the design of the legal framework that 
recognizes their right under REDD+. For REDD+ and the GRM, it means to have 
transparent forest tenure legislation to protect the rights of forest users. 
 
By virtue of article 6, indigenous peoples need to be involved in formulating legislation 
that will directly affect them. The Government will also have to make available means for 
participation of the people concerned in the decision-making. Translated into REDD+, this 
means that the GoN needs to create room for effective participation, according to the 
ways indigenous peoples are accustomed.  
 

 



Page 24 of 177 

 

By virtue of article 7, peoples have the right to decide themselves on the development 
priorities in their territory. The Government also needs to ensure that environmental and 
social impact studies are performed for intended development projects. In REDD+, the 
provisions are made to conduct a Social and Environmental Impact Assessment (SESA) to 
outline potential risks to the peoples involved. The GRM specifically considers risks and 
corresponding grievances coming from this SESA. 
 
Article 8 states that in applying the national laws and regulations, customs and customary 
laws of the indigenous peoples will need to be considered in a proper manner. 
Furthermore, it is stated that where necessary, procedures have to be introduced to 
solve conflicts that may arise in applying this principle. This article specifically points to 
the GRM as a way to solve conflicts in a cultural sensitive manner (Del Prado, 2006). 
 
 
Rights to Land and Prior Informed Consent 

Article 13 dictates that the GoN shall respect the relationship that indigenous peoples 
have with the land.  
 
Article 14 deals with the recognition of the rights of ownership and possession of peoples 
who traditionally occupy land. In addition, measures are needed to safeguard rights of 
the peoples concerned to use lands to which they have traditionally had access for their 
subsistence and traditional activities. In the REDD+ architecture, this has been a source of 
conflict because the performance-based scheme is not particularly focused on historical 
efforts of conservation but looks only at present endeavors. 
 
Article 15 deals with the rights of peoples to natural resources on and in their lands. This 
article has been formulated quite generally because according to the makers of the treaty 
it needs to be applicable to various national situations. The article indicates that 
indigenous peoples have to be involved in decision-making about the use, management 
and the conservation of natural resources on their lands.  
 
Article 16 deals with relocation of the indigenous peoples from the land they live in. It 
allows, by way of exception, that indigenous peoples can settle elsewhere only with their 
free and prior informed consent (FPIC). Where their consent cannot be obtained, such 
relocation shall take place only when following appropriate procedures established by 
national laws and regulations, including public inquiries, where appropriate, which 
provide the opportunity for effective representation of the peoples concerned in the 
processes and procedures. 
 
Article 17 deals with the transfer of land rights among members of indigenous peoples 
groups. Customary ways of transfer shall be respected, also with the implementation of 
REDD+.   
 

Article 18 stipulates that Governments shall establish adequate penalties for 
unauthorized intrusion upon, or use of, the lands of indigenous peoples, and that 
Governments shall take measures to prevent such offences (Del Prado, 2006).  
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3.1.2 UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 

The text of this document is formulated by the UN working group for indigenous peoples 
in close cooperation with indigenous ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ representatives from all over the world 
and reflects more strongly the rights of indigenous peoples than stipulated in the ILO 
convention. The intention of this declaration is that member countries of the UN, 
recognize indigenous peoples as a group that is different from the rest of its population 
and thus Governments needto adjust national legislation where necessary. The treaty 
promulgates participation of indigenous peoples in decision-making within their living 
and working areas, but does not recognize a comprehensive right to remuneration or 
compensation in case of economic development.  
 
Many Governments consider collective rights and rights to land as challenging to the 
State. They hesitate to grant collective rights to one specific group, as they see that as a 
violation of their constitution, which prohibits preferential treatment of one group versus 
the other citizens. The differential treatment of one group is not uncommon though, as 
also for children, women, and disabled people and workers, separate legislation has been 
developed and special international treaties and declarations have been written (Del 
Prado, 2006).  
 
 
Participation  

The UN declaration has dealt with indigenous ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ demands for self-determination 
by specifying the definition. It is assumed that the indigenous peoples do not want a 
separate State, but that they want the room and possibilities to live their lives according 
to their own traditions and customs.  

 
 
Rights to Land 

The articles 25 to 30 of the Declaration specifically deals with the rights to land.  

Article 25 recognizesthe spiritual and material relationship that the indigenous peoples 
have with the land is the need for its protection.  
 
Article 26 grants the indigenous peoples the right to own, develop, control and use land 
and territories that they have traditionally owned or otherwise occupied or used. This is a 
far-reaching article and will probably, in practice, depend on the size of the area that the 
indigenous peoples claim. Furthermore, indigenous peoples have the right to restitution 
of lands that have been confiscated, occupied, used or damaged without their free and 
prior informed consent (FPIC). Where this is impossible, they have the right to just and 
fair compensation of lands.This provision has a direct impact on the user rights of 
indigenous peoples under REDD+. 
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By virtue of article 28, indigenous people have right to the conservation, restoration and 
protection of their total environment and the productive capacity of their lands. The 
Government is also obliged to guard against storage or disposal of hazardous substances 
that take place in the territories of indigenous people. In principle, this article reflects 
into the user rights and benefit sharing under REDD+.  
 
Article 30 gives indigenous peoples the right to determine their own priorities and 
strategies about development in their territory. At the same time, they may demand 
from the State prior permission before activities that may affect their area are approved.   
 
 

Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) 

In addition to the FPIC provisions to the rights of lands, the following rules on FPIC are 
stipulated in the UNDRIP which are relevant to REDD+ and the GRM.  
 
In Article 10, the declaration explains that indigenous peoples shall not be forcibly 
removed from their lands or territories. No relocation shall take place without the FPIC of 
indigenous peoples concerned. This is an important article for definition of user rights in 
REDD+. 
 
Article 11 defines that Governments shall provide redress through their effective 
mechanisms, which may include restitution, developed in conjunction with indigenous 
peoples with respect to their cultural, intellectual, religious and spiritual property taken 
without their FPIC or in violation of their laws, traditions and customs. This article 
stresses the need for a GRM when customary aspects and FPIC are violated. 
 
By virtue of Article 19, Governments shall consult and cooperate in good faith with 
indigenous peoples through their own representative institutions in order to obtain their 
FPIC before adopting and implementing legislative and administrative measures that may 
affect them. This article refers to all aspects of REDD+ design and implementation. 
 
Article 32 explains that Governments shall consult and cooperate in good faith with 
indigenous peoples through their representative institutions in order to obtain their FPIC 
to any project affecting their lands or territories and other resources, particularly in 
connection with the development, utilization or exploitation of mineral, water or other 
resources. REDD+ is thus a project that requires a full process of FPIC (Del Prado, 2006).  
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Box 1: Overview of Fundamental Rights to Indigenous Peoples under the ILO 169 and the UNDRIP 
 
ILO 169 
Á The people shall be involved in the decision-making 
Á Social and environmental impact studies shall be conducted before engaging in development 

activities on the territories of these peoples 
Á The customs and the customary laws of these peoples shall be considered and FPIC exercised 
Á The ownership of and property rights to the lands that they traditionally occupy shall be 

recognized   
Á Where necessary, the Government shall take measures to identify the land of these people  
Á While the treaty deals with safeguarding rights to natural resources, the use, the management 

and protection, those countries in which the State is the owner of the sub-terrestrial sources are 
also taken into account.  

 
UNDRIP 
Á Recognition and protection of the spiritual and material ties the Indigenous people have with the 

land  
Á Indigenous rights to have in ownership, to develop, manage and to use their land and their 

territories, inclusive of the air, the waters, the coastal waters, sea-ice, flora and fauna and other 
resources, etc.  

Á The right to restitution of attached, occupied and damaged land. If not possible, the right to 
compensation. 

Á The right to preserve, recover and protect their environment  
Á The right to participate in the decision-making.  
Á The rights to Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC). 
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3.2 International Feedback and Grievance Standards and Guidelines 
 
As stipulated in the readiness proposal phase (R-PP)Nepal will develop a feedback and 
grievance redress mechanism (GRM) to the stakeholders, and make it operational early in 
the REDD+ implementation phase. This arrangement is an essential part of the World 
Bank FCPF framework and is required by R-PP component 1a, in which participating 
countries design the National Readiness Management Arrangements.  
 
Under the REDD+ framework, a feedback and grievance mechanism is defined as: 
Á Aprocess for receiving and facilitating resolution of queries and grievances from 

affected communities or stakeholders related to REDD+ activities, policies or 
programs at the level of the community or country;  

Á A mechanism to focus on flexible problem solving approaches to dispute resolution 
through options such as fact finding, dialogue, facilitation or mediation; and  

Á The mechanism is not intended to be a substitute for legal or administrative systems 
or other public or civic mechanisms; or remove the right of complainants to take their 
grievances to other more formal recourse options. 

 
Feedback and grievance mechanisms are designed along a set of guidelines and 
standards, designed by organizations that facilitate and support individual countries in 
progressing through a REDD+ readiness and implementation process. International laws, 
guidelines and negotiation outcomes related to the global negotiations are guiding the 
GRM design. These are discussed below 
 

3.2.1 Cancun Safeguards 

In 2010, the parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) have agreed upon specific safeguards to ensure REDD+ will be beneficial for all 
stakeholders, especially marginalized groups which are largely dependent on forests. The 
seven Cancun safeguards are outlined Table 3, of which safeguard on the rights of 
indigenous peoples (2c) and stakeholder participation (2d) are relevant to development 
of the GRM.  
 
Stakeholder Participation (Cancun safeguard 2d) 

The Cancun safeguard 2d, which address stakeholder participation in REDD+, is the point 
of departure from which the GRM is designed and implemented. The standard outlines 
the rights-based and interest-based framework in which stakeholders should be engaged 
(Table 3). It includes plans to inform, consult and ultimately involve all groups that are 
directly and indirectly dependent on the forest in the stakeholder engagement process in 
order to understand their perspective on issues related to REDD+. This is done through 
information dissemination and awareness raising (Tier 1), input solicitation processes 
(Tier 2) and ultimately joint decision-making (Tier 3). Effective involvement includes 
soliciting the ideas and concerns of the stakeholders after they have been informed 
about the concept of REDD+. 
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Table 3: Cancun safeguards and corresponding principles and guidelines related to REDD+ 

Cancun Safeguards related to REDD+ 
(2010)  

World Bank 
Operational 
Policies (OP) 

UNREDD-FCPF Guidelines 

2a.. Actions complement or are 
consistent with objectives of national 
forest programs and relevant int. 
conventions and agreements 
 

OP 4.013  (3) and  
4.36 (14,6) 

 

2b. Transparent and effective national 
governance structures taking into 
account nat. legislation and sovereignty 
 

OP 4.01 (3,13), 
4.36 (14). 4.04 
(5), 4.10 (10) and 
OP 4.12 (2) 

 

2c. Respect for the rights and knowledge 
of indigenous peoples and local 
communities, by taking into account by 
taking into account relevant international 
obligations 
 

OP 4.10 
(1,16,17,19,21) 
and 4.36 
(4,10,14) 

FPIC guidelines4: Adherence 
to FPIC if the country has ratified ILO 
169, adopted national legislation on 
FPIC or ifa development partner 
applies the principle 
 

2d. Full and effective participation of 
relevant stakeholders, in particular, forest 
dependent indigenous peoples and local 
communities 
 

OP 4.01 (14,15), 
4.10 (1), 4.04 
(10), 4.12 (7), 
4.36 (11,12)/ 

Stakeholder Engagement Guidelines: 
The guideline stipulates the inclusion, 
consultation and treatment of other 
vulnerable groups, including women.  

2e. Consistency with the conservation of 
natural forests and biological diversity, 
ensuring that REDD+ is not used for the 
conversion of natural forests 
 

OP 4.04 (1, annex 
a) and 4.36 
(1,2,5,7) 

 

2f. Actions to address the risks of 
reversals 
 

  

2g. Actions to reduce displacement of 
emissions 
 

  

 

  

                                                           
3
 OP 4.01 concerns Environmental Assessment, OP 4.04 concerns Natural Habitats, OP 4.10 concerns 

Indigenous Peoples, OP 4.12 concerns Involuntary Resettlement, OP 4.36 concerns Forests. 
4
Consultation with all relevant stakeholders, particularly indigenous peoples is emphasized, yet the World 

Bank Operational Policies, FCPF Charter and Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement do not expressly 
mandate consent in FPIC. 
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For Nepal, engagement activities are implemented along a set of principles, which 
include:  
Á Participative and Inclusive process, which includes all concerned stakeholder groups 

to ensure an inclusive process based on socio-economic and geographic equity. Nepal 
has a wide variety in human capacity and development level between different 
regions which is addressed in the approach for ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ engagement. 

Á aŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳƛƴƎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΦ DƛǾŜƴ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ 
with the caste system and marginalization of specific groups such as women, a 
specific gender and inclusion strategy has been developed to guide the engagement 
process of these groups. 

Á Multi-stakeholder collaboration. The REDD+ process follows a model of multi-
stakeholder and multi-sectoral coordination and collaboration.  

Á Integration with the safeguard measures. This means that all activities are 
implemented following the Cancun safeguards on REDD+ to prevent potential 
adverse effects on all stakeholders.  

Á Rights-based approach. Nepal respects the rights of local communities and 
indigenous peoples as outlined in the ILO 169 and the UNDRIP. Such rights include 
adhering to the FPIC process.  

Á Capacity building of stakeholders. There is a gap in knowledge about climate change, 
REDD+ and related issues among different stakeholders at different levels. Nepal 
prioritizes capacity building activities before being able to effectively engage different 
stakeholders.  

 
bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƛǎ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ first tier engagement 
activities: awareness raising, capacity building and consultation. As such, stakeholders 
are sensitized on the REDD+ issue through a wide range of written, audio, video materials 
through media, website and other means. At the local, district and regional level selected 
individuals are prepared to become REDD+ trainers and meeting facilitators. And 
consultation has occurred throughout the entire country through workshops, public 
hearings, round tables and expert consultations. 
 
The second tier engagement would include a broader framework for establishing 
dialogues with stakeholders. It is during this two-way communication that feedback and 
grievances are expected to be submitted by affected stakeholders. Efforts to move 
consultative participation into a more mature dialogue are therefore necessary to have 
a functional and effective mechanism that guides the GoN in its leading role for REDD+ 
implementation. 
 
Improving stakeholder participation towards a practice of dialogue (Tier 2)is therefore 
necessary for establishing a functional GRM in Nepal. In addition to these this particular 
condition, the GRM should adhere to two set of grievance specific guidelines: REDD+ SES 
and FCPF/UNREDD. These standards underline the requirements needed in the design of 
the grievance mechanism for REDD+ implementation in Nepal. Both guidelines will be the 
basis for the design and development of the Nepalese GRM, and will be discussed below. 
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Respect for the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (Cancun Safeguard 2c) 

FPIC is the establishment of conditions under which people exercise their fundamental 
right to negotiate terms of policies, programs, and activities that directly affect their 
livelihoods or wellbeing, and to give or withhold their consent to them.  
Processes that generally require FPIC are i) removal from traditional lands, ii) removal of 
cultural, intellectual, religious and spiritual property, iii) decisions regarding pilot 
activities location, iv) decisions on benefit-sharing when benefits derived from lands, v) 
decisions on activity implementation on lands.  
Processes that generally do not require FPIC are i) information sharing, awareness, 
capacity building, ii) assessment of land use, forest law, policy and governance, technical 
and scientific studies, iii) assessment of social and environmental risks, potential impacts, 
iv) setting up a MRV system. 
 
The World Bank Operational Policies, FCPF Charter and Guidelines on Stakeholder 
Engagement do not expressly mandate consent in FPIC. However, Nepal has ratified ILO 
169 so has to adhere to these principles regarding FPIC with design of the GRM. 

 

3.2.2 REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (September 2012, version 2) 

The REDD+ SES standards are designed as a mechanism to help Governments in their 
implementation of the REDD+ process. These broadly designed safeguard standards 
recognize REDD+ as a multi-stakeholder process, and can be specifically used in the 
program design and implementation of REDD+. Governments can apply these standards 
to continuously adapt their approaches and improve the anticipated outcomes of the 
REDD+ programs.These standards are adopted into a national safeguard system that 
consists of: 
Á policies, laws and regulations that set out the safeguards for REDD+; 
Á a safeguards information system for monitoring and reporting on safeguards 

implementation;  
Á a grievance and redress mechanism that enables stakeholders affected by REDD+ to 

receive feedback and appropriate responses related to the implementation of 
safeguards. 

In each of these topics, the GoN works to build a safeguard system from existing 
elements and developing new elements as needed through a transparent and 
participatory process (Government of Nepal, 2013a).    
 
According to the REDD+ SES standards, grievance mechanisms are tools to ensure that 
are relevant right holders and stakeholders participating fully and effectively in the 
REDD+ program (Principle 6). In order to meet this goal, the REDD+ program needs to 
identify and use processes for effective resolution of grievances and disputes relating to 
the design, implementation and evaluation of the REDD+ program, including disputes 
over rights to lands, territories and resources relating to the program (Criteria 6.4). This 
specifically includes indicators to assess whether and how a particular grievance 
mechanism related to the REDD+ program has been planned, established and 
implemented.  
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Such indicators are used to assess if a process is established to identify and resolve 
grievances and disputes related to the REDD+ program (indicator: 6.4.1). These include: 
Á Includes national, local, regional, international and customary processes; 
Á Includes grievances and disputes that arise during design, implementation and 

evaluation of the REDD+ program; 
Á Includes grievances and disputes over rights to lands, territories and resources and 

other rights relating to the REDD+ program; 
Á Includes grievances and disputes related to benefit sharing; 
Á Includes grievances and disputes related to participation;  
Á The processes are transparent, impartial, safe and timely accessible, giving special 

attention to women , poor and marginalized and/or vulnerable groups;  
Á Grievances are heard, responded to and resolved within an agreed time period, 

leading to adequate redress and remedy;  
Á Includes grievances related to the operational procedures of relevant international 

agencies and/or international treaties, conventions or other instruments. 
 
In addition, indicators are necessary to ensure that a process is instated to ensure that no 
activity is undertaken by the REDD+ program that could prejudice the outcome of an 
unresolved dispute related to the program, which includes disputes over rights to lands, 
territories and resources and includes disputes related to benefit sharing (indicator 
6.4.2). ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
social management framework for REDD+. 
 

3.2.3 Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)/UNREDD guidelines (November 2013, v 3)5 

For participating in REDD+ projects under the FCPF program, Nepal has to follow 
guidelines set forth by the World BankΩǎ ŀƴŘ ¦bw955-FCPF. Stakeholder engagement 
occurs here along a set of principles which include:  
Á Include a broad range of relevant stakeholders at the national and local level 
Á Provide transparency and timely access to information 
Á Consultations to facilitate dialogue and exchange of information  
Á Let engagement occur voluntarily 
Á Engage indigenous people through their own existing processes, organisations and 

institutions 
Á Practice Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) 
Á Impartial, accessible and fair mechanisms for grievance, conflict resolution and 

redress.  
 

The last mentioned, the GRM, should be developed along voluntary guidelines and 
principles which are explained below.  

Á Legitimate: enabling trust from the stakeholder groups for whose use they are 
intended, and being accountable for the fair conduct of grievance processes. 

                                                           
5
Retrieved from: http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/compliance-and-dispute-

resolution/Joint-FCPF--UN-REDD-Programme-Guidance-Note---Establishing-and-Strengthening-Grievance-
Redress-Mechanisms-EN.pdf 
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Á Accessible: being known to all stakeholder groups for whose use they are intended, 
and providing adequate assistance for those who may face particular barriers to 
access. 

Á Predictable: providing a clear and known procedure with an indicative timeframe for 
each stage, and clarity on the types of process and outcome available and means of 
monitoring implementation 

Á Equitable: seeking to ensure that aggrieved parties have reasonable access to sources 
of information, advice and expertise necessary to engage in a grievance process on 
fair, informed and respectful terms. 

Á Transparent: keeping parties to a grievance informed about its progress, and 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ 
confidence in its effectiveness and meet any public interest at stake. 

Á Rights compatible: these processes are generally more successful when all parties 
agree that outcomes are consistent with applicable national and internationally 
recognized rights. 

Á Enabling continuous learning: drawing on relevant measures to identify lessons for 
improving the mechanism and preventing future grievances and harms. 

Á Based on engagement and dialogue: consulting the stakeholder groups for whose 
use they are intended, and focusing on dialogue as the means to address/resolve 
grievances. 

 
The FCPF/UN-REDD and REDD SES standards and guidelines will be considered in the 
design and the operational plan for the GRM. In addition, other Worldbank publications 
(2012a) and (2012b) that exist the theory and practice of grievance will be considered. 
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Chapter 4: Social Context of Forestry and Grievance in Nepal 
 

 
This chapter outlines the context of forest management systems on which the REDD+ 
program is built. The Chapter gives a historic overview of Forestry in Nepal necessary to 
understand the root of conflict and grievances existing today. 
 
 

4.1  Practices of Forest Management 
 
{ƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŎƛǾƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ has been an integral part of the rural 
economy. Above 80 percent of rural livelihoods are small collectors with less than one 
acre of land or small cultivators with between 1-2 acres of land (Acharya et al., 2009). The 
majority of inhabitants are directly depended on forest and practice agriculture and 
animal husbandry. Forest generally provides for house construction materials, 
agricultural equipment, fuel, fodder, herbal medicine, fruits, and vegetables and so on. 
Moreover, it also offers a healthy environment with full of oxygen and water sources.  
 
However, managing forests for local livelihoods and long-term environmental 
sustainability has remained a global challenge and is also a challenge in Nepal (Sunderlin 
et al., 2006). Forest management regimes in Nepal have been frequently changing due to 
the efforts from the GoN to improve resource management and provide more benefit to 
different stakeholders. The political power of these stakeholders has also been changing, 
together with the management regimes and the tenure arrangements inherent to these 
regimes (Acharya et al., 2008).  
 
Due to the poor policies and implementation efforts in forest management of the GoN 
and an unstable political situation, the forest resources of the country have decreased at 
alarming rate after the first multiparty democracy in 1950. In 1986, the GoN took 
immediate action and prepared a Master Plan for the Forest Sector (MSFP) with the 
assistance of the Finish Government. This plan finished in 1989 and included a possibility 
for implementing a system of participatory forest management. As a result, during the 
1990s, a community forestry program was introduced which significantly changed the 
scenario of forest management in Nepal. A brief overview of forest management history 
is presented because it is the foundation on which the REDD+ program is built and 
evidently an existing source of grievance for forest stakeholders. 
 

Forest as Private Property of State Nobilities (until mid-1950s) 

In 1769, the present Nepal was unified after the Shaha King from the town of Gorkha 
conquered other small principalities. This provided a basis for a strong monarchy to rule 
the country, along with a wide network of royalist and State nobilities. One of these 
groups, called Rana, were once allies of the monarchy. After revolting against the 
monarchy they emerged as defacto rulers in 1846 and ruled the country for over a 
hundred years.  

 



Page 35 of 177 

 

 
During the executive rule of the Gorkha King (1743-1846) and the Rana family (1846 -
1951), the main strategy for forest governance was the distribution of land to local 
officials and State nobilities (Regmi, 1978). This strategy was primarily implemented to 
collect rent and extend political control. When the Rana family ruled Nepal, the British 
Kingdom governed most of the South Asian countries, including India. The strategic 
choice for Rana was to exploit the Terai forest (plains) to facilitate export of railway 
sleepers to India. The motivation was to gain revenue and facilitate the British 
Government in India in order to secure their political authority in Nepal (Regmi, 1978).        
 

Forest as State Property (mid 1950s to late 1970s) 

!ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŀƴŀ ǊŜƎƛƳŜ όмфрмύΣ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ 
changes towards democratization: the monarchy allowed a limited form of multiparty 
democracy and permitted a parliament election in 1959. There was a movement 
promoting a strong welfare state in the region of South Asia which started after World 
War II. As a result, the elected Nepal Government was bound to convert private forest 
resources of the Rana family and their loyalties to public ownership.  
 
This resulted in the creation of several forest institutes by the GoN. The Ministry of Forest 
was established in 1959 and in the same year, the Institute of Forestry was created to 
house a large pƻƻƭ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǘŜƴǳǊŜ 
rights, and as a result, there was limited incentive for local people to protect the forests. 
This situation led to unregulated extraction, encroachment of forest and an increasing 
number of conflicts arising between the local people and the Department of Forestry 
(DoF) (Ojhaet al., 2007).  
 
In the late 1960s, King Mahendra dismissed the elected Government and imposed a non-
party rule under his dictatorship (Panchayat). This King further strengthened forestry 
organizations together with enacting a new set of regulations to reinforce State control 
over forests. The Department of Forestswas expanded into 14 areas with 75 forest offices 
in 1968.  
 
In this important decade two key Forest Acts were passed in 1961 and 1967. The key 
features of 1961 and 1967 acts were the strict control by the state and it was a common 
practice in the South Asian Countries. Several forest resource based organizations were 
also established during this period ς Timber Corporation Nepal (1961), Rhino Sanctuary 
of Chitwan (1964), Fuelwood Corporation (1966) and Trishuli Wildlife Conservation 
Project (1968).  
 
During this time forest management was a top-down process. The State controlled most 
forest resources and prepared working plans for scientific management. However, 
these plans were prepared without providing any opportunity to local communities to 
participate in the planning process.             
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Selective Allocation of State Forest to Agriculture (1963s onward) 

The strategy of centralized forest control changed when the Government started a 
resettlement program in 1963. The King Mahendra gave the opportunity to Nepali 
nationals who were living abroad (Burma, India, etc.) to settle in the northern located 
forests of Terai. Peoples living in the hill area of Nepal were encouraged to move to the 
Terai region. During this period, forest areas were heavily deforested, also by landlords 
who occupied significant areas of Terai forest. Veterans were given priority for 
settlement in the northern border areas. 
 
 
Conservation without Utilization (from 1970s onwards) 

Until the mid-1970s, King Mahendra believed that the Government agencies supported 
by the military were sufficient to protect and manage forest resources (Bhattarai et al., 
2002). At the same time, the global environmental movement pushed for a centralized 
state control of natural resources. While the conservation agenda was promoted by 
international agencies such as International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) 
and World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). These organizations emphasized the 
conservation of natural ecosystems, however, paying less attention to social and 
livelihoods issues. In this context, in 1973, the first protected area was established 
(Royal Chitwan National park) and this strict conservation approach was gradually 
expanded throughout the country.     
 
The GoN established four more National parks in 1976. The King Mahendra Trust for 
Nature Conservation (KMTNC6) was established to look after the natural resources, 
biodiversity and cultural heritage in 1982. Outside of protected areas, the Department of 
Forests was continuously strengthened to promote and enforce centralized control over 
forest resources. By the late 1970s, forest officials realized that strong actions were 
unsuccessful in conserving the forests.This led to an important conference, in which 
forest officials explored the possibility of cooperating with local peoples for achieving 
the goal of forest conservation. ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ forestry 
plan, known as the National Forestry Plan 1976, which sought to explore cooperation 
with local communities in forest management. This further resulted into development 
and promulgation of Panchayat Forests (PF) and Panchayat Protected Forests (PPF) rule 
in 1978 and laid a strong foundation for community forestry in Nepal. This was the 
beginning of the very successful present day community forestry program in Nepal. 

In 1980, the GoN launched an Integrated Conservation and Development Program (ICDP) 
to mitigate conflicts that emerged from protected area management, specifically 
between park Wardens and local forest users. Because of increasing conflicts, the KMTNC 
initiated Annapurna Conservation Area Project (ACAP) in 1986. The ACAP established the 
foundation for participatory forestry in the protected area. Other conservation areas 
followed the principles that were tested in the ACAP, such as the Buffer Zone concept, as 
a supplementary strategy of Protected Area management. The Buffer Zone concept 

                                                           
6
Converted to National Trust for Nature Conservation, NTNC 
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became popular in the 1990s, and basically followed the idea of ICDP. It has been labeled 
as the hallmark outcome of the ACAP. 
 
 
Participation and Decentralization (from early 1980s onwards) 

The period of mid 1970s was highly influenced by participatory development which also 
proved crucial for shifting the paradigm of natural resource management in Nepal. The 
donors became highly concerned with environmental protection and it was further 
accelerated by the ά¢heory of Himalayan Degradationέ. According to Malla (2001), this 
theory explains that increasing problems of deforestation in the Himalaya acted as a 
stimulus to a paradigmshift in forest management. 
 
The major change in policy and practice occurred in the 1980s, with the implementation 
of a nation-wide community forestry program to transfer user rightsto groups of 
traditional users so they could meet their basic needs and at the same time conserve 
the forest (Kanel, 2004). The shift from forest user rights held by village-level political 
bodies to user groups was sparked by the first national level workshop on community 
forestry held in 1987. In the meantime, the recently developed community forestry 
program stressed the importance of participation of local communities in decision 
making and benefit sharing as a key for sustainable and equitable forest management. In 
1991, the multiparty democracy restored and promoted decentralization in forestry 
governance. The most noted event was the enactment of Forest Act 1993 and Forest Rule 
1995, entrusting to local communities the rights to control and manage forests. 
 
The increasing demands for community participation eventually resulted in the 
formulation of Buffer Zone Regulation (1994). The related Buffer Zone Management 
Program is considered an important policy intervention in the history of participatory 
conservation. This has reduced a long-ǘŜǊƳ άǇŀǊƪ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘέ ōȅ ǊŜŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ 
the benefits of conservation to the local peoples and involved them in conservation 
efforts.     
 
 
Participatory Conservation and Livelihoods (from mid 1990s onwards) 

The protected area and conservation area models always focused on conserving only 
biodiversity, but effective conservation of soil and water was critical in the eyes of policy 
makers. Therefore, in 1974, the GoN established the Department of Soil Conservation 
and Watershed Management (DoSCWM) with the objective of helping people to practice 
better land and water management. A few years later, laws related to conservation 
(1882) and corresponding Regulation (1985) were promulgated to regulate activities of 
watershed management. Thus, since the beginning of 1990, the watershed management 
concept has been developed, stimulating user groups to implement such specific 
conservation activities. However, until today, very limited efforts have been made in 
addressing the issues of environmental benefit sharing between upstream and 
downstream users in watershed management programs.        
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Collaborative Management of Terai Forests (since 2000 onwards) 

Once the malaria epidemic was controlled in the 1960s, the Terai region became very 
attractive to people in search of productive land from the hills and those fleeing from 
Northern India (Shrestha, 2001). The Terai forest was considered the wealth of nation 
because of its valuable species and source of revenue until the end of the Panchayet 
political system (1990). The Terai forest was also an attractive source of illegal earning for 
various interest groups. Therefore, compared to the hills, transferring the forest user 
rights to the community was not easy because of competing interests between multiple 
groups (Acharya et. al. 2008).  
 
From 2000 onward, the Government introduced collaborative forest management. The 
idea for this new type of forest management came from forest officials with the support 
of the political leaders who often benefit from the decisions made by the MoFSC (Ojha et. 
al., 2009). The collaborative forest management redefined forest users and dividing 
them into two categories: peoples living close to the forests and peoples living away 
from the forests, called distant users in the Collaborative Forest Management (CFM) 
terminology. The distant users consist of the original inhabitants of the Terai region. 
Thus, in CFM, the distance users along with the local government bodies and local forest 
official are managing forests which since the beginning has created a conflict between 
the users of Collaborative Forest Management and Community Forest Management. 
Collaborative Forest Management has substantially protected the forest from 
encroachment and has been receiving financial and expert support from donors and the 
GoN. 
 
 
Current Forest Management Practices 

In summary, when reviewing the history of forest management practices in Nepal, it is 
obvious that several attempts for effective forest management have been made in a 
short period of time. Several Governments have tried to protect the forest by introducing 
new laws/policies/programs or having policy interventions such as with the Buffer Zone 
Management Rule (1996). Stakeholders have expressed that thelarge amount of 
different policies and programs introduced over the years has created confusion to 
forest users about the right adhered to the different forest management systems. 
 
Nowadays, the GoN sees forest as a good source for earning State revenue and provide 
for livelihoods of the local farmers and landless people. Forest management can be 
classified based on ownership as well as on types of management practices (Figure 3). 
Two types of forest management systems are distinguished on the basis of ownership: 
State managed forests and privately managed forests. The privately managed forests are 
those areas where trees are grown on private land, for which the land owners received a 
certificate from the District Forest Office (DFO). The owners of private forests are free to 
utilize the forest products according to their interests.  
 
On the other hand, the State managed forests are known as National Forests. The State 
owns the forest land and possesses the right to give rights to local communities for its 
management, control and utilization. Yet these communities receive technical support for 
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forest management from forest technicians such as for preparing operational plans. The 
national forests are categorized in the following five types of management: 
 
Government-managed Forest: The forests which are directly managed by the Forest 
Department and not fall in any other category.  
 
Protection Forest:These ŀǊŜ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǎέ that the government has declared 
ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭΣ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΦέ 
This regime does not include National Parks, conservation areas, wetland areas, hunting 
reserves etc. nor does it work the way protected area are operated in Nepal. 
 
Community forest: This has been proven a successful model of participatory 
development, in which local communities formally receive rights to the nearby located 
forests for its protection and management and the utilization of forest products. 
 
Leasehold forest: Government can grant National forests to any institution, industry or 
community with the aim of conservation and management. Mostly leasehold forest is 
designated to extremely poor peoples. Certain degraded parts of forest are given to poor 
people living around the forest for a certain period of time. The users are obliged 
protecting the forest and planting new trees while being free to utilize the land. 
Normally, these users produce cash crops and some annual and perennial cereal crops in 
degraded forest land.  
 
Religious forest: These are National forests that have been entrusted to a religious entity, 
group or community (Government of Nepal, 2014). A patch of National forest protected 
by local community with a spiritual/cultural value is designated as religious forest. 
Religious forest is strictly prohibited for personal use and forest products and their 
income is solely used for the religious and cultural propose. Religious forests are handed 
over to local communities after they prepare a constitution and operational plan with the 
help of forest technician, and get approval by the DFO.  
 
Moreover, some special types of forest management are found in practice under the 
above mentioned forest management modalities. Some outer parts of particular 
protected areas are given to local inhabitants as Buffer Zone Community Forest.  
 
Thus, in long run, the GoN wants to involve local peoples in forest management and 
community development activities such as skill development and income generating 
programs to improve their living condition, health and sanitation as well as adult and 
non-formal education. The main five types of forest managements will be further 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
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Figure 3: Types of Forest Management in Nepal  
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4.2 Grievances in Forestry: Patterns and Trends 
 
Complaints in the forestry sector have been recorded since the 18th century. In this 
period, the ruling Rana family created tension between the nobilities and the State on 
division of revenues coming from forest resources. There were also feuds among local 
forest users over resource tax (Regmi, 1978). The expression of grievances changed along 
with the shift of the political system of Nepal. After democracy was established, the 
Government obtained all existing privately owned forest through the Private Forest 
Nationalization Act in 1957. Two years later the Government created the Ministry of 
Forest with regional and district forest offices to control and manage forest resources. 
Since then, the main grievance in the forestry sector comes from local forest users in 
relation to the GovernmentΩǎǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ granting user rights. Grievance has also been 
conveyed about unclear boundaries between forest land and private land (Ojha et al., 
2008).            
 

According to Ghimire and Adhikari (2002), grievance related to forest resources vary as 
per forest type, type of users and type of forest management. For example, in the 
mountain region complaints are mainly related to conflict between Government forest 
officials and the cattle herders. The herders argue that they can graze freely in all forest 
areas because it is their cultural domain, whereas forest officials think that conservation 
areas are restricted for grazing because the forest belongs to the Government. In the hill 
region, complaints emphasize boundaries and user rights. In the Terai region, with its 
valuable timber, the main grievance is about boundaries, user rights related to users 
coming from distant areas. Distant users started expressing grievance after the 
Government gave part of the Terai forest to near users as community forest. The 
government immediately stopped formation of community forest as an emergency 
strategy to handle conflicts between forest users, and introduced Collaborative Forest 
Management in which the forest office, local government bodies and the users are 
managing the forest. This created a dispute between the NGOs (including the federation 
of community forest user groups) advocating for community forest and the Government. 
On the other hand, collaborative forest users expressed grievance about the efficacy of 
this forest management type (Ojha et al., 2007).  
 

Soon after decentralization of forest management in 1987, grievances expressedby forest 
users changed. Since then, forest users assign complaints to different types of forest 
management systems rather than geographical region. 
 

Grievance in National Forests 

The main grievance in National forests throughout the country is encroachment. 
Farmers and voluntary settlers (including the squatters) increasinglyoccupy parts of the 
National forest to extend their own private land, which ultimately leads to mutual 
tension. Encroachment-related grievance is largely felt in the Terai forests and especially 
among the landless people who are using this practice (Graner 1997; Ghimire and 
Adhikari, 2002). Other complaints are related to tension between the District Forest 
Office (DFO) and local users about user rights, sharing of income, and so on. The DFO 
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controls the collection of forest products and grazing areas, whereas local peoples aim to 
daily collect and gather from the forest.   
 
 
Grievance in Community Forests 

According to Gilmore and Fisher (1991), Chheri and Pandey (1992), Graner (1997), Luintel 
and Bhattarai (2006), conflict in community forestry has to be studied as i) conflict within 
community forest user groups, ii) between user groups and iii) between forest user 
groups and district forest office/Government. The common grievance in community 
forests are related to conflict between user groups. Complaints are given over the 
influence of elites, inequitable resource distribution, unclear contribution of far distant 
users, and exclusion of local communities from the forest and encroachment by 
neighboring and nearby dwellers. Other types of grievance heard from community forest 
users are allocation of forest income between Government and users, unnecessary legal 
provisionsfor the DFO on control/enforcement, unclear user rights, and 
incomprehensible scientific methods for forest management typically used by DFOs. 
 
 
Grievances in Leasehold Forests 

Leasehold forest users complain about encroachment from nearby dwellers.Because 
pro-poor leasehold forestry permits agricultural cropping, there can emerge a situation of 
competition between forest uses and agriculture. From our consultations with the 
leasehold forest users, the internal competition between users seems a serious 
grievance.  
 
 
Grievance in Terai Forests 

There are huge grievances in Terai forests such as boundary disputes, encroachment, 
illegal poaching and extraction of forest resources, amongst others. In Collaborative 
Forest users express grievance about tensions between different groups: community 
forest users and the Government, encroachers and forest users and between powerful 
users and less powerful users such as squatters, poor and marginalized groups. The latter 
are unable to contribute their time to forest protection because they need to allocate all 
their time for gathering forest products for daily use (Ojha et al., 2006).        
 
 
Grievances in Private forests 

Private forests are established for tree planting and protection of tree species. Private 
forest owners are free to utilize the private forest as per their interests but for timber 
selling they need a legal document from the DFO. The process for acquiring such a 
certificate is lengthy and complicated and generally discourages private forest owners. 
Private forest cannot obtain Government subsidies for seedlings and technical services 
and are charged with land taxes. The forest owners argue that they provide services for 
landscaping and esthetics but still have to pay taxes. Therefore, in discussions with 
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private forest owners, grievance were expressed about absence of tax reduction, 
technical services and subsidy for seedlings, and an easy legal process. 

 
It is noted that grievances in all public forests are mainly expressed by forest users who 
are concerned about their access to the forest and user rights. Since 18th century, there 
has been a rapid shift in ownership and legislation which seems to promote insecurity 
among and between the various forest users. There have been different types of forest 
users identified ς elite/poor, distant/close, local/national interest ς operating in different 
forest types with different rights. With the introduction of new systems over the years, 
the problems in the old systems have not been sufficiently addressed. The GoN has 
ǊŜǇŜŀǘŜŘƭȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǳǎŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ǊƛƎƘǘ-
based conflicts between different types of forest users.  
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Chapter 5: RegulatoryContext of Forestry and Grievance Redress in Nepal 
 

 

In course of designing the GRM, we need to assess the present legal and regulatory 
framework, and determine if these are effective enough to captureREDD+ related 
grievances. In this Chapter we will review existing formal and informal grievance redress 
mechanism related to the forestry sector. The Chapter starts with a review of forestry 
related laws regulating grievance, and continues with an assessment of current 
effectiveness of these laws, policies and directives in handling forestry related disputes.  
 
 

5.1 Review of Forest Related Formal Grievance Redress Systems 
 
In order to create a suitable environment for implementing REDD+, there should be a 
designated forest area whereREDD+ can be applied. The GoN proposes to implement 
REDD+ in twelvedistricts of the Terai region (Figure 5). Reviewing formal legislation and 
procedures concerning forest user rights and management in Nepal is therefore 
significant to develop an effective GRM. This section provides a review of the different 
types of forest, forest management mechanism, and assesses if there is any applicable 
legal basis for application of a GRM. 
 

5.1.1 Major Types of Forest and Forest Management in Nepal 

Nepalese Forests are mainly governed by two Acts: 
a. CƻǊŜǎǘ !ŎǘΣ нлпф όάFAέύ  
b. National Park and ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ŎǘΣ нлнф όάNPAWCAέύ 

 
IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ [ƻŎŀƭ {ŜƭŦ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ !ŎǘΣ нлрр όάLSGAέύ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀŘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ 
related provisions and these are also analyzed hereunder.   
 

Forest Managed under FA 

FA classified forest under two different groups  
i. National Forest  
ii. Private Forest.  

 
As describe by FA, National Forest means all forests excluding Private Forests within the 
Nepal, whether marked or unmarked with Forest Boundary and the term shall also 
include waste or uncultivated lands or unregistered lands surrounded by the Forest or 
situated near the adjoining Forest as well as paths, ponds, lakes, rivers or streams and 
riverine lands within the Forest. 
 
FurtherFA classified national forest as follows:  
 

i. Government Managed Forest  
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The forest managed by Government of Nepal by fulfilling legal conditions is called 
Government Managed Forest.  

ii. Protection Forest  
The Forest declared by Government as a Protected Forest, considering it to be of 
special environmental, scientific or cultural importance.  

iii. Community Forest 
When Forest is handed over to a users' group for its development, conservation and 
utilization for the collective interest, then such forest is called as community forest.  

iv. Leasehold Forest  
As per FA this forest is the forest handed over to any institution established under 
prevailing laws, industry based on Forest Products or community for the specific 
purposes. 

v. Religious Forest 
Aforest handed over to any religious body, group or community for its 
development, conservation and utilization.  

 
FA has defined Private Forest as a forest planted, nurtured or conserved in any private 
land owned by an individual pursuant to prevailing laws.  These forests are also required 
to be registered with the forest office.  
 
Above all types of national forest are well controlled by government through different 
legal mechanism. Likewise, private forests are all to some extend control by the 
government.  
 
During our various community consultations, we have heard about a model of 
Collaborative forest management. After having reviewed different documents, we have 
found that a proposed second amendment to FA has introduced further clear concept of 
CƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άCƻǊŜǎǘ !ǊŜŀέ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ 
amendment is elaborative whereby the Forest Department has grounds to exercise much 
more power.   
 
Forest managed under NPAWCA 
The NPAWCAhas also described different types of forest areas - National park, Buffer 
Zone, Conservation Area and Reserve - which are hereinafter jointly called άProtected 
Area Systemέ.  
 
An area set aside for the conservation, management and utilization of flora, fauna and 
scenery along with the naturalenvironmentis called National Park.  
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Reservemeans the following:  
i. Strict Nature Reserve which means an area of ecological importance orimportant 

otherwise and set aside for scientific studies. 
ii. Wildlife Reserve which means an area set aside for the conservation and 

management of wildlife resources and their habitats.  
iii. Hunting Reserve which means an area set aside for the management of wildlife 

for allowing hunters to hunt them. 
 
An area managed according to an integrated plan for the conservation of natural 
environment and balanced utilization of natural resources is called conservation area.  
 
A peripheral area of a National park or reserve in order to provide facilities to use forest 
resources on a regular and beneficial basis for the local people is called a Buffer Zone. As 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ .ǳŦŦŜǊ ½ƻƴŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ wǳƭŜΣ нлрн όά.½awέύ ǘhereare four classes of 
buffer zones: which are Buffer Community Forest, Buffer Religious Forest, Buffer Private 
Forest, and Buffer Zone Forest. 

 
Concept of Forest and Forest Management under Local Self Governance Act 2055 

όά[{D!έύ 

LSGA does not provide a specific definition of forest even though a number of forest-
related provisions are made in the LSGA. NPAWCA also does not provide the definition of 
forest; however, this legislation is strong enough in demarking the forest area which is to 
be regulated underNPAWCA.There are already two major legislations regulating forest 
and forest areas in Nepal, but a question to answer is which forest and forest area is 
referred to in various sections of the LSGA.  

 
The LSGA has provided a mechanism for afforestation within the VDC, Municipality and 
55/ όƘŜǊŜƛƴŀŦǘŜǊ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άƭƻŎŀƭ ōƻŘƛŜǎέύΣ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
own forest under their domain.LSGA has given sufficient ground under which these local 
bodies can grow their own forest through afforestation in bare land, hills, steppe, steep 
land and public land.If this is the forest as referred to in the LSGA, then there are no 
grounds for conflict between difference agencies working in the forestry sector.   
 
However, during our consultations with stakeholders we have been informed that there 
is some misperception about the interpretation of LSGA by local bodies, which resulted 
in difficulties in managing forest under the FA and NPAWCA. Stakeholders are not clear 
why such difficulties arose between local bodies and different forest authorities.  

From our study, these are the following seemingly confusing/conflicting issues:  

1. The LSGA has granted power to local bodies to prepare plans on forests, 
vegetation, biological diversity and soil conservation, and also to implement 
those. The confusion here is for which forests the local bodies can make plans.   

2. The LSGA has entitled local bodies to obtain the amount of royalty on behalf of 
the Government for mines, petroleum products, forests, water resources, and 
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other natural resources. The definition of forest referred here is unclear to 
stakeholders. 

3. The LSGA has granted power to local bodies to sell the forest product located 
within the forest area, such as dried timber, fire woods, branches, splints, twigs, 
roots etc.Although the local bodies have power to sell forest product, it is unclear 
which forest products are included in this provision of the LSGA. 

4. The LSGA refers to a fund held by the local body which should include the amount 
of monies obtained for extending cooperation in preventing smuggling and theft 
of forest products. This provision is unclear to the stakeholders. 

5. The assets of the local body are acquired by the forest resource, according to the 
existing forest laws or forests handed over by the GoN. This is also creating 
confusion.  

This confusion can be easily removed by clarifying the definition of forest in the LSGA. 
However, if the provisions are kept this way, they may create conflicts at the time of 
REDD+ implementation in LSGA forests.  

 

5.1.2 Rights and Conflict over Forest Managed under the FA 

During our community consultation we heard that there has been a great amount of 
confusion about rights over forests under FA. Peoples are generally clear that 
Government managed forests, protected forests, National Parks, Conservation areas and 
Reserves are belonging to the GoN. The GoN can grant user rights to other peoples for 
managing the forest with a document issued by DFO. Communities are confused about 
having only contractual rights over forest rather having legal rights. Therefore, we need 
to review the laws regarding rights over forest.  
 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ wƛƎƘǘ ƻǾŜǊ CƻǊŜǎǘ 

The GoN is the owner of all types of National Forest. As per FA, no person has power to 
register or cause to be registered land within the National Forest. Furthermore, the 
NPAWCA has conferred rights to the GoN when it is necessary to declare a National park, 
reserve, conservation area and buffer zone, by publishing a notice declaring the area. The 
GoN may abandon or transfer the ownership or alter the boundaries of an area, which 
has once been declared as a National park, reserve, buffer zone or conservation area by 
publishing a notification. This provision has given clear-cut power to GoN to declare any 
area as Protected Area System, and no requirement is cited in legislations of any 
community level consultation before declaring any area as Protected Area System.  

 
According to the Forest Rules, 2051 όάCwέύΣ the GoN can execute any project in forest 
areas when this project is seen as a national priority. In case the execution of any 
project of national priority in a forest areacauses any loss or harm to any local individual 
or community, the operators of the concerned project itself shall bear the amount of 
compensation to be paid in consideration thereof. When a project becomesmore 
significant then standing forest, GoN can let the project proceed.  
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The law has given reasonable power to GoN to grant any part of National Forest to 
different types of forest management/users. Any part of the National Forest suitable for 
management by a user group shall be handed over to a community as Community Forest 
and shall not be handed over as Leasehold Forest.  
 
The GoN has the right to transfer and retract National Forest to and from third parties for 
specific purposes. Forest taken back by the GoN may be re-handed over to the same 
users group, in case the decision related to seizing the forest thereof is cancelled.  
 
Rights of the Government for Demarcation of Boundaries of National Forests 

The law has provided power to the DFO to determine forest boundaries. Subject to the 
provision of the law, the DFO may demarcate the boundaries of National Forests of 
concerned district and install boundary marks. If land has to be acquired, Law has also 
provided a procedure of land acquisition while determine the forest boundaries which 
shall be as follows:   

i. The DFO shall have to affix a public notice with the reasons for demarcating 
boundaries of any national forest, in case any public land or private land 
belonging to any person and any house or hut constructed on such land within or 
adjoining a national forest have to be incorporated within the forest boundaries 
for the protection of the forest or its boundaries. The DFO should fix a notice at 
the residence of the concerned person as well as at the Office of the VDC or 
Municipality, the Revenue Office or Land Revenue Office and the place where the 
land is located in a way to be seen by all persons. 

ii. While issuing the notice for acquiring the land, details about the area of the land 
or house to be acquired and boundaries and category of the land has to be 
stipulated.  

iii. The DFO has to notify the persons who have right to such land or are using such 
land that they may file a claim for compensation along with the evidence of their 
title to the DFO within seventy days after the affixture of the notice or after they 
get information thereof, excluding the time required for the journey and that no 
complaint shall be entertained if they do not file an application within such time 
limit. 

If anyone is discontent with the notice issued as above, he/she may file an appeal to a 
committee7 and if further unhappy with the decision of committee may file an appeal to 
the Appellate court.  
 

                                                           
7
Committee consisting of Chief District Officer ς Chairman, A member designated by the District Development 

Committee ς Member, Chairman of the concerned Village Development Committee or the Mayor of the Municipality ς 
Member, Land Revenue Officer ς Member, District Government Advocate ς Member, Chief of the Maintenance Survey 
Branch in the district ς Member, DFO or a Forest Officer designated by him - Member ςSecretary. 
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Although the DFO has power to expand forest boundaries, the DFO cannot acquire the 
land as above without giving any compensation. The DFO has to pay the amount 
determined for compensation to the concerned person from the Government funds. A 
committee decides for granting land acquisition and determines the level of 
compensation. The committee shall have to take the following matters into consideration 
while determining the amount of compensation for house and lands to be acquired: 

i. Value of the house and land at the rate prevalent in the village market, on the 
date when a notice is issued, 

ii. In case standing corps and trees on such lands are also to be acquired, the losses 
which the concerned person will suffer, 

iii. In case the concerned person is compelled to quit his residence or the place of 
concern and shift elsewhere, reasonable expenses to be incurred while doing so. 

 
 
User Rights Over Forest  

Users group have only contractual right (no ownership) over the National Forest as 
defined under the respective lawsΦ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǳǎŜǊǎΩ ōŀǎŜŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ 
rights are highlighted below.  
 
Community Forest  

The DFO, as determined by the law, may grant ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ 
group in the form of a community forest to develop, conserve, use and manage the forest 
and sell and distribute the forest products according to a work plan. The DFO may 
constitute a users' group by mobilizing users and provide technical and other assistance 
required to prepare the work plan. While handing over a community forest, the DFO shall 
issue a certificate of alienation of the community forest. The DFO, may decide to cancel 
the registration of community forest and take back such community Forest, in case the 
users group of community forest cannot operate its functions as per the approved work 
plan. This includes any activity which may cause significant adverse effect in the 
environment or does not comply legally binding terms and conditions.  

 
FA has prescribed special restriction in granting forest to other use when the forest is 
better suitable for community forest (highest priority). Further, the First Amendment to 
the FA, brought a provision that any users group shall expend at least twenty five percent 
amount of the income derived from the forest (as stipulated in the workplan) for the 
development protection and management of the community forest and remaining 
amount for other development work. 
 
 
Religious Forest 

Any religious body, group or community who desires to develop, conserve and utilize the 
national forest in any religious place or its surroundings, shall have to submit an 
application to the DFO mentioning the area and boundaries of such forest, functions to 
be carried out and other details as prescribed. On the receipt of an application, the DFO 
shall conduct necessary research, after which the DFO can handover such forest to a 
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religious group or community as a religious forest. While handing over the forest, an 
arrangement will be made to protect rights and interests of its traditional users.The DFO 
may also decide to seize a religious forest, in case the concerned religious body, group or 
community operates any function contrary to the law or cannot comply with the terms 
and conditions to be complied pursuant to law. 

 
Leasehold Forest 

Any corporate body, industry or community established under the prevailing law which 
desires to have rights for a leasehold forest shall have to submit an application to the 
Regional Forest Director (RFD) mentioning the area and boundaries of the proposed 
forest, operational program, and activities stipulated to achieve the objectives and 
prescribed other details and an economic feasibility study. Government may grant any 
part of the national forest in the form of a leasehold forest for the following purposes:-  

i. To produce raw materials required for the industries based on forest products. 
ii. To sell and distribute or utilize the forest products by promoting its production 

through afforestation. 
iii. To operate the tourism industry in a way that is compatible with the conservation 

and development of the forest. 
iv. To operate agro-forestry in a way that is compatible with the conservation and 

development of the forest. 
v. To operate farms of insects, butterflies and wildlife in a way that is compatible 

with the conservation and development of the forest. 
The RFD may decide to cancel the lease and take back such leasehold forest, in case the 
forest lease holder cannot operate its functions in accordance with the forest lease in the 
leasehold forest or operates any functions which may cause significant adverse effect in 
the environment or does not comply with the terms and conditions to be complied 
pursuant to law.  
 
User Rights to File Grievances when Forest is Retracted  

Although the DFO or RFD has the right to retract forest from different users such as 
community forest users' group, religious body, group and/or community or lease holder, 
respective group or leaseholder has to be given reasonable time to submit clarification 
before making decision to cancel the registration of community or religious or leasehold 
forestry before taking these back. In case the Community forest users group, religious 
body, group and/or community are not satisfied with the decision made by the DFO, 
such community forest user group may file a complaint to the RFD. The decision made 
by the RFD in respect to such complaint shall be final. There has not been given any 
jurisdiction for handling complaint other than within the periphery of MOFSC.   
 
In case the leaseholder is not satisfied with the decision made by the RFD to retract the 
leasehold forest, one may file a complaint to the Appellate Court within thirty five days 
from the date of the receipt of such decision. Under the leasehold forest management 
there has been given jurisdiction out of the periphery of MOFSC.  
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Analysis on Rights, Conflict and GRM in Forest Managed under the FA 
 
Findings on Right to Transfer and Seize of National Forests 

Grievances on forest user rights in National forest are ultimately decided within the 
authorities of MoFSC, either through the DFO or RFDand in only one case to appellate 
court. DFO has right to hearing in community and religious forests whereas RFD has 
hearing right in case of leasehold forest.  
Granting and seizing user rights to forest is the sole jurisdiction of the DFO and RFD which 
are the institution under MOFSC. Only in the Local Self-Governance Rules 2056 (ά[{Dwέύ 
there is a provision for a local body to use land without rules set by the DFO, to carry out 
any development and construction work within its area. Also, in case of community, 
leasehold and religious forests, the DFO and RFD can only seize the land when the forest 
user is incompliance under their contractual obligation established by mutual agreed 
work plan. Such high dependency on the content of the work plans leaves room for 
deliberation, and this may lead to an opportunity for grievance if the same format is used 
in the future REDD+ program.  
 
It is evident from the community consultation,grievances expressed by community 
forest users are about ambiguity in the definition of user right. Community 
discussionhas brought more clarity on the tasks of forest users, however, provision 
mention other than in legislation is ineffective in case of the penalties and the 
corresponding compensation (see Chapter 6 for more details). 
 
Findings on Demarcation of Boundaries of National Forests 

The GoN possesses jurisdiction to set boundaries in national forests and can obtain land 
and houses against a fair compensation to the owner. It should be noted that these laws 
and regulations operate within an economic pay-off scheme without mentioning the 
social and environmental impact on the owner or forest user. The Local Self-Governance 
Rules(2056)generally promotes for a project impactassessment, whether or not there is 
rise in awareness, change in lifestyle, culture and growth in social and moral activities of 
the local people or whether or not there is growth in opportunitiesfor employment or 
self-employment, in business transactions, in purchasing power and overall economic 
activities of the local people.  
 
CǊƻƳ ƻǳǊ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ŀ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƛŜǾŀƴŎŜǎ 
about social impact, such as the historic importance of land occupied by third parties 
orland seized by the GoN. The laws are currently not adequate for addressing these 
social impacts. Yet, in the REDD+ architecture, there is strong emphasis on assessing and 
tracking the social and environmental impacts of the REDD program on the forest user. 
Closing this gap in legislation is an important step to prevent such problems ending up in 
the GRM.  
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Findings on the Right of Land Owners to Complaint against the Acquisition of House and 
Land  

If notice is given about acquisition of house and land by the GoN, any concerned person 
who is dissatisfied with such notice may file a complaint to the committee within thirty 
five days after the affixture of the notice. The committee shall take a decision after 
investigating the complaint. The person who is not satisfied with the decision taken by 
the committee may file an appeal to the Appellate Court within thirty five days from the 
date of receipt of such notice. In this case, the grievances handling mechanism is 
somewhat democratic, because the authorities to who appeals are made are other than 
within the periphery of the MoFSC. 
 
Furthermore, the law has created a more protective mechanism when acquiring private 
land. In case private land or a house is included within the boundaries of the National 
Forest, it shall be done subject to the following provisions: 

i. Private land and the house built on that land outside the National forest shall not 
be acquired except when it is essential to do so for the protection of national 
forest or the boundaries thereof.  

ii. In case such land and the house are to be acquired in such manner, the land in 
excess of two bighas in the Terai and four ropanis in the valley and the hilly region 
shall not be acquired without having a prior approval of the Government. Land in 
excess of five bighas in the Terai and ten ropanis in the valley and the hilly region 
shall under no circumstance be acquired unless the land owner has given his 
consent. 

iii. Land and houses which are registered in the name of any person and which are 
surrounded on all sides by a National Forest or situated within a National forest 
may be acquired and included within the boundaries of the National Forest. 

 
The FA has provided special provisions for the protection of the private land 
owner,however, there is lessroom for defense against a decision about acquiring land 
taken by the DFO. 
 
 
Grievance Redress under the Forest Act 

The FA has notgiven specific provisions fora GRM other than hearing and making 
decisions on criminal activities envisaged in the FA. The DFO has the legal power to 
handle all forestry related disputes. The FA states that the DFO has authority to hear and 
decide cases and has power to fine up to ten thousand Rupees or imprisonment for up to 
one year or both.  
 
One good thing about the FA is that the DFO has to finalize the case as quickly as 
possible and therefore is required of hearing and deciding the cases by following the 
proceedings and exercise the powers as mentioned in the Special Court Act(1974). Any 
party who is not satisfied with the decision made by the DFO may appeal to the 
Appellate Court within thirty five days from the date of the receipt of the notice of the 
decision. 
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5.1.3   Right and Conflict over the Forest Managed under the NPAWCA 
 
In addition to the FA, the NPAWCA governsProtected Area System areas. Effective 
implementation of REDD+ is also related to the forest managed under the NPAWCA. It is 
therefore imperative to review the rights, conflicts and GRM in the forest managed under 
the NPAWCA.  
 
 

Rights of Government for Management of Protected Area System Area 

The Warden is a person appointed by GoN for conservation and management of a 
National park, reserve, conservation area or buffer zone. The Wardenhas power to 
exercise when necessaryfor the proper management of a National park or reserve, hunt, 
remove any natural resources or perform any other necessary activities inside the 
National park or reserve. The Wardenexecutetasks related to the management and 
conservation of the buffer zone.  
 
The Warden, in co-ƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ Ƴŀȅ ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ 
for the management of fallen trees, dry wood, firewood and grass in a National park, 
reserve, conservation area or buffer zone. Other rights, duties and responsibilities of the 
users committee formed shall be as prescribed.The Warden may provide prescribed 
forest products or other services by collecting prescribed fees inside a National park or 
reserve. As to the local commuƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ NPAWCA has mandated for the expenditure 
of up to thirty to fifty percent of the amounts earned by a National park, reserve or 
conservation area for community development of local people, in co-ordination with the 
local authorities.  
 
The GoN may, by entering into a contract, in the utmost interest of the National park, 
reserve or conservation area, make arrangements for operating hotels, lodges, public 
transport services or similar other services or facilities by itself or through other parties 
by entering into a contract. The GoN may, by publishing a notification in the Nepal 
Gazette, entrust management of a legally declared conservation area to any institution 
established with the objective of conserving nature and natural resources for the period 
prescribed in such notification.  
 
According to the BZMR, the GoN can prescribe buffer zones of the peripheral area of 
National park or reserve by describing boundaries, and shall consider natural boundaries 
as the primary basis, and by also having consideredthe following factors: 

i. areas likely to be affected from National park and reserve,  
ii. geographical situation of National park and reserve, 
iii. status of the villages and settlements located within National park and reserve, 
iv. area that could be appropriate from the point of management of the buffer zone 
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Rights of Forest Users in the Protected Area System Area 
The warden decides how forest products are managed inside these areas. Entering into a 
National park ƻǊ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦ Lƴ ŎŀǎŜ ŀƴȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŘƛŜǎ ƻǊ 
sustains any injury, loss or damage within the National park or reserve, the GoN shall not 
be liable to pay any compensation for such death, injury, loss or damage. No one shall be 
allowed to enter into a National park or reserve without obtaining an entry permit as 
prescribed or a written permission from the authorized official. However, the legislation 
stated that this provision shall not be applied to persons who have right-of-way into the 
National park or reserve. Further No person shall be allowed to collect any specimen 
from a National park, reserve or any other wildlife habitat for scientific research without 
obtaining a license. These provisions clarify that these protected areas(other than buffer 
zone) are under full control of GoN.  
 
Although there seems no legal right given to users to exercise power within the National 
park, conservation areas and reserves, the GoN has an obligation to share benefits 
received from these special areas. Up to thirty to fifty percent of the amounts earned by 
a National park, reserve or conservation area may be expended, in co-ordination with the 
local authorities for community developmentof local people.Although local communities 
do not have a direct right in the National park, they can get an indirect benefit. However, 
during our community consultation we have been informed that, the benefits they 
received from the earning made by Protected Area Systemis nothing in compare to the 
losses they suffered from damages created by wildlife. A large amount of grievances are 
found in the locality nearby Protected Area System area. 

Furthermore, it remains unclear who are local communities and how benefits are to be 
transferred, and the act ofconsultation with local users isabsent in the law.  
Nevertheless, specific focus on local communities is further emphasized in selecting 
projects. The users' committee shall give priority to those projects that meet the 
requirements of local people and conserves natural resources.In case any house or land 
of a local resident is located inside a buffer zone or falls within the existing natural 
boundary of a national park or reserve as a result of flood or landslide, and if such 
ƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘΩǎ Ƙƻǳse is destroyed, the concerned National park or reserve on the 
recommendation of the user committee has to pay a reasonable compensation to 
him\her from the amount allocated for community development. NPAWCA has made a 
provision for a user committee. 

 
Furthermore, forest users have some right over buffer zone. Buffer private forest can be 
cultivated by users. The rightful owner of the land within a buffer zone may then develop, 
conserve, manage buffer private forest and utilize the forest products as s/he wishes. The 
owner of buffer private forest is allowed to transport, sell or distribute freely the forest 
products of the buffer private forest within the buffer zone. Local communities can also 
collect forest materials in buffer zones.  
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Grievance RedressinProtected Area System Areas 

The NPAWCA stipulates different penalties in case any crime is performed. However, 
there is no clear GRM outlined to regulate how peoples file and finalize grievances if 
their rights are infringed. All investigations of offenses shall be conducted by a ranger or 
an employee up to the rank of Subedar who is connected with forest and wildlife 
management or by an employee at least of the rank of non-gazette first class or by an 
employee with at least the rank of sub-inspector in the Police force. Upon the completion 
of such investigations, he\she shall file the case before an adjudicating officer in the 
name of National park office or reserve office or wildlife conservation office or forest 
office or any other office discharging the functions relating to forests. 
 
The cases falling under the NPAWCA are to be heard and decided by the Warden, and 
some other cases, related to other forests, tobe heard and disposed bythe DFO. In some 
cases, the assistance Warden and ranger are also granted power to hear cases or dispose 
cases. Here, the prescribed authority shall follow the same procedure. An appeal may be 
filed before the Appellate Court against the decision made or order issued by the 
Authority within thirty five days after such decision is made or order issued. 
 
For buffer zones, the Warden shall have the power to dispose the cases of the offence 
related to the management and conservation of buffer zone, as stated under the 
NPAWCA. The party, who is not satisfied with the decision made by the Warden, may 
appeal before the Court of Appeal within thirty-five days after receiving the notice of 
such decision. 
 
During our consultations, we were informed that Protected Area System areas are under 
strict rules enforced by the Warden. The Warden can enforce and take immediate actions 
to ill users because of the special status of the forest. The prevailing question is how such 
actions will filtrate into a REDD+ scheme. It is expected that currently preceding rules can 
become a potential source for conflict and grievance for local communities living near 
Protected Area System areas, such as: 1) The rights of the user committee to manage 
fallen trees, dry wood, firewood and grass. How are these rights and obligations defined, 
monitored and evaluated when REDD+ is active? and 2) Up to thirty to fifty percent of the 
amounts earned by a National park, reserve or conservation area may be expended, in 
coordination with the local authorities for community development of local people. How 
will this work when REDD+ benefits are coming in? It is advisable to revisit these laws 
and rules to prevent confusion with forest users and as a result, potentially overflow 
the GRM.  
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5.1.4 Participation and Benefit Sharing Policies, Guidelines and Regulations 
 
 
In 2007, the Ministry of Forestry and Soil Conservation launched a Gender and Social 
Inclusion Strategy (GESI) with the aim to change the policies and laws, create sensitive 
institutions and enhance equitable access to forest resources and benefit sharing. Within 
the forestry sector, Government institutions dealing with community forestry have a 
responsibility to mainstream GESI into their operations, including a grievance mechanism. 
Persons are assigned to GESI in each Department but until today, no such mechanism has 
been fully operational, as we heard from the stakeholders. 
 
As per the Guidelines for Community Forest Development Program, 2064 (2008), the GoN 
should promote the empowerment of users by effective consultation with every 
household regarding forest related laws and policies, legal and social norms of 
community forest and the rights and duties of users must be conducted. In addition, the 
GoN should identify those groups with similar interests in order to contribute towards 
poverty reduction, formulation of necessary laws and plans for the equitable distribution 
of resources and to increase the access of women and poor class in decision making. 
 
The Forestry Policy 2071, guides the Government to focus on REDD+ related activities. 
This policy set outs rules on value adding of forest products to the livelihood of forest 
users. Through increased participation and access of people, not only protection of forest 
becomes effective, but also tremendous employment opportunity can be created at the 
local level. In case forest users are in the position to obtain such an employment 
opportunity, the GoN should: 
 

i. Ensure equitable distribution through increasing the benefits accrued from the 
environmental services such as biological diversity and protection of resources.  

ii. Increase the access of indigenous, ethnic and local community in the sustainable 
management and utilization of biological diversity and water resources.  

iii. Make equitable distribution of the benefits through the ecological, economic and 
social strengthening of the forests managed by the community such as community 
forest, leasehold forest, partnership forest, protected forest and religious forest.  

iv. Increase, through the community managed forests, the access of the poor, 
indigenous, ethnic groups, Dalit, women and marginalized users who are far from 
the access of forests.  

 
These participation guidelines, which should be implemented in policies and strategies, 
encourage and prioritize local ownership and management of forestry resources. The 
guidelines will also become part of future REDD+ implementation as stipulated in 
national REDD+ documents. It is expected that local communities can become (more 
effective) forest users and claim benefits from forest management in their effort of 
preventing deforestation and degradation.   
 
The participation guidelines also stipulate encouraging participation of villagers, local 
government bodies and NGOs as collaborators. This guideline is important for the design 
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of the GRM.Also, stakeholders across Nepal have informed the study team that 
participation in forest governance is limited. One way to stimulate participation is to 
develop a multi-party GRM. This is a GRM in which not only the Government 
handle/decide on grievances, but a combination of different stakeholders in the forestry 
sector such as communities, NGOs, civil society, private sector and academia have an 
active role in grievance handling/decision-making. 
 

5.1.5  Some Relevant Examples of Dispute Resolution Mechanisms in Nepal 

 
There are several examples of dispute resolution that are relevant to the study of the 
GRM.  
 
A Few examples of Forestry Related Dispute Resolution Mechanisms (Non legislative 
mechanism)  

i. Directive relating to the Collection, Sale and Distribution of Forest Products 
(Timber/Wood), 2057 states that the Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation 
shall have the right to interpret the disputes arising in respect of the matters 
contained in this Directive. 

ii. District Forest Products Supply Committee (Procedure) Directive, 2063. The 
interpretation made by Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation under the 
Government of Nepal shall be final in respect of any dispute concerning the 
interpretation of any provision contained in this Directive.  

iii. Directive relating to Establishment and Operation Procedure of Forest 
Development Fund, 2064 (2008) prescribed that the Ministry of Forest and Soil 
Conservation under the Government of Nepal shall have the final right to 
interpret any disputes arising in respect of the matters contained in this Directive. 

iv. Resin (Khoto) Collection (Procedure) Directive, 2064 (2008) stated that it shall be 
the power of the Department of Forest (DoF) to interpret the disputes concerning 
the matters contained in this Directive.  

v. The Private Forest Development Directive, 2068 (2011) states that the 
interpretation made by Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation under the 
Government of Nepal shall be final in respect of any dispute concerning the 
matters contained in private forests.  

 
In addition, some other forest bodies can have a role in dispute resolution relating to the 
forestry sector.  

i. The Directive relating to the Establishment and Operation of District Forest 
Coordination Committee, 2062 (2005) says that the coordination committee can 
settle the conflict and disputes existing in the development of forest sector and 
settle the disputes arising in User's Group. 

ii. The Community Forest Development Program Directive, 2064 (2008) states that 
the stakeholders can to facilitate in dispute management.  
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VDC level Grievance and Dispute Handling under the LSGA(A Legislative Mechanism) 

The Self Governance Act mentions jurisdiction of the Village Development Committee 
(VDC) to handle grievance. The VDC can settle different types of cases within a village 
development area. Jurisdiction of the VDC is related to different types of disputes, such 
as disputes about land boundary, public land, canals, dams, compensation for damage of 
crops, forced labor, wages, paupers, pasture land, grass, fuel woods, water bank and 
security of public property amongst others.  

For hearing and finalizing disputes, the VDC has power to form an arbitration board to 
hear and settle the cases. The VDC has to appoint three persons in the arbitration board, 
as agreed upon between the parties. These derive from persons listed in the approved 
roster of arbitrators. In case the parties to a dispute fail to reach agreement on 
appointing an arbitrator from the roster of arbitrators created by the VDC, each party 
shall appoint an arbitrator of their own and provide the name of such an arbitrator to the 
VDC. The VDC receives the names of two arbitrators, and shall appoint a third arbitrator 
from the roster. If parties fail to reach agreement in appointing any arbitrator or the 
parties do not submit the name of an arbitrator, the VDC shall appoint three persons 
from amongst the persons enlisted in the roster, as arbitrators. The VDC has a 
responsibility to designate one arbitrator as the Chairperson of the arbitration board 
from amongst the appointed arbitrators.  

The three arbitrators have the right to collectively deliver an opinion and the opinions of 
the majority shall be deemed the decision of the arbitrators. In case the majority of the 
arbitrators could not form one opinion and they hold different opinions, such opinions 
shall be submitted to the VDC and the opinion supported by the VDC shall prevail on that 
matter. The arbitrators shall, to the extent possible, insist the concerned parties to 
negotiate with each other on the case submitted and have the case compromised. In case 
the arbitrators could not succeed to reach a compromise between the disputed parties, 
the VDC shall exercise their power and decide on the case. In case a compromise or 
decision is made between the parties, the VDC shall put its seal on the compromise or 
decision, mention it in its records and file the case in the VDC. Any party not satisfied 
with a decision made may appeal to the concerned District Court within thirty-five days 
of the hearing or knowledge of the decision. 
 
In cases where the parties agree to fulfill any obligation of making payment or handing 
over goods/services according to a compromise or decision made in regard to settling of 
disputes, the VDC shall execute the compromise or decision.  In case any party fails to 
fulfill obligation of making payment or handing goods/services as stipulated, the VDC 
shall forward a list along with the details of the obligation to be so paid or fulfilled to the 
concerned Land Revenue Office. The Land Revenue Office shall, upon being so requested 
by VDC, execute the compromise or decision by fulfilling the procedures under the 
prevailing law.  Although the set-up of the VDC is useful for REDD+, the structure has 
been dysfunctional for the last decade due to political influence. 
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5.1.6 Effectiveness of Decisions Made by the Formal Dispute Resolution System 

 
The legislation has given the ultimate decision-making power in forestry disputes to the 
DFO, RFD or Warden. Besides decision-making power, the DFO and Warden also have 
significant amount of enforcement power to ensure that forests are protected against 
unwanted human-induced influences. There is an appeal possibility from the DFO to the 
RFD, RFD to Appellate Court, and Warden to appellate court.Nevertheless, there are only 
few GRMs highlighted in the FA and NPAWCA. The two legislative instruments, FA and 
NPAWCA, seem to give full power to Government officials to control human-induced 
influences over the forest. Stakeholders therefore generally feel that they are 
powerless against decisions made in this forestry scheme. During our various levels of 
consultations, they demanded a more balanced GRM, in which peoples have more voice.  
 
The disputes being handled by the formal system are disputes about crop damage, lost 
and found domestic animals, water sources, pasture and land fodder and disputes about 
land (Chetri and Kattel, 2004). It is noted, however, decisions using the formal system 
have only 30-45% success of being resolved (Chetri and Kattel, 2004). This statement is 
supported by views of stakeholders, who find the final decision not being executed after 
spoken.Our consultations demonstrated that formal systems are the last resort for 
stakeholders in REDD when they are confronted with a dispute. One problem is that 
stakeholders feel that the cases are never really resolved because implementation of the 
decision is problematic. More specifically, stakeholders think that when decisions are 
made under laws, they often lack cultural appropriateness and therefore do not provide 
long term (sustainable) solutions. 
 
Formal systems are labeled as unjust because forest user feels a decision is only based on 
using the law rather than considering the future relationship between the disputants. 
There is limited discussion possible between disputants, which leads to the win-lose 
outcome of formal decisions. Stakeholders rather want to engage in a discussion with 
each other than being forced to behave a certain way. Stakeholders have also noticed 
political intrusion in the system, which ultimately expresses itself in the decision-making. 
For example, some stakeholders have noticed that cases of powerful persons are given 
priority over Dalit cases.  
 
An important aspect is that stakeholders believe that the system is slow compared to the 
informal system that handles disputes immediately. Cases usually take many years to 
resolve, while in the meantime the disputants have to continue using the forest together. 
Often this creates a situation with high tension, transforming an overt conflict into a 
ƘƛŘŘŜƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΦ {ǳŎƘ άǇǳǘ-ŀǿŀȅέ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŎŎǳƳǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘƘƛǊǘȅ ŦƛǾŜ 
years after the introduction of the community forestry program.   
 
Formal systems are just not easily accessible to poor groups of forest users because 
they require a substantial amount of financial resourcesto file a case. Each person 
needs to hire a costly lawyer to write and file the complaint. They also need to come to 
court several times, which is usually situated in town, far away from the forest areas. In 
addition, to follow the formal process, stakeholders have to be literate and understand 
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the rather complicated documents produced by the court. Some stakeholders even 
expressed fear to go to court.  
 
Because the GRM should balance power and complement this legal system, it is 
necessary to create an alternative route to the existing formal DFO structure for forest 
users to submit complaints.In addition, because of the existing conflicts between DFO 
and forest users at the District level (see Chapter 6), it is advisable to leave decision-
making on grievance to an independent expert body. In that way the GRM is unbiased 
and accessible to those stakeholders who have expressed fear for dealing with the DFO. 
This aspect will be included in the design of the GRM. 
 
Quasi formal systems have been implemented for large-scale infrastructure projects. For 
example, the National Rural Road Program (Box 2). This kind of GRM system can be 
designed to be accessible to local users as it can be local, low-cost and with simple 
procedures. The REDD+ GRM can follow this model easily and learn from the particular 
deficiencies this system has and how we can overcome these in the future with REDD+. 
We will consider the lessons learned from this model into the design of the GRM. 
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5.2 Review of Informal Systems 
 
Informal dispute resolution mechanisms and practices, primarily based on negotiation 
between disputing parties with the involvement of a third party, are common in most of 
the communities living in Nepal (Chetri and Kattel, 2004). A study pointed out that only 
15% of all cases go to the court in Nepal. The remaining 85% cases are resolved by local 
communities themselves, under leadership of the community head or other leader 
(FREADEAL, 1995). Solutions are usually sought to foster relationships between disputant 
and ensure that disputants, as much as possible, keep their face within the community 
(Chetri and Kattel, 2004).  
 
Local people prefer settling cases locally because of several reasons. Researchers point 
out  the main reason for choosing for informal systems is that solutions are locally 
available, procedures are easier than formal mechanisms, the system is familiar to most 
peoples, the system is simple, can handle oral complaints and it delivers immediate and 
effective justice (Kattel, 2012; Bhattachan and Pyakuryal, 1996). 
 

5.2.1 Characteristics of Informal Mechanism to Resolve Grievances 

Historically, informal dispute resolution systems were designed in local groups for a 
specific purpose. Some groups developed such mechanisms to maintain collectivity 
within the group, while others were more concerned about preservation and transfer of 
social and cultural practices necessary to (spiritually) survive. Other groups used dispute 
resolution as a mechanism to maintain order and promote harmony and peace within the 
group (Chetri and Kattel, 2004).  

 
Cases that are handled are disputes over boundary issues, unfair resource distribution, 
stealing of forest products, and illegal grazing in the forest land, membership of forest 
users are settled locally. Such cases are settled by mediators and respondents pointed 
out that they include: caste/ethnic head, community head, ex VDC chair, ward chair, 
ward member, school teacher, and executive member of community forest user group 
committee, leasehold forest user group committee, women group, respected social 
workers and local political leaders. Besides cases handled by a preferred community 
leader, some cases are settled in coordination with the areaΩǎ CƻǊŜǎǘ hŦŦƛŎŜ. The latter 
occurs when a case is serious between two forest user groups.  
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Box 2: GRM for the National Rural Road Program, Department of Local Development and Agricultural Roads 
(DoLIDAR), Ministry of Federal Affairs and Local Development (MoFALD) 

Strengthening the National Rural Road Program (SNRTP) is a continuation of the Rural Access Improvement and 
Decentralization Project since 2005. As a project financed by the World Bank, it needs to adhere to the Involuntary 
Resettlement Policy (IRP) and the relevant laws, guidelines and policies of the Government of Nepal. The IRP required 
the project to establish an effective Grievance Handling Mechanism, which has been operational since 2009. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ό9{aCύ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ existing informal dispute 
ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ ¢ƘŜ 9{aC ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ 
practices, based primarily on negotiation between disputing parties with the involvement of third party, are common in 
most of the communities in Nepal. Following the local tradition and cultural practices, unsatisfied people will go to 
Village Road Coordination Committee (VRCC) and Local Road Users Committee (LRUC) with their complaints at first. 
The VRCC and LRUC, as knowledgeable local peoples, receive complaints and hear the grievances of people. The VRCC 
and LRUC can resolve minor problems because the law allows resolving minor civil cases in the community. If they 
cannot resolve a specific case, then they forward ǎǳŎƘ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ DǊƛŜǾŀƴŎŜ IŜŀǊƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜέ ό9{aC нллфΣ ǇонύΦ 
aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ άǘƘŜ ƎǊƛŜǾŀƴŎŜǎ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘŜŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŘŀƳŀƎŜΣ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
related to compensation distribution, etc. directly goes to the GRM. The Grievance Hearing Committee receives the 
complaints, examines them with the support of local staffs and from VRCC and LRUC and verifies the information and 
ǘƘŜƴ ƎƛǾŜǎ ƛǘǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴέ όǇΦооύΦ  
In this rural road construction and upgrading project, the GRM Committee is formed as follows: 

a. Chairperson: Nominee of District Road Coordination Committee 
b. Member: Planning, Monitoring and Administration Officer in District Development Committee (DDC), and 
c. Facilitator (invitee member): District Social Consultant.  

 
The GRM office is established in front of the building of the District Development Committee and people can easily 
access the office and register their complaints. In front of the office there is signboard in Nepali- and local language.  
Complainants can submit written complaints and also oral complaints are easily registered with the help of the staff 
available at the office, who maintains the complaint register and informs the GHC Committee members. Once a week, 
the GRM Committee meets to discuss and resolve the cases.  
 
The VRCC and LRUC members along with the GHC Committee members have received basic 3-day training in dispute 
resolution. They are familiar about the basic laws, human rights laws and the safeguard policy of the World Bank and 
Government of Nepal. Therefore, VRCC and LRUC at local level (in the rural road construction site) also records 
complaints and resolves them. If they cannot resolve the complaint locally they forward such cases to the Grievance 
Hearing Committee. If the GRM cannot resolve the case then the case goes to the social unit of the Central Office of the 
project. Victims are not forced to register their complaints to GHC in any way. They are free to go to formal 
forums/court or District Administration Office (DAO) because the Land Acquisition Act 1977 gives responsibility of land 
acquisition to DAO under Home Ministry.     

The Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) is easily accessible, time efficient, free of cost and no legal procedures exists. 
It has become effective in all the 30 project districts in which the road was constructed. As a result, the GHC had 
received 927 cases and resolved 893 cases were resolved during 2010 to 2013. Most of the grievances received were 
caused by the lack of information and unfair distribution of compensation, which were easily resolved after hearing the 
disputants. The unresolved cases included land claims with the GoN. Therefore, such cases were recommended to be 
submitted to the Ministry of Home Affairs through District Administration Office or Supreme Court.  

The lessons learnt in establishing a GRM for this project were very interesting. The first point was that the GRM should 
be well known locally, especially by representatives of the local peoples to win the trust of local peoples. The GRM 
should also follow an informal procedure during case registration and hearing, and one of the recommendations was 
that it had to accept oral complaints. Social scientists need to be hired to make local and affected peoples aware about 
the program and GRM system and conduct sessions regularly. On the top of this, the GRM should have staff that is 
trained on mediation skills and has basic knowledge on laws, human rights and social justice.           
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Procedures 

The informal procedures for case registration, resolutionand implementation of decisions 
are well known to local communities in rural areas. According to the informants, the 
informal grievance resolution system is completely undocumented. Usually, a complaint 
is registered orally to an informal forum (most probably an accepted individual) and this 
leader invites the disputed parties and involved stakeholders for a resolution session.  

In this session, the leader (mediator) informs the participants about the case: the 
complaint and objective of the session. The leader allowsthe complainant to 
presenthis/her grievance in the meeting. If a complainant is unable to present his/her 
case then family relatives or a supporter is given an opportunity to present the case. 
After presentation of each complainant, the leader seeks views of witnesses and 
attending community members.  

Once all voices are heard, the leader seeks possibilities for reaching agreement in 
consultation with disputants and other participants aware of local traditions, culture and 
practices. With the help of attending community members, the leader selects the best 
option and puts it forward as an agreement which has to be implemented by the 
disputants. The agreement and corresponding arrangements for its implementation are 
usually unwritten. 

A variant on this informal process was conveyed by community members and local 
organizations in Kaski. In case of a dispute, the community writes an official letter to the 
interest group FECOFUN or HIMAWANTI and invites them to the informal mediation 
process. These organizations then act as mediators and help the community settle the 
case.   
 

5.2.2 Effectiveness of DecisionsMade by the Informal Dispute Resolution System 

The majority ofstakeholders consensually stated that informal mechanisms resolve 
cases permanently because they are community-based, widely accepted anddeliver 
practical and timely decisions. The high percentage of success in decisions made with 
informal dispute resolution is coming from the high ownership of decisions. The 
disputants are known to community members which binds them to accept the decision 
and implementthem easily. However, an informal decision is not legally binding. 
Disputants are free to appeal, if they are dissatisfied with the decision made by the 
informal forum. Appealsagainst informal decisions are rare, and not a single appeal case 
was reported during our consultations.  
 
The decision coming from an informal forum is morally binding. The disputants are under 
social pressure because they continue to live in the same community. Decisions made in 
the informal forum are considered decisions taken by the whole community and thus 
need to be fully implemented. Yet there is possibility of leaders being biased and 
prejudiced in decisions, especially if a community is divided into two groups on the basis 
of political and/or ethnic interests. 
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The REDD+ stakeholders expressed satisfaction with existing informal grievance redress 
mechanisms and prefer to use this type of practice in the future. Satisfaction with 
informal grievance readdress mechanisms were based on the following reasons: i) one 
can express feelings easily, (ii) one can find out the cause of dispute, iii) one can rely on a 
familiar authority and procedures, iv) the system has easy access (v) the system has no 
cost to the service, vi) the system accepts oral complaints, vii) the system delivers fast 
and effective responses, viii) the system is transparent so that everyone can observe the 
decision made by community, ix) the system settles disputescollaboratively, and x) the 
final agreement is practical and follows a win-win approach.        

Some respondents in district and regional consultationswere dissatisfied with informal 
mechanisms because these may become dominated by elites. Informal mechanism 
cannot sufficiently address human rights and Western laws. However, these stakeholders 
proposed to empower CFUG/LFUG members, forest networks and interest groups with 
tools for mediation and knowledge about human rights and basic laws. We have met 
several community mediators during our consultations that were trained by NGOs. These 
peoples have knowledge about both systems - informal community systems and human 
rights laws. A significant study on informal dispute resolution (Chetri and Kattel, 2004), 
demonstrates that mediation has growing popularity with rural communities in resolving 
minor civil cases. It provides a hub for poor and marginalized local communities to have 
access to justice. Community mediatorsincreasingly possesstrust and ability, and 
canserve as mediators in the future REDD+ grievance mechanism.  
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ά²ƛǘƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀƭ systems resolution you remove the tree by its roots, while using  formal systems 
only permits to work at the top surface of the tree, leading the disputes to keep ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ōŀŎƪέ                 
Women forest users, Dhankutta, 18 April 2015 
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Chapter 6: Potential Grievances related to REDD+ 
 

This chapter summarizes different types of grievances which can influence REDD+ 
implementation. First, grievances arising from the current situation in the forestry sector 
are identified and discussed. Potential grievance from environmental and social risk 
coming from climate change and those identified by stakeholders are also outlined. 

 

6.1 Existing Conflicts 
 
/ƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƛƴ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛǎ mainly a result of contradictory interests and rights of 
users and concerned people regarding decision making and benefit sharing. In this 
section we analyze conflict in the forestry sector existing without a REDD+ program based 
on the consultation meetings during the study. The GRM team has identified conflict in 
the forestry sector on four distinct levels: international, national/regional, district and 
local level.  
 
Conflicts at the International Level 
There is a continuous tension between Nepal and neighboring country India over the 
Terai region. Not only is there a cultural and economic presence of India in the region, 
there is an increasing influx from Chinese and Indian citizens to Nepal that overburdens 
the pressure on natural resources. Although this conflict is now latent, it can expand 
when there are attractive opportunities created for payment from forest conservation 
and ecosystem services.  
 
Conflicts at the Regional and National Level 
These conflicts are between different parties and are typically felt at the regional or 
sometimes even nationally. There are competing interests in regions between sectors for 
land use, for example, the mining sector versus the forestry sector. Also large scale 
development projects, such as road infrastructure and hydropower dam construction, 
put enormous pressure on existing forest resources. This type of national conflict 
between different sectors is felt between officials operating in these sectors at the 
national, district and local level.  
A more internal conflict is felt between the different hierarchical levels in the 
Government forestry departments. Lower level Government offices (DFO) are not always 
convinced about the steps the central Ministry and REDD Implementation Center takes 
and this will eventually translate itself in problems with the implementation of REDD+.  
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Conflicts at the District Level 
Conflicts between forest users are mostly evident at the District level (Annex 4).  A latent 
conflict exists between the private forest users and the State or Community Forest User 
Groups (CFUG) over boundaries of user rights. Private forest owners also have covert 
disputes with various local communities who claim customary rights for use of the private 
forest. More widely present conflicts are over customary rights in National forests with 
the surrounding local communities and encroachers. It is in this type of conflict that local 
communities are worried about the boundaries of their usufruct area and those claimed 
by the National forest. A similar type of boundary conflict also occurs among different 
community forest user groups. Besides boundary issues, different community users fight 
over user rights as they are heavily dependent on gathering forest products needed for 
sustaining their own livelihood. There is less conflict noticed in religious forests. Conflict 
is also noticed between the users of buffer zone forest and the national 
park/conservation area as the wild animals destroy lives and livelihoods. When conflicts 
emerge in the bufferzone community forest, they are mainly over user rights, animal - 
human conflict, and about the distribution of forest products.  
 
Conflicts at the Local (Community) Level 
In local communities, there can be competing interests over forest resources between 
different families/households. This results in a local level conflict that is usually resolved 
by the village leader or any other accepted person. Village leaders use informal dispute 
resolution systems, which have been historically cultivated, to address problems with the 
aim of maintaining the balance within the social unit. Besides inter-family/household 
conflict, there is sufficient evidence of elite capture by village leaders. Community leaders 
have an advanced position compared to other villagers in terms of contact with outsiders, 
knowledge, negotiation skills, and sometimes even language. Such leaders can easily 
access and negotiate benefits for themselves or their families without thinking about 
other villagers. Elite capture has resulted in many conflicts in rural areas in Nepal, and has 
been globally identified as one of the main problems in forest governance and REDD+ 
(Colfer, 2011).  The existing conflict in different forest types is presented in Annex 4. 
 
In a closer look at the existing conflicts in the forestry sector, we see that district-level 
conflict is widely present and occurs in all forest management types, but more so in 
community forest (between local forest users) and national forest (between the GoN 
and local forest users). District level tensions mainly derive from confusion of the local 
forest users over their rights and obligations and evident in all three geographical 
regions. These conflicts have been going on for years (long term). Even with REDD+ 
strategies targeting the rights of these local forest users, especially marginalized groups 
like indigenous peoples, women and Dalits, it is not expected that trust in the forest user 
system will restore in the short period of time before REDD+ implementation starts. It is 
likely that the GRM will receive a relative high number of grievances related to conflicts 
at the district level. 
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6.2 Potential Grievances related to REDD+ 
 
¢ƘŜ ŀǊŎƘƛǘŜŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŜƳōŜŘǎ a hierarchical system that makes it culturally 
tactless and unfitting to provide complaints to higher officials in the system. Grievance is 
not a comfortable activity for many Nepal citizens, but during consultation of the GRM 
team, a wide range of complaints were expressed on REDD+ by the stakeholders. Many 
drivers of grievance are also coming from outside the forestry sector. In this section we 
explore only grievances related to the future REDD+ implementation (Table 4). We also 
identify drivers for grievance, as follows.  
 
 
Environmental Drivers 

In all three regions, stakeholders are worried about the lack of water available for 
sustaining their livelihoods. Changing water availability and soil fertility are directly 
having effect on the conditions of forests and the forest users. There is an evidential 
decrease in usable forest and land due to loss of fertility, degradation, presence of 
invasive species, pressure to convert land into farmland and chemical pollution.  
 
Stakeholders in different regions identified forest degradation more specifically with 
disappearance of species. In all there geographical regions of Nepal, stakeholders 
reported disappearance of species, decrease in productive forest (timber) and depletion 
of fish resources. In some places ς Kaski, Naulapur, Kanchanpur, Parsa, Bardiya, Kaski and 
Chitwan ς forest users have to share forest resources with animals. When forest 
resources are lowering in quality and at the same time the forest extraction pressure is 
growing (Government of Nepal, 2014), it is expected that existing (district-level) conflicts 
between forest users will expand.  
 
 
Socio-Economic Drivers 

According to Bista (1991), Nepalese are descendants of two major migrations from India 
and Tibet. The Hindu caste system, patriarchal social values and other socio-cultural and 
political factors is the basis for some categories of peoples to be more vulnerable than 
others in society: Adivasi/Janajati groups8, Dalits9 and Women. For Dalits and women, 

                                                           
8
The Adibasi/Janajati groups are defined as social groups with a social and cultural identity distinct from the 

dominant society. The National Foundation for Upliftment of Adivasi/Janajati Act, 2058 (2002) defines 
those ethnic groups and communities who have their own mother language and traditional rites and 
customs, distinct cultural identity, distinct social structure and written or unwritten history. The Act 
recognizes 59 indigenous communities in Nepal, known as Adivasi/Janajati (Indigenous Nationalities). There 
are different levels of acculturation among the tribes: While Adivasi Janajati groups such as Rautes are still 
engaged in hunting and collecting food, Chepangs and Kusundas practice slash and burn, shifting cultivation 
and depend mainly on natural resources. On the other hand, Newars, Thakalis and Gurungs are more 
exposed to modern ways and are involved in foreign employment, government and nongovernment 
services, industry and commerce. 
9
 5ŀƭƛǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎŀǎǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǳƴǘƻǳŎƘŀōƭŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ hƭŘ 

Civil Code of 1853 that prevailed until the promulgation of the New Civil Code of 1962. However, in Nepal, 
the word Dalit has generally come to mean a 'community or a person who suffers from caste discrimination 
and belongs to the bottom of the caste hierarchy'. They are the poorest peoples in Nepal and own just 1% 
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vulnerability increases as these vulnerable groups are living in poorer conditions and this 
structural marginalized position is the result of the deeply rooted caste system (Kattel, 
2008; Ojha and Timsina, 2008).  
 
The growing population, which boomed from 30-77 percent during1991-2001,10 puts 
extra pressure on the forests in the Terai region. In addition, peoples from India are 
entering into Nepal from the South-East to find a better life. These new inhabitants 
depend on natural resources to make a living when they first arrive. Both population and 
the North to South in-country migration put pressure on the Terai region, leading to 
increase of illegal actions such as encroachment (Government of Nepal, 2013d). With this 
double pressure, forest users who possess more resources are in a better position to 
obtain benefits. This long-lasting Terai conflict between rich and poor forest users (e.g. 
Dalits, indigenous peoples, and women) can expand with REDD+ implementation.  
 
The majority of peoples in Nepal are trying to fit into modern society according to 
Western standards. Nowadays, a different type of forest user develops, one that is not 
only depending on traditional livelihood practices but also gathers forest products for 
actively participating in the market economy. This social change process also plays out at 
ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǿƘŜǊŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
changing. At the local level, community leadership also has to change because local level 
peoples are gradually having more Western interests.  
 
Another driver is women marginalization. Almost all forest users operate from family 
farming systems. Although women comprise half of the total population, gender 
discrimination is still prevailing in society. The status of women with regard to their 
access to knowledge, economic resources, political power and personal autonomy in 
decision-making is quite low. Although this situation is improving, relatively poor women 
still lack access to and control over productive resources and are socially excluded from 
obtaining user rights to forests and thus forest products and credit. Only 10% of women 
own land while just 5.5% own a house of their own (CBS, 2004). This structural conflict 
has left poor women in a marginalized position. It is expected that this trend will continue 
with the implementation of REDD+ (Government of Nepal, 2014). The problem will 
express itself in benefit sharing within communities or even within families. Generally 
men will be in a more powerful position to capture benefits in REDD+ and use them to 
things they find necessary.Grievances of this kind have already been expressed by 
womenΩǎ groups.  
  

                                                                                                                                                                               
ƻŦ bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŀǊŀōƭŜ ƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ƭŀŎƪ ŀ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƘƻƳŜƭŀƴŘΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƴǳƳŜǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘΦ 
Instead, they are scattered throughout Nepal and are not homogenous. They can be divided in three broad 
regional groups: i) those in the hill areas; ii) those in the Newari community; and iii) those in the Terai 
areas. The practice of untouchability is more severe amongst the Madhesi community in the Terai and in 
the hills of the Mid-Western and Far- Western Development Regions of Nepal. The National Dalit 
Commission (2003) identified 27 Dalit castes in Nepal. 

10
http://www.prb.org/Publications/Articles/2002/PopulationGrowthContinuestoHinderNepalsEconomicPro

gress.aspx 
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Legal Drivers 
Apart from the historically driven disputes between different forest user groups, there 
are other legal drivers. Our findings suggest that local communities and community user 
groups have a fear of losing their user rights. The communitieshave expressed concern 
about the Government seizing the land, especially now that forest conservation and 
combating deforestation becomes a profitable global scheme. Such fear originates from 
previous action of the GoN to redefine forest rights which negatively affected local 
communities (stakeholder consultations).If user rights remain unclear to the users, it can 
be a substantial source of grievance.  
 
The GoN decided to follow a rights-based approach to REDD+ which means having 
ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŦƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ An important aspect of this framework is the right to 
Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC), which requires the GoN to inform the indigenous 
and local communities and then these communities can autonomously decide if they 
want REDD+ to proceed and under what conditions. FPIC is a seemingly important aspect 
of the REDD+ process for stakeholders in all three geographical regions. Stakeholders 
generally feel that their FPIC rights are not respected and they fear losing user rights to 
the land. These stakeholders may seek advocacy organizations that can help to fights for 
their rights such as NEFIN11, which in turn is part of an international indigenous 
movement. The historically existing right-based conflict may expand very rapidly because 
of the already formed linkages between national and international players. 
 
 
Potential REDD+ Program Drivers 

Since 2009, the GoN has been preparing for REDD+ with the different stakeholders such 
as private sector, NGOs and local communities. Stakeholders have been engaged in the 
REDD+ process on the level of one-way information sharing and consultation. This means 
that views of stakeholders have been heard but not necessarily included in the process. 
From interaction with stakeholders, the GRM team has heard stakeholders complain 
about having insufficient information about the REDD+ program for them to effectively 
participate. In addition, stakeholders have explained to us that participation has been 
limited to umbrella organizations and, in many cases, has not reached the stakeholders 
operating at the local level. Complaints about information sharing and participation will 
ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅΦ  

 

                                                           
11

The Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (Adivasi Janajati) (NEFIN) is an umbrella organization of 

Adivasi Janajati groups. It has classified these groups into five categories. Of the total 59 Adivasi Janajati 
ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ мл ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀǊŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŜŘ ŀǎ ϦŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘϦΣ мн ŀǎ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘϦΣ нл ŀǎ ϦƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘϦΣ мр ŀǎ 
ϦŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜŘϦ ŀƴŘ н ŀǎ άŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘϦ ƻǊ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻŦf on the basis of a composite index consisting of literacy, 
housing, land holdings, occupation, language, education, and population size. The first and second category 
of the Adivasi Janajati groups seems more vulnerable from an involuntary resettlement perspective. 
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Consultation with Leasehold forest users and District forest authorities on the Feedback and 
Grievance Redress Mechanism. Kabhre, 21 April 2015 
 

REDD+ benefit sharing is a delicate issue which is very sensitive to grievance. The MoFSC 
is tasked to ensure adequate sharing after the benefits of REDD+ are centrally received. 
Many of the interviewed stakeholders expressed having doubt that benefits eventually 
will be reaching the areas they live in. Stakeholders have expectations that REDD+ will 
provide benefits for their historic effort of forest protection. They also feel that REDD+ 
benefits should improve their current livelihood situation. If this is not the case, it is 
highly likely that benefit sharing will become a major source of grievance in REDD+. 

Local community user groups have explained that it is likely for user rules within the 
community to be subject to change when participating in REDD+. Especially communities 
that have previously participated in REDD+ pilot projects are worried about more 
stringent rules about use and extraction set by their leaders as a result of REDD+. They 
foresee that this will prevent them from gathering forest products on the level they are 
used to today. Such intra-community tensions can rise and elicit conflict.  
 

Political driver 

bŜǇŀƭ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƛƴƎ ǊŀǇƛŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǿƛŘŜ 
diversity of ethnic groups has been historically dominated by a small group of elites. Since 
the democratic Government was elected in 2006, several groups have organized 
themselves claiming position and status. For example, nowadays, ethnic groups still can 
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request an indigenous status with the GoN. This identity seeking activity is a strategy to 
acquire more political power and puts extra pressure on the REDD+ program.  

 

Coping mechanisms 

Stakeholders have been coping with the impacts from climate change in forest 
conservation. When communities have to deal with environmentally degraded forest- 
and water resources, they prefer to migrate to areas where forests are more productive, 
usually from North to South or within the Southern Terai region. Such in-country 
migration is widely occurring and has a high potential for grievance, if not properly 
guided.  

Stakeholders are very worried about losing rights to land. They are also concerned about 
the lack of FPIC practice and think that advocacy may provide some support to their land 
rights claims. Several groups argue for compensation for their historical role as forest 
custodians. For legal boundary disputes, stakeholders normally seek an informal 
resolution by community mediation or in case that does not deliver results, submit the 
case to the forest authorities (DFO) or Court system.  

In the Terai region, the population pressure leads to a coping mechanism dominated by 
encroachment of forests. At the same time, peoples are existing in a process of 
acculturation and gradually lose their traditional role of forest stewardship. To cope with 
this new trend, forest users seek new non-forest dependent livelihoods such as stone 
making or establishing a small store. Another high potential for grievance is the historical 
ǳƴŜǾŜƴƴŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΣ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŎŜƛǾƛƴƎ 
benefits with REDD+. Women are now organizing themselves and also freely engaging in 
advocacy (e.g. HIMAWANTI) to improve their position in the society as well as within the 
family.  

It is expected that the REDD+ program will bring forward grievances on awareness and 
participation issues, because this part of the program is lacking behind the more technical 
aspects of REDD+ (Government of Nepal, 2013c). Benefit sharing can become a major 
source of grievance when there is too much space for deliberation on forest rights and 
obligations stipulated in future contractual agreements between forest users and the 
GoN. The stakeholders verbally wondered if they would receive sufficient benefits for 
(historical) forest conservation and, if necessary, will advocate this through international 
organizations.  
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Table 4: Drivers for potential grievance with REDD+ implementation 

Category Driver Impact on forest 
user 

Forest user coping 
strategy 

Potential for 
grievance 

Environmental 
driver 

Loss of usable land Expansion of 
district-level 
conflicts 

In-country 
migration from 
North to South 

High, because of 
country wide 
impact 

Loss of water resources 

Legal driver Free and Prior Informed 
Consent (FPIC) not 
practiced 

Rights not 
respected 

Advocacy  High, because of 
international 
coalition 

Seizing of presently used 
land by Government 

Fear of loss of user 
rights 

None High 

Boundary disputes 
between different users 

Fear of loss of user 
rights 

Dispute resolution High 

Socio-
economic 
drivers 

Changing interest of 
forest user 
(Westernization) 

Need for more 
product 

Find non-forest 
dependent 
livelihood 

Medium 

Population pressure in 
Terai 

Decreased user 
area 

Illegal gathering 
e.g. encroachment 

High, because of 
historical issue 

²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ 
position 

Elite capture 
within family 

Advocacy High, because of 
historical issue 

Dominance of 
community leaders 

Elite capture 
within community 

None High 

REDD+ 
program 
driver 

Inadequate information 
sharing and 
participation of 
stakeholders 

Cannot effectively 
participate in 
REDD+ 

None Medium 

Benefit sharing with 
communities who 
protect the forest 

Unequal 
distribution of 
benefits 

Advocacy High 

Elite capture 
within community 

None Low 

Community leaders 
become more strict on 
user rules/restrict use 

Decreased user 
area 

None Low 

Political 
drivers 

Identity seeking from 
different groups in 
society 

More political 
power 

Every group starts 
claiming its place 
within REDD+ 

Medium 
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6.3  Stakeholders Views on Grievance Redress 
 
The views of stakeholders were gathered on the local, district, regional and national level. 
This section starts with an analysis of views on awareness and participation, after which 
the views on the rights, policies and procedure of the REDD+ program are discussed. The 
section ends with an overview of stakeholder views on the design and operation of the 
GRM.  

 

6.3.1 Views on Awareness and Participation in REDD+ 

From previous reports and from the consultations with different stakeholders, it is 
evident that awareness and participation are the center of attention in the REDD+ 
discussions.Critique delivered by stakeholders is usually gathered in meetings, noted and 
then considered by theMoFSC/REDD Implementation Center, who is in charge of 
overseeing the whole readiness and implementation process. Umbrella organizations 
currently engaged in REDD+ are mainly devoted to advocate for a better position, as the 
GRM team has observed and noted. In this typical advocacy environment, it becomes 
difficult to initiate in-depth discussions in multi-stakeholder settings. Substantial dialogue 
on participation issues between stakeholders is thus hindered. Such a situation is 
reinforced with the current lack of professional facilitators to create transparency and 
Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ 

 
Awareness 

The majority of local level forest users is unaware about the REDD+ program or just 
recently heard about it. Community consultation and awareness campaigns have been 
widely executed over Nepal, but stakeholders have explained to the study team that they 
lack awareness material in their local language. In addition, local-level stakeholders have 
not yet learned about REDD+, or had in-depth discussions on the topic.  
 
On a more positive note, most of the executive members of community forest, leasehold 
forest and buffer zone forest have general knowledge about the REDD+ concept but have 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ w955Ҍ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΦ hƴƭȅ 
at places where REDD+ activities were previously initiated, such as in the pilot sites, 
Ghorka, Dolakha and Chitwan, are local level peoples knowledgeable about REDD+ and 
thus ready to participate in activities.  
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First time held regional level meeting with interest groups, NGOs, and Government officials in the 
Central Region of Nepal. Hetuada, 15 April 2015 

 

Most of the FECOFUN12 district chapters have organized awareness programs on REDD+ 
inviting executive members of forest users. Incidentally have peoples participated in 
training sessions initiated by the REDD Implementation Centerthrough consultants, such 
ŀǎ άǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴŜǊέ ό¢h¢ύ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ  

 
The low level of awareness is a serious concern for GRM implementation. If REDD+ is 
implemented without boosting the awareness level of local users, there will be an 
overflow of awareness-related grievance that may express itself through more sensitive 
issues of benefit sharing. Therefore, as explained previously, the design of the GRM will 
allow wide enough accessibility for local users so they can have a channel of 
communication to talk and learn about REDD+.  
 

                                                           
12

FECOFUN is the federation of Community Forest Users in Nepal. As an advocacy organization, FECOFUN 
operates at the local, district and national level representing approximately 19,000 forest user groups. 
FECOFUN have participated in REDD+ pilot projects in Gorkha, Dolakha, and Chitwan. 
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Community Consultation with Balate community near Bardiya National Park. Referring to the red-
colored text the hut, the community had never heard of REDD+ or the laws and concepts 
appointed to in the text. 10 June 2015. 

 

Participation 

From our consultations, the DFO, RFO and local peoples from districts where REDD+ 
pilots programs have been implemented (Dolakha, Gorkha and Chitwan) were positive 
about the program. Predominantly members of district networks, civil society and NGOs 
have been engaged in REDD+ activities. Very few of the community level forest users 
have got a chance to participate in a REDD+ program yet. Generally, women, Dalits and 
indigenous peoples have low participation in the activities of community forest user 
groups (Maraseni et al., 2014). 
 
Local level stakeholders feel left out and classify the REDD+ process as a top-down 
process. They feel if they express concern about REDD+, these concerns are not 
addressed in the current REDD+ scheme. Local stakeholders explain that only some 
peoples are trained on REDD+ and these peoples possess sufficient knowledge to 
participate in activities. Local stakeholders, particularly local leaders of umbrella 
organizations and Government forest officials, are such knowledgeable peoples. Local 
peoples that have heard about REDD+ lack the comprehension level to understand what 
it means in their lives, so having enough information to make a full risk- and opportunity 
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assessment. Only after such an assessment is made, local level peoples will be able to 
effectively participate.  
 
However, engaging these local stakeholders is not always easy. The DFO has difficulty 
engaging local forest users due to immobilization by a decade long political conflict. 
Local forest users also seem to have limited time available besides taking care of their 
daily activities, to travel and participate in meetings (Maraseni et al., 2014). The study 
team found a mixed attitude among local communities towards participation in the 
REDD+ program. A few of them were very positive and see the GoN implementing the 
REDD+ program for the benefits of the local communities to ultimately reduce poverty. 
However, the majority of the stakeholders, especially the forest user groups and local 
members of FECOFUN have lots of doubt about the REDD+ program. The major doubts 
captured by the study team were: 
Á REDD+ is a strategy of the GoN to seize community forests. Some peoples think that 

the GoN may change community forests into protected areas. 
Á The GoN will not share the benefits equally to all the users and forest protectors. The 

GoN will claim forests belong to them. 
Á The REDD+ program will focus on forest protection while the community forests 

scheme also addresses utilization of forest products. 
Á Why do we have to preserve carbon released by rich countries?    
Á Decisions taking on REDD+ will be unfair because of influence of party politics. 

These are common questions posted by the local participants and show a level of distrust 
towards the GoN. It is therefore imperative that the GRM opens communication 
between local level users and creates possibilities for information sharing that leads to 
an improved understanding of the intentions of the GoN with the REDD+ program. 
 
Another observation made by the study team is that local users are not aware about 
REDD+ as a performance-based system. The local communities are very worried about 
gathering forest product will not be possible after REDD+ starts. Local communities 
should thus change from a collective system to a system promoting individuality. It is still 
a question if these communities will be able to comply with this new trade system for 
generating income.  
 

6.3.2 Views on Rights, Policies and Procedures under the REDD+ program 

From stakeholder consultations, the study team expected a variety of views about the 
rights, policies and procedures under REDD+ program from different levels of education, 
ethnic categories and from different location where stakeholders live. Against our 
expectations, we received a unified answer from the diverse pool of stakeholders. 
Overviews of the findings that are important for the GRM design are given below.  
 
In District Forest Offices (DFO), specific persons are appointed for implementing REDD+ 
related activities in the district.All district and regional forest staff were aware about the 
REDD+ program, although most of them were not clear about its policies and procedures. 
The staff knew that the GoN was working on REDD+ readiness by establishing an 
implementation center (REDD Implementation Center) in the MoFSC. The REDD 
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Implementation Centerhas been effectively working on preparing the required policies, 
strategies and safeguard documents and at the same time raising awareness among 
stakeholders. The REDD Implementation Centerpublished several important documents 
such as the ESMF13, SESA14, SES standards related to strategies, policies and guidelines. 
Although these efforts have been substantive, many community groups and NGOs are 
unclear about their rights and policies and procedures of the REDD+ program.  
 
However, the awareness level on rights and policies of REDD+ is very different in regions 
where REDD+ activities have been promoted. For example in the watershed areas of 
Gorkha, Dolakha and Chitwan districts, a REDD+ pilot program has been conducted by a 
collaborative effort of ICIMOD, ANSAB, FECOFUN and the GoN from 2010 until 2013. 
Stakeholders that participated in the program received cash benefits for storing carbon in 
the year 2013. Local peoples, interest groups, NGOs and district staff in these pilot 
districts were found better aware on the rights, policies and procedures under the 
REDD+ program. Especially peoples in Dhankutta were fully aware of the opportunities 
presented to them by the REDD+ program, and are preparing them for REDD+ 
implementation by organizing awareness campaigns through the FECOFUN network.  
 

Except these pilot districts, the local people in other consulted districts (community 
forest, leasehold forest and buffer zone forest users and their networks, representatives 
of Dalits, Janajatis forest users) did not possess any knowledge about rights, policies and 
procedures under REDD+ program. As a result, local people were raising some questions 
about REDD program to the study team.  
 
The questions were:  
Á What is REDD? 
Á What are the differences between REDD and REDD+? 
Á When does the GoN start with REDD program implementation? 
Á How will the GoN distribute the benefits? 
Á Who will receive the benefits of REDD+ and how? 
Á Will local peoples receive benefits for the protection of trees in a garden? 
Á Will private forest owners also receive benefits? 
Á How will the measurement of carbon be executed? 
Á Will people be paid for stored carbon from the tree trunk or roots? 
Á Will REDD+ be applied for all districts? 
Á Does the REDD+ program restrict the use of forest products in community forest, 

leasehold forest and buffer zone forest? 
Á Does the REDD+ program acquire private lands and will it displace peoples living 

nearby forest? 
These were common questions the study team faced in consultations with stakeholders 
from Community Forest, Leasehold Forest, Buffer Zone Forest, Protected Area, National 
Park and Conservation Area forest. 
 
 

                                                           
13

 Environmental and Social Management Framework 
14

 Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment 
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Disclosure of the REDD+ policy and procedures 

bŜǇŀƭΩǎΩ REDD+ Program launched a website in which policies, procedures, strategies and 
related documents are available. The program directly concerns local level peoples who 
are the primary users, managers and conservers of forest resources. The program, its 
objectives and related strategic documents therefore need disclosure at the local level. In 
the present situation, the majority of local people, especially women, poor and 
marginalized groups and Dalits are unaware of the specifics of the program.  
 
If the REDD+ program is implemented in the current state, it will suffer from lack of 
support of the local peoples/communities. Therefore, disclosure of the policies, 
procedures and safeguard documents at local/community level are necessary for 
smooth implementation of the REDD+ program in the future. These aspects will be 
taking into consideration in the GRM design by building it to the local level and opening 
possibilities for information transfer.  
 

6.3.3 Views on the Design and Operation of the GRM 

Forest users favor submitting grievances at the local level. When in conflict, forest users 
first access the informal system15 and submit their grievance at the local community 
leaders, teachers or other recognized leaders. Whenever this system deems 
unsatisfactory, the stakeholders propose establishing a locally-operating grievance 
redress system in which all parties are represented: DFO, VDC, NGOs, forest federations, 
community leaders and so on. Stakeholders agree that the most important reason for 
choosing a collaborative model is because the decision should be made by the REDD+ 
beneficiaries, and as a result, it will be implemented properly. However, as the 
FCPF/UNREDD guidelines explain, the GRM should operate independently of all 
interested parties in order to guarantee fair, objective, and impartial treatment to each 
case. Making decisions by entities having a stake in the process is thus unacceptable (this 
includes also the GoN in some specific cases).When presenting this matter to various 
stakeholders, they agreed that the GRM should work independently but proposed that 
each party should have an explicit role in grievance redress.  
 
In addition, the stakeholders particularly argued that the locally operating parties should 
have a legal right to settle disputes. The study team has noticed that forest users are not 
equally represented in community-based organizations. Community forest users, private 
forest users, indigenous peoples and women have strong advocacy organizations working 
on the local, district and national level. However, representative organizations of 
leasehold forest users and other poor communities, for example, are either struggling, 
non-functional or even non-existing. The obvious discrepancy in representation will 
create power polarization towards the more experienced and organized forest users, and 
this will eventually reflect in unfair decision-making.  
 

                                                           
15

 In some parts of Nepal there is mixed population which lacks cultural representation of one or more 
ethnic groups. For example, in some parts of the Terai region, it will be difficult to find informal dispute 
resolution systems. 
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Forest officers working in the district offices see dispute resolution as a task 
incongruent with executing forest management tasks. Some officers see themselves 
better functioning in scientific forest management, which is a technical requirement for 
calculating carbon sequestration under the REDD+ scheme. Solving disputes between 
forest users on a day by day basis should be dedicated to the GRM or other institutions 
(e.g. VDC), district forest officers explained to the study team. Some of these forest 
officers proposed having a role in monitoring and enforcement of the agreement 
between disputants, after disputes have been settled.  
 
After hearing the proposals set forth by stakeholders, the study team realized that the 
goal and function of a REDD+ GRM are unclear to the majority of stakeholders in REDD+, 
through all levels. A few knowledgeable peoples on GRM function (forest officers and in 
some places also NGOs and interest-based organizations) were also highly educated on 
REDD+. We therefore decided to provide a full explanation of the GRM design processin 
this report, so stakeholders can get a clear idea about their role in the GRM and potential 
opportunities to help steer the REDD+ program towards success.  
 
 
Grievance Uptake/Registration 

Stakeholders propose that the best way authorities should receive grievances is in an 
oral format. In that way, poor (illiterate) communities have a chance to access the GRM. 
Other modalities proposed are SMS, written letter, suggestion/complaint box, website 
and telephone hotline. The latter should ensure that every grievance is recorded. 
Stakeholders also stressed for registration of each received grievance by the REDD+ 
program authorities.  
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Chapter 7: Proposed Grievance RedressMechanism for REDD+:  
Principles, Structure and Function 

  
 
This Chapter explains how the GRM is designed based on the outcome of the analysis in 
previous chapters. The Chapter starts with setting out the scope and goal of the 
mechanism, after which the structure is discussed. The Chapter continues with a set of 
procedures, followed by measures for successful operationalization and 
recommendations for institutional mainstreaming of the GRM. The Chapter concludes 
with a framework for grievance monitoring and evaluation.  
 
 

7.1 Goals and Scope of the GRM 

7.1.1 Goal and Objectives of the GRM 

The goal of the GRM is to channel grievance into anacceptable,institutionalized 
mechanism for resolving conflict deriving from REDD+ implementation. The GRM 
mechanism should focus on dialogue and problem solvingas an intermediate way for 
stakeholders to discuss problems. The GRM is expected to primarily address interest-
based REDD+ conflicts, meaning conflict in which groups with some form of 
interdependency have a difference in (perceived) interest, for example disputes between 
twoforest users about land use. GRMs seekto complement thelegal system, not replace 
it. In case REDD+ stakeholders are unable to find resolution with the GRM, they may seek 
their right (win-lose resolution) by submitting their case to legally provided formal 
dispute resolution mechanism through the DFO or court system. 
 
Besides the overall goal of dialogue and problem solving, the GRMhas several secondary 
objectives, discussed below (Figure 4).  
 
1. The GRMwill support the MoFSC/REDD Implementation Centerto have better and 

improved outcomes on the implementation of REDD+ by resolving REDD+ related 
disputes in a short time period. Especially because REDD+ is still an experiment 
worldwide and prefixed solutions to emerging problems are just not available. The 
GRM should therefore serve as theMoFSC/REDD Implementation CenterΩǎ early 
warning system and capture grievances that expand into more complex (or even 
intractable) conflicts, thereby attracting more parties and dealing with a higher 
number of issues or expanding of conflict to a larger geographical region. 
 

2. Marginalized forest-dependent communities can be stimulated to get more voice in 
REDD+ through the GRM. The mechanism provides an opportunity to these poor 
peoples, especially those living in remote locations, to submit complaints and argue 
for a better social situation, which is an important goal of the REDD+ program 
(Government of Nepal, 2013c). More importantly, marginalized groups will have the 
opportunity to engage in dialogues with other forest user groups, NGOs, Government 
officials of theMoFSC/REDD Implementation Center. It is this feature of the GRM that 
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will give such marginalized groups (poor, Dalits, women and indigenous groups) 
ownership of solutions found through dialogue- and problems solving activity.  

 
3. The GRMshould become the first line of response (άŦŀŎŜέ) of REDD+ for forest users. 

For example, forest users can acquire information about REDD+ through the GRM in 
ways of putting forward a grievance on having limited information about REDD+. In 
that way, poor communities (especially women, landless and indigenous peoples) 
have a channel of communication to REDD+. This is rather important given the 
hampered disseminationof information to the local level we have heard from 
stakeholders all over Nepal.  

 
4. One prerequisite for an effective GRM is to improve stakeholder participation 

towards a practice of dialogues. One of the biggest challenges is to ensure 
participation of at least 35% of the population who is managing around 25% of the 
forests (1.1 million hectare) (Acharya et al., 2009). Because these communities are 
dispersed over the whole country and many of them have limited financial means to 
effectively engage in Government activities, the GRM will be designed to promote 
participation. From our assessment and detailed feedback given by stakeholders, 
more substantial progress is needed on the equitable participation of poor peoples 
and respecting the rights of indigenous peoples and local user communities 
(Government of Nepal, 2013c). 
 

5. From the consultations it is evident that forest users have problems trusting the GoN 
for bringing forward pragmatic solutions for resolving forest disputes.Through the 
GRM, there is an opportunity for these stakeholders to ask questions and the REDD 
Implementation Centeris obliged to provide answers in the form of feedback. Forest 
users then can get more trust in the process and feel more accountable for its 
outcomes.Such efforts are expected to have an incremental effect in trust building 
and often is the most decisive factor in the success or failure of a project (Acharya et 
al., 2009).  
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Figure 4: Goal and objectives of the GRM for Nepal 

 

7.1.2 Scope of the GRM 

The GRM should particularly address the biggest challenges the REDD+ readiness process 
is currently facing and will potentially face in the future. The type of grievances that have 
to be captured by the GRM in Nepal are related to tensions that exist from conflicts over 
forest resources, as well as aspects related to REDD+ program itself. These grievances are 
related to the following topics: 

 
Á REDD+ program; includes the discrepancies and disputes which may arise during the 

technical design, implementation and evaluation activities which began with REDD+ 
start in May 2009 and will continue in the future. REDD+ stakeholders have expressed 
grievance about the application of the REDD framework, and particularly explained to 
the study team that safeguards are insufficiently addressed in the design of the 
program.   

 
Á Rights-based approach to REDD; includes grievances and disputes over processes to 

acquire (user) rights to land and resources related to the REDD+ program. Historically 
existing conflict over user rights is automatically embedded in the REDD+ structure 
and should be adequately addressed in the GRM. Complaints regarding the process of 
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Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) should also be submitted to the GRM and 
handled accordingly to ensure compliance with the international guidelines and 
standards. 

 
Á Engagement of stakeholders before and during REDD+ implementation; includes the 

sharing of REDD+ information, raising of awareness and enabling participation of 
stakeholders. Compared to others, certain groups are structurally marginalized in 
society and need special attention for awareness raising and effective participation 
in the REDD+ program (such as women, indigenous peoples, Dalits). Grievances 
related to representation of these groups at district, regional and national level 
should be handled in the GRM, such as ongoing complaints about the absence of 
Dalits in the REDD+ Working Group16. 

 
Á Benefit sharing for REDD+,includes the distribution of benefits between the different 

forest users/protectors and the GoN. The majority of forest users are worried about 
the GoN capturing the majority benefits when REDD+ is actually implemented. Other 
forest users worry about poor groups not benefitting from REDD+ and this concern 
refers to women, Dalits and indigenous peoples, as well as other relatively poor forest 
users.  
 

Á Customary practices;includes the internal practices of communities and the position 
of these communities within society. With the growing acculturation and 
participation of forest user groups in the market economy, communities are likely to 
face internal conflicts over power. Women inequity, elite capture and other internal 
power strugglesare expected to increase when benefits of REDD+ are distributed. 
Also, with the influx of new forest users due to internal migration, communities may 
have difficulty maintaining customary balance with their neighbors, which may lead 
to disputes.   
 

From the analysis in previous chapters, it is clear that local stakeholders are most 
concerned with the REDD+ program. It is this local level REDD+ implementation which 
may face problems because these stakeholders generally have low levels of awareness 
(Government of Nepal, 2013b), few resources available for finding alternative livelihood 
strategies and are directly feeling the impacts of changes in the socio-economic and 
environmental circumstances. Local level grievances are thus the first expected to 
appear when implementing REDD+. The GRM thus has to prioritize capturing grievances 
from these local forest users.  
 
Geographical Scope 
The GRM will have a national focus and the rationale for this choice is the 
interconnectivity of the different landscapes and the high mobility of forest users. The 
currently proposed emission education project area is comprised of twelve districts in the 
Terai Arc Landscape (TAL), a landscape conservation area of the Terai physiographic 

                                                           
16

 For an effective GRM, all stakeholder group representatives should be included in the REDD Working 

Group 
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region, encompassing 2.3 million ha and aǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мр҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩs total land 
area (Government of Nepal, 2013d). It is therefore important to prioritize this area when 
setting up the GRM. 
 

 
Figure 5: Map showing the Terai Landscape and the area designated emission reduction project 
area. Source WWF Nepal in Government of Nepal (2013d) 
 

 
 

7.2 Proposed GRM for REDD+: Principles, Structure and Procedures 
 
The GRM is designed to function at the REDD+ program level with a countrywide 
coverage, taking into account the REDD+ program unique operating context: for example, 
ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǳƴƛǘΣ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘΣ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
technical, financial, and human resource constraints. In case designed well, GRMs can 
provide operations with a wide range of benefits, such as curbing corruption, collecting 
information that can be used to improve operational processes and performance, 
empowering vulnerable populations, and enhanŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ 
stakeholders. Thus,an effective GRM represent a step toward greater accountability and, 
ultimately, better project outcomes (World Bank, 2012a). 
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7.2.1 Principles 

For capturing feedback and grievances at the local, district and national level, the GRM is 
designed based on thirteen principles. These principles derive from relevant international 
laws and standards on rights and grievance redress (Chapter 3), the ǘŜŀƳΩǎ social-and 
legal/regulatoryand conflict analysis(Chapter 4 and 5) and views from stakeholders 
nationwide (Chapter 6). The principlesare discussed below. 

 
Principle 1: The GRM should promote a personal communication culture. 
Communication between Nepalese citizens is favored by personal (face to face) contact. 
The GRM needs to be culturally sensitive to this customary trait to become functional. 
Personal interactionalso should improve ongoing distrust between the parties. 
 
Principle 2: The GRM should harbor and improve relationships given the existing distrust 
between forest users and the GoN. bŜǇŀƭΩǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜǎ 
harboring relationships between various groups of users rather than seeking for solutions 
which may favor one group above the other. As such, numerous forest user groups are 
encouraged to find peaceful ways to resolve conflict through informal dispute resolution 
mechanisms (see explanation in Chapter 5). 
 
Principle 3: The GRM should build on the realityin whichlocal forest usersliveto become 
accessible.For example, a reality is theadult literacy rate of 57.4% (2012). Most of the 
local forest users ς poor groups, indigenous groups, Dalits, senior peoples - are illiterate 
and often afraid to visit Government offices and officials. Potential barriers for accessing 
the GRM need to be completely removed so these marginalized peoples can freely access 
the GRM.   
 
Principle 4: The GRM should have multiple channels to submit grievance. In this way, 
stakeholders access different modalities which will enable local forest users to move 
beyond the existing tension/conflictwith the District Forest Office(DFO). A multiple 
channel modalitypromotes an equitable participation of all forest groups in REDD+, 
particularly inclusion of poor and marginalized groups.  
 
Principle 5: The GRM should build on existing structures of informal and formal dispute 
resolution to enhance cost effectiveness. Relying on and strengthening these structures 
is an approach taken in establishing overall safeguards for the REDD+ program 
(Government of Nepal, 2013a). The GRM will rely on two existing systems: informal 
dispute resolution practices and the current district system for forestry management 
under the MoFSC. By doing this, the mechanism can easily become acceptable as the 
majority of stakeholders are already familiar with it. 
 
Principle 6: The GRM should encourage looping back to a customary (informal) way of 
dispute resolution once there is a need for it. The GRM will create this possibility to loop 
back into a low cost and familiar informal system of dispute resolution, practiced by 
communities all over Nepal.  
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Principle 7: The GRM should encourage taking decisions with multiple stakeholders in an 
independent manner: NGOs, private sector, academia, Government and 
communities/forest users. A multi-party GRMis necessary to overcome power disparities, 
bring about different views on the dispute and promote cooperationin taking decisions 
about grievance.This is a GRM in which a combination of different stakeholders in the 
forestry sector make decisions such as communities, Government, NGOs, civil society, 
private sector and academia. Resolving local problems by the representatives of multiple 
stakeholders is a common cultural practice in Nepal which is working effectivelyuntil 
today.17 
 
Principle 8: The GRM should build capacity ofREDD+ participants, such as information 
about obligations, policies and procedures. In general, there is a low level of awareness18 
about REDD+ and many forest users are unclear about their own rights and the policies 
and procedures of the REDD+ program. TheGRM should include a strong component for 
strengthening awareness of local stakeholders so they can effectively engage in REDD+ 
through deliberations and dialogues. The GRM willhave to promote information sharing 
at the local level, in order to prevent unnecessary grievances to be submitted to the 
GRM. 
 
Principle 9: The GRM should be flexible in design so it can facilitate the REDD 
Implementation Centerand various forest stakeholders in a mutual learning process. 
Current formal disputes resolution systems in forestry end with decision without a 
process to learn and adapt. Therefore, the GRM design should encourage monitoring and 
evaluating grievance redress to learn and subsequently adapt strategies as necessary 
during REDD+ implementation.  
 
Principle10: The GRM should have simple and friendly procedures which are 
understandable for each forest user. Stakeholders will be fully informed about the 
procedures, so their trust in the system is promoted. In this way, the GRM will function as 
a transparent mechanism for handling complaints. 
 
Principle 11: The GRM shall promote fact-finding research to assess the context and 
create space among (local) experts to discuss the dispute and propose a resolution. This 
will minimizethe influencesof any actor ς either stakeholders or actors outside the REDD+ 
program - on the decision-making process. This is particular important given the 
difference in level of expertise and organization of forest users and its representatives. 
 
Principle 12: The GRM should work independently of all parties. Each grievance should 
be impartially judged based on fair and objective criteria of which each stakeholder is 
aware of. Therefore, it is very difficult to build on existing grievance mechanism in the 
forestry sector which promote district level decisions by the GoN because in many cases 

                                                           
17

This became effective during Maoist insurgency and is presently promoted by the absence of elected 
bodies in the VDC/municipality 
18

 In the areas were REDD+ pilot projects have been implemented (Ghorka, Dhading, and Chitwan), 
awareness levels seem higher.  

 


