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ABSTRACT

Relocation program, carried out to enhance levels of nature protection, has often been accompanied by impoverishment and dispossession of the relocated people. This in turn have overwhelming effect on management of protected areas. Thus, human relocation program, in the name of wildlife conservation, is creating a serious threat in the livelihood of rural indigenous people.

Human relocation programs were carried out to the community of Shuklaphanta wildlife reserve as an effort to provide a better and quieter habitat for the reserve wildlife. In this regard it would be important to know whether the relocation program had any impact on livelihood of relocated peoples. The present study was carried out with the aim of identifying changes in lifestyle of relocated people with reference to previous settlements.

The study conceptualization, data collection and analysis have mainly been guided by the sustainable livelihood framework (DFID 1999). Both qualitative and quantitative data were gathered from concerned group of people. Three hundred and forty eight households were selected purposively, making three category i.e., category first (Getting full land), second (getting 0.34 ha of land) and third (getting 0.17 ha of land) and taking 116 households from each category. Different PRA tools were used to obtain primary data. It was supplemented and verified from causal informants, field observation and secondary sources.

The asset pentagon (N, P, F, S, and H) has clearly revealed that respondents under category second had relatively low access to the livelihood assets followed by category third and then the first. The findings from the analysis presented that there was a high discrimination since the time of information sharing, decision making and to the time of compensation. Inequality in land and income had also significantly affected the lifestyle of relocated peoples. Status of sustainable resource use and economic development had been decreased whereas status of social empowerment and community development opportunities had been increased but still found very poor. The results showed that the relocated people have had positive perception towards nature conservation but the conservation initiatives should be materialized with proper motivation and active participation of people being affected.

It is strongly suggested that relocation programme should be reconsidered. The affected people should be motivated towards reserve management processes and mechanisms. Reserve management should make relocation program voluntary with adequate compensation.
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CHAPTER-ONE

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1 Back ground

The conservation history in Nepal started since the reign of late King Surendra Shah (1847- 1881) when some legal provisions were established to penalize and fine poachers of wild animals. The protection of rhinoceros (Rhinoceros unicornis) in Chitwan started during the premiership of Junga Bahadur Rana in 1846. Before 1950 there was an abundance of forests and wildlife in the lowland Terai region. At that time, however, the government initiated the policy of clearing forests and resettling people to the Terai (Upreti 1986), but the prevalence of malaria (Balson 1976) restricted the exploitation of forest resources (Pradhan 1995) because hill people were scared to go to Terai. Only the native Tharu communities were immune to this disease (Bhatta and Shrestha 1977, Upreti 1986).

In 1954, the government launched a malaria eradication programme, and by 1960 most of the areas were declared free of malaria. After the malaria eradication, land hungry people from the hills arrived in terai (Bhatta and Shrestha 1977, Upreti 1985, Sharma 1991). These people were driven by economic hardships as well as the perception of abundant land (Shrestha 1979, Pradhan 1995, Sharma and Wells 1996), as a result they cleared thousands of hectares of prime forests which resulted loss of many animals from these areas (Upreti 1985). The forests and wildlife were considered unimportant elements in the development process. In the 1950's and 1960's the wildlife of Nepal suffered a great deal. With a view to protect wildlife and regulate hunting, a Wildlife Protection Act was promulgated in 1958 and was partially enforced by 1963. However, for many reasons, this act remained ineffective to protect wildlife and regulate hunting (Upreti 1986).

Realizing these facts protected area management in Nepal received a real thrust in the 1970s. Not only protected areas came to be added, but also action on both their protection and conservation was intensified (DNPWC 2006). Nepal entered into the new era of conservation with the promulgation of a new National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act 2029 (1973), which provides the fundamental basis for the establishment of protected areas and conservation of wildlife and their habitats. The first organized approach to manage protected 
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areas in Nepal dates back to the year 1973 by establishment of Chitwan National Park. Now,  the protected areas in Nepal include nine national parks, three wildlife reserves, one hunting reserve and three conservation areas and eleven buffer zones covering an area of 28,998.67 sq. km that is 19.70% of the total area of the country (DNPWC 2006).

Nepal is recognized internationally for its effort in promoting collaborative management of protected areas. However, protected areas in the Terai lowland are managed with low levels of community participation. This has led to management decisions seriously threatening the livelihood and cultural heritage of the local people, such as the resettlement program established to move people from villages inside the reserve (McLean and Stræde 2003).

Moreover, the existing provisions and arrangements deprive surrounding people of national parks and reserves from the use of forest products which they had been using traditionally, early before the parks or reserves were created (Dhungel and Adhikari 1994). Protected area designations forced off rural communities from their lands and thereby denying access to resources viable to their wellbeing (Brechin et al. 1991). Disruption of traditional agricultural activities for people living in or near protected areas can lead to extreme hunger and malnutrition (Scher 2003).

The consequent loss of access to resources has often meant that local people have been left to suffer severe deprivation and social impacts, bearing many costs and receiving few benefits, without evidence of harming park resources (Brandon and Wells 1992a, 1992b, Nepal and Weber 1992, Colchester 1997, West and Brechin 1991). Resettlement schemes for indigenous peoples and rural communities removed from areas earmarked for conservation have in many cases had devastating consequences for people and the long-term viability of protected area themselves (West 1994, Ghimire and Pimbert 1997).

National parks and reserves of Nepal today suffer from the incipient conflict between local people and park management (Upreti 1991), but the extent of conflicts vary among different reserves (Heinen 1993).
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1.1.2 Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve (SWR)

The Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve (800 03’ 08” - 25' 53” E and 280 42’ 29” - 290 03’ 27” N; area: 305 km2), initially a hunting reserve since 1969, was gazetted in 1976 with an area of 155 km2. Later, it was extended in the east with an additional area of 150 km2 in 1981. The reserve shares a common boundary with the Indian state of Uttar Pradesh in the south and west which is formed by the Mahakali (Sarda) river, and a major tributary of the Ganges. It is bordered on the eastern and northern side by the protected forests( DNPWC 2003). The climate of SWR is subtropical with average maximum temperature of 370C and average minimum is 70C. Annual rainfall may range over 2,016 mm. The soil is considered of light coloured Inceptisols which may show some leaching of the top soil and very little accumulation of clay or oxides. The soil types are loamy sand, sandy loam, silty loam and clay loam. These soils have variable pH (6.5– 8) which are slightly acidic to moderately alkaline (DNPWC 2006).

The Reserve administration is divided into two sectors: eastern and western, with an aim to provide better public services and to protect wildlife. Personnel deployed in the field, are inadequate when their assigned responsibilities are considered. Because of pervasive poverty, communities that affected by the reserve, are forced to collect fodder, fuel wood, and timber illegally, graze their livestock, catch fish using nets and poison, collect non-timber forest products and frequently poach wildlife (deer, wild pig, birds, and small mammals), using nets, gun and poison (DNPWC 2003).

DNPWC (2003) recognized following type of factors which aggravated the conflict between the reserve and the resident communities:

1) 
Lack of baseline information of flora and fauna,

2) 
Poaching of wildlife and fish poisoning,

3) 
Illegal felling and timber smuggling,

4) 
Smuggling of non timber forest products,

5) 
Encroachment,

6) 
Grass cutting,

7) 
Livestock grazing and shortage of grazing land in the buffer zone,

8) 
Huge deficit in meeting fodder and fuel wood demand from the proposed buffer zone,

9 
Human injuries by wildlife,

3

10) 
Livestock depredation and crop damaged by wildlife,

11) 
Shortage of staff and guard posts including communication equipment,

12) 
Forest fires,

13) 
Limited fire lines for patrolling,

14) 
Road kills accidents of wildlife in the national highway,

15) 
Rising riverbeds, inundating settlements and cultivated areas in buffer zone in rainy season,

16) 
Pervasive poverty around the reserve boundaries,

17) 
Low rate of education and poor leadership quality of communities leaders, and

18) 
Lack of market for agriculture products

The extension of the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve in 1981 has affected both the Reserve and people because of un-resolved resettlement issues, uncontrolled in-migration and associated local politics until the year 2002. Resettlement has been a costly reminder and difficult task because of the nascent democratic institutions, bad politics and feeble governance (DNPWC 2003).) Human injuries by wildlife,

1.1.3 Rationale of the Study

The communities which currently inhabit outside the Reserve were inside Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve before relocation. The people were in the middle of the forest and have easy access to the resources of the reserve. In a way they could be called a resourceful community. These communities were relocated from the reserve in 2002 (DNPWC 2003). These communities after been relocated to new settlements at new places are destined to survive in a community based resource management spectrum.

Conservationist might consider the relocation program a success as this creates a larger habitat and fewer disturbances of wildlife inside the reserve and also to safeguard the people from frequent wildlife depredation. But conserving wildlife is not an end by itself. Rather this is a means to the survival of humans in the earth. The concept of social conservation does not find it rational to benefit wildlife conservation at the expense of humans.

Experiences has shown that in the long term, the protection and proper management of national parks is not viable without making adequate provisions for the basic needs of the
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rural communities that reside on the fringes of such protected areas (Shah 1985). It has been widely understood that the future of wildlife can only be safeguarded by striking a balance between conservation and human needs (Mishra et al. 1992, Rayamajhi 1994, Shrestha 1994,

Budhathoki 1997) and how much support individual parks and reserves provide to people (Sharma and Wells 1996).

Thus, to make the conservation program a success, people’s participation is must and to motivate people for generations, the relocated people should have the positive attitude to the conservation efforts. Thus, for success of conservation efforts being carried out in SWR and village relocation programs, the study of living pattern of such people has been deemed necessary.

The current research focuses on question of how to make conservation a success? What makes people to be relocated into a new environment? How do they survive in new relocations? What are the social and economic costs of such relocations for local people? How do they perceive in the conservation field? How are they playing supporting roles in conservation efforts? What would have been done/not done for a better motivation for relocation? What lessons could be learnt from relocation program?

These questions lead towards a result oriented and specific documentation on changed life pattern and sustaining the livelihood of rural people at new places. This information could best be used to think of better conservation initiatives in future and in elsewhere whenever any relocation programs are planned. This will also assess how individuals relocated into a new environment from the reserve manage themselves to get involved in community based resource management activities.

The present situation might have resulted in some kinds of impact in their livelihood practice. This study will certainly be the basis that makes substantial and long lasting contribution to nature conservation because conservation programs are successful only if rural people are motivated positively.
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1.1.4 Objectives

The general objective of this study is to identify the change in lifestyle of relocated people with reference to Dhakka, Bhatpuri, Tarapur and Padau areas who have recently been relocated into New Dhakka, Simalphanta, Beldandi and Bagphanta areas outside the reserve in order to understand the impact of such relocation programs as such. Specifically, the study aims the following

1. 
To assess the short term effect and long term impact of relocation on regular activities of people.

2. 
To assess the dynamics of access to and control over natural resources due to relocation.

3. 
To analyze the effect on livelihood of relocated people due to change of access in forest resources after relocation.

4. 
To identify the perceptions, new roles and results of their involvement in conservation.
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CHAPTER-TWO

2.1 Literature Review

2.1.1 Relocation scenario

During the period after the spread of the North American protected areas paradigm, local people have often been forced to move from areas designated as protected areas, especially in developing countries (Colchester 1997). Some of these people have been relocated to other areas by ruling authorities; more often they have been told to leave the area and were given no alternatives (Clay 1985). There was also little consideration given to people settled in the surrounding environment of the protected areas with no or few alternatives to the natural resources on which their livelihood depended (Ferraro and Kramer 1997).

Protected area management plans and resettlement schemes pay very little, attention to the importance of protected area’s natural resources for local livelihood security (Machlis 1995, Pimbert and Pretty 1997). The concept of protected area management has proved less suitable for the cultural fabric often found in developing countries (Raval 1991, Heinen 1996, Heinen and Mehta 1999, 2000). The logically consistent loss of access to resources has often meant that local people have been left to suffer severe deprivation and social impacts, bearing many costs and receiving few benefits, without evidence of harming park resources (West and Brechin 1991).

Resettlement plans for indigenous people and rural communities removed from areas set aside for conservation have in many cases had overwhelming effects for people and the long-term viability of protected area themselves (Ghimire and Pimbert 1997). Relocation of indigenous people from protected areas became common practice in most developing countries, with little regard to the impacts imposed on a community’s cultural designs and devices for survival (McLean 2000). The impacts of the creation of protected areas on residents and neighbours frequently have been ignored or underestimated (Brockington 2002).

Protected areas that are tied to development projects also have significant social effects. In Sri Lanka, the Maheweli Accelerated Development Project was aimed at Wanniya Laeto people who had been removed from their ancestral forests so that a national park could be created 

7

(Stegeborn 1996). Historically, hunters and gatherers, the Wanniya Laeta were forced to become agriculturists when they were dispossessed of their land. This subsistence change radically altered the ways they saw themselves as persons and their views of their surroundings. It also had dire social effects on their health and economic well-being (Brockington et al. 2006).

The impact of biodiversity conservation on human wellbeing as a result of the creation of park and protected areas has become an important concern in South Asian nations. The maintenance of a true balance between conservation and human needs has always been a complex matter. There have been several cases of conservation initiatives affecting the livelihood of people, in particular indigenous communities, leading to impoverishment for these people after their forced displacement. In the past, biodiversity conservation practices have been uniformly biased towards conserving biological resources, while undermining people’s needs (Cernea 2005, West and Berchin 1991, Clochester 1997, McLean and Stradee 2003, Rawal 1991).

Conservation related resettlement programs are judged to be largely unsuccessful, due to people’s opposition to move from their original place, especially in the case of tribal and indigenous people (Schmidt-Soltau 2003). In some cases, environmental resettlement programs have been positive with respect to income, off-farm employment and access to infrastructure, but failed to provide people’s participation in making decisions (Dickinson & Webber 2004). Few people argue the issue is not whether or not to practice resettlement but to know how it should be designed and implemented for the benefit of people, while minimizing risk (Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau 2005). It is also important to understand people’s self determination, i.e., whether they want to get away from the recurrent hardships caused by natural hazards and disturbances from park wild animals or stay at their original residence and strategize for a better living. Future policies should consider residents’ desires prior to make any decisions regarding resettlement of enclaves (Dhakal et al. 2006).

Compensation package is never sufficient to match people’s property and sentiment and that the non-transparent distribution mechanisms also obstruct social justice, there is no way to compensate intrinsic loss and notes discrepancies in balancing theories and practice in terms 
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of minimizing risks (Schmidt-Soltau 2003). The voluntary resettlement may be a better option as people are found to be re-established sooner than involuntary resettlement (Gebre 2002).

Protected areas are not just sites rich in biological diversity but also as rich sites of social interactions and social reproduction. By social mean the maintenance and replication of social practices, beliefs, and institutions that would have been considered “culture” in anthropology in the past. We also see protected areas as sites that work to both meet conservation goals and restructure how people understand, use, and interact with their surroundings (P.W., J. Igoe and D. B., unpublished, cited by Brockington et al. 2006). Conservation might, in some places and instances, be more successful if conservation planners and practitioners learned local idioms for understanding people’s surroundings before they begin to think about things in terms of nature and culture (Brockington et al. 2006). Although the notion of community has been recently critiqued by anthropologists working on environmental issues (Berkers 2004, Brosius et al. 2005), community-based conservation is still often another way in which people living in and around protected areas are affected socially.

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and several other international forums have identified increasing global poverty and loss of biodiversity as the twin problems of twenty first century. These problems are perceived to be mutually reinforcing where poverty is usually seen as both cause and consequence of biodiversity loss. However, in many cases conservation initiatives themselves have induced poverty. Conservation efforts such as creation and management of protected areas exacerbate poverty by eviction, denying access to traditional resources use and loss of life, livestock and crop due to increased wildlife (Paudel 2006). In countries like Nepal and India, however, relocation is still practiced, imposing the taking off of indigenous and local people from national parks, wildlife reserves, and tiger reserves, even though a park management approach based on excluding people will not always be applicable to the economic, social, and cultural contexts, particularly for developing countries (McLean 2000, Dang 1991, West and Brechin 1991).

The 10th five year plan of Nepal has emphasized poverty reduction as a major agenda through multi pronged approach with dual aims of biodiversity conservation and economic development in the country as well as in response to the global commitments by the country; several strategic planning efforts have been made in the last two decades (HMG/NPC 2059 
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BS). The tenth plan gives importance to biodiversity conservation as a means of poverty reduction through sustainable use of its components and broader participation of the local people (HMG/NPC 2059 BS). The main objective of Master Plan for Forestry Sector (MPFS) is to meet the basic needs of the people by sustainable management of the forest resources of Nepal (HMGN/ADB/FINNIDA 1989). Nepal Environmental Policy and Action Plan I (NEPAP I) stressed that the involvement of local people in the management of buffer zones and conservation areas is indispensable for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity (HMGN/EPC 1993).

It is now contemplated more important for protected area management to include the cooperation and support of local people rather than keeping them out from using protected areas resources without providing alternatives, as it is increasingly prospected as politically and ethically unjustifiable to continue to exclude local people from protected area management (Clay 1985)

2.1.2 Relocation in Nepal

The mode of formation of resettlement in Nepal was first based on the capacity to control endemic malaria in the Terai (Plain) and Inner Terai Valleys as of the early 1950s. The 1961 census data showed 170,137 inter-zonal migrants, which increased to 445,128 in 1971, 929,585 in 1981 and 1,228,356 in 1991 (KC 2003). Nepal was moving highland people into the lowlands for more economic opportunity.

In 1973, the government of Nepal adopted strict nature preservation policies as the basis for establishing a protected area system. The relocation of populations from two of its first national parks, Chitwan National Park (CNP) and Rara National Park (RNP), was at the expense of indigenous and local people, control of their lands, resources, and ways of life (Stevens 1997).

Following the relocation of people from the CNP, in 1978 and 1979 two villages consisting of 1600 persons were also relocated from Rara National Park and resettled in the lowlands. During the same years the villages of Singhpore inside the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve were also resettled outside the reserve, providing an additional 350acres of habitat for the 
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swamp deer (HMG and DNPWC 1981). Relocation program had gained its speed in Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve in 2002 during the direct regime of King Gyanendra Bir Bikram Shah Dev, with the help of army force. Since the legislation of the SWR and its achievements in protecting its endangered species, especially the swamp deer, has been documented in the literature as a conservation success, despite the lack of benefits provided to the local community and the burdens confronted by the villagers relocated elsewhere. Recent studies have shown that the actual effects of reserve management policies on the local livelihood have been less progressive (Stræde 2000, Stræde and Helles 2000, McLean 2000, Nepal and Weber 1992, Lehmkuhl et al. 1988).

2.1.3 Relocation: Brief description from SWR

To increase the area of reserve and to provide the better habitat for the wildlife, the concept of extension of SWR was emerged and got momentum while Late King Birendra Bir Bikram Shah visited SWR in 2038 BS with the proposed extension area of 150 km2. As a result the people residing inside the reserve were to be relocated to other areas. There were large numbers of households which enclave the extended area of reserve. Most of the people living in these areas initially were indigenous Tharu people which were using the surrounding natural resources since the time of their forefathers.

After the proposal of extension area, different Land Problem Solving Committees (Shuklaphanta Arakshya Jagga Samasya Samadhan Samiti) were formed in different time span. The main objective of these committees was to identify actual people who lived in these areas from long time since large numbers of people were migrated to these areas from different parts of the hilly regions. Under the chairmanship of Late Dr. Damodar Parajuli in 2045-2046 BS, the committee distributed 0.34 ha (10 kattha) land to some landless people (sukumbasi), for this about 1100 landless people were identified but tenure ship papers (purji) were distributed only to 200-300 family. However, no any progress was made during 2049-2050 BS, the problem to distinguish actual and migrated people had become more complex.

In 2051 B.S., Jestha 3, formal declaration of the extension area was done but people still stayed inside the reserve. The process of migration of people inside the reserve didn’t stop, rather the rate of migration become faster. So it became very difficult for the land problem solving committees and reserve authority to identify actual residents, provide compensation 
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and relocate them to other places.

The fashion of formation of committees, to identify the real people, got impetus. As a result, during 2053-2054 BS, the committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Mukherji Giri, land was distributed for approximately 243 HH. In spite of that, the committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Puskar Ojha was formed in 2055 BS, this committee recognized 4350 households, and legal papers (chit) were distributed for some of the HH and land was distributed. People were relocated to Bandi and Simalphanta near the reserve. In 2057 BS, the committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Prem Bista was formed, which gave tenure ship to all the papers (chit) distributed under the chairmanship of Mr. Puskar Ojha.

However, before 2058 B.S., only few households were relocated outside the reserve, majority of the households were using the land in both places, in original places inside the reserve and outside the reserve in compensated area.

In 2058 B.S. the committee formed under the chairmanship of Mr. Divakar Datt. Pandey made a report and concluded that all the previous committees distributed land illegally and the tenure ship must be cancelled. This committee further recommended to identify the genuine relocated people and should be provided with adequate land as compensation. In this way, this committee gave validity to the decision made by former committees and revoked all the decision made by Mr. Puskar Ojhas’ committee. Accordingly, this committee found 7 HH as a legal and 233 HH as illegal among 240 relocated HH in Simalphanta. These 233 HH were then relocated forcibly from Simalphanta. In case of Badii, High court sent order to stop the distribution of land tenure ship (lalpurja) for those people. In the mean time, all the households residing inside the reserve were relocated outside strictly by force in other places outside the reserve.

In 2060 BS, committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Tika Ram Adhikari was formed for providing suggestion and advice about the actual people who lived inside the reserve. 430 HH were identified and recommended to distribute land and compensation to these people. Currently, a committee under the chairmanship of Mr. Diban Singh Bista is exercising hard to identify the real affected people.

Note: This above mention brief description is a result of interview with Shuklaphanta wildlife reserve officials and minute book review.
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CHAPTER-THREE

3.1 Methodology

The methodology comprises of surveying literatures and field visit. Socioeconomic data were mostly collected for this study. Biophysical data were used to describe the area as well. This chapter describes the methods adopted in this research. The study area, stakeholders’ consultation, sampling design and procedure, study framework, survey methods, data analysis techniques and study limitation were discussed.

3.1.1 Study Area Description

The study was basically executed among the people, who were relocated from Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve, in 2058 B.S., to different areas outside the reserve. The areas inside the reserve were marked in the map by the circle i.e., Rauteli bichuwa, Old Dhakka, Padau, Bhatpuri, and Tarapur. Similarly, the areas where those people were relocated and are living now are marked by square i.e., Bagphanta, New Dhakka, Simalphanta and Beldandi.
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3.1.2 Stakeholders consultation

Before establishing any sampling frame it is very essential to carry out the discussion or consultation with related stakeholders. Therefore, to identify the characteristics, nature and category of the relocated people the consultation was made for about half day at reserve headquarter Majhgaon, which included the reserve officials, representative from the relocated communities, and chairperson of Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve Land Problem Solving Committee. Besides this, the secondary source review including Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve and Buffer zone Management Plan and minute book of the different Land Problem Solving Committee formed in different span of time.

According to result of Stakeholder consultation and secondary source review, 2249 households were recognized as the relocated communities who were categorized into three categories:

• 
Category first: 1160 households getting equal amount of compensation i.e., the total amount of land they have (full land);

• 
Category second: 954 households getting 0.34 hectare (10 kattha) of land;

• 
Category third: 135 households getting 0.17 hectare (5 kattha) of land.

3.1.3 Sampling design and Procedure

Out of 2249 households (HH), 348 (15.47%) households were taken under study (Figure 3.1). The three categories of the households were considered as three strata and the purposive sampling method was adopted for the study, for this 116 households were taken from each category. The reason behind taking 116 households from each category is that, the difference between the households under category first and second with category third is 1025 and 819 HHs respectively. Therefore, with the intention of minimizing the bias between the samples, 116 HHs (10%) of the total population was taken as sample from category first; instead of taking the intensity i.e., 10%, the number i.e., 116 HHs were taken purposively as sample for each category second and the third.
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Figure 3. 1: Sampling frame (Total households and sampled households)
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Source: Field survey 2006

3.1.4 Study framework

The detailed framework of the study is very essential part of any type of study which is presented in the figure 3.2 below:

Figure 3. 2: Flowchart of the study
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3.1.5 Survey methods

The selection of appropriate tool is a most important part of social research. Both qualitative and quantitative research methods are being used in social research. The chief strength of qualitative methods lies in the capture of understanding of social process (Babbie 1995, Gilmour and Fisher 1991). These methods have a number of limitations as well. Qualitative research seldom yields precise descriptive statements about large populations. The conclusions drawn from qualitative field research are often regarded as suggestive rather than definitive (Babbie 1995). Both qualitative and quantitative social research techniques were applied in this research. Use of different research techniques is a part of the triangulation process to verify the validity of research outcomes (Kane 1985). Reconnaissance survey was carried out during the month of June and July 2006, during this time the questionnaires were tested. After having necessary modification of the questionnaire in the field, the final questionnaires were prepared and the survey was executed. Field observation and focus group discussion were executed during the month of August. The household survey was carried out during the month of September and October 2006.

Field observation

Research activities were executed in different places like respondents’ houses, farms and forests. The activities of the respondents like physical infrastructure development, land status, household’s daily routine, their way of using natural resource, their involvement in community development works, their economic status etc. were physically observed. A field book was developed to record actual observation. This observation method was used to triangulate the information obtained from focus group discussion and household survey.

Focus group discussions

Three focus group discussions (FGDs) were executed during the study with each category in order to understand regular livelihood activities, access to and control over the resources and effect on their livelihood. During FGD, participatory tools i.e., trend analysis and seasonal calendars were prepared and used to collect required primary information. The average number of participants for FGD was 11, which is quite similar to general size (7- 12 individuals) suggested for FGD (Greenbaum 1988). Discussion time lasted for about three and half hour quite longer than the average time recommended ( about half an hour to two hours) (Greenbaum 1988). The discussions were carried out in the morning. The trend lines 
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were drawn to analyze the change in different activities as an impact of relocation. These trend lines include the trend and status of social empowerment, trend and status of economic development, trend and status of sustainable resource use and trend and status of community development opportunities. Seasonal calendar was also prepared during FGD to identify the vulnerability context and livelihood strategy (Annex 3).

Questionnaire survey

Semi-structured questionnaires were prepared for household survey and key informant survey. Semi structured interview methods were adopted with the help of semi-structured and pretested questionnaire. The research assistants were trained for data collection, and having trained a pilot survey was conducted and the questionnaires filled by each assistant were cross-checked individually to ensure that the assistants are able to handle the survey questionnaire independently. After the completion of the survey, the questionnaires were again cross-checked and edited in the field to avoid the discrepancies and data inconsistencies (Annex 2).

Key Informants Interview

Key informants’ interview were carried out with reserve officials, forest guards from district forest office, NTNC official and old guardians of the relocated communities to triangulate the information obtained from FGD and household survey (Annex 3).

Secondary Source Review

The first step as a part of the field research was a review of literature on government policies and programs and such other documents related to relocation. Secondary data were obtained from maps, published or unpublished documents, journals, article, thesis etc. DNPWC provided the map of study area; SWR provided the information about decision made by different committees in different time spans. Secondary information was also useful for interpretation, comparison, and triangulation of information gathered from other sources.

3.1.6 Data analysis and presentation

Information collected in the field was checked for the accuracy at the field following the techniques of random check. 
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The questionnaire brought from the field were coded and fed into SPSS 11.5 version. The question were coded and put into variable view and the codes obtained for the particular questions were entered in the data view of the SPSS for that particular question. All the questions were thus coded and fed into the SPSS software, these data were then analyzed. The output tables and charts obtained from the analysis were transferred to Microsoft excel to change in simple and interpretable forms, which are then presented in different charts, tables and diagrams. The analysis were primarily based on frequency, mean, percentage, analysis of variance (ANOVA), trend line analysis, likert scale, chi-square test, Lorenz curve, Gini coefficient and livelihood framework analysis.

Mean, percentage and frequency were used for simple analysis of qualitative data; somehow they were also used for quantitative data. ANOVA was used to analyze the data which were in scale measures for Post hoc test i.e., to identify the significant difference in compensated money, total income, and land distribution.

Trend line analysis was used to identify the impact of relocation program on regular activities of the relocated people with comparison to the previous places, trend and status of social empowerment, economic development, sustainable resource use, and community development opportunities. This tool was used in focus group discussion, participants were asked to rank the given indicators under the above mentioned headings i.e., social empowerment, economic development etc. using the scale (1-10); 1 for lowest access/status and 10 for highest access/status regarding those indicators to analyze the trend and status.

Both Lorenz curve and Gini coefficients were used to show the income inequality among the sampled households. Lorenze curve was also used to analyze the overall status of inequality between land before and after relocation program. The Lorenz curve is a function of the cumulative proportion of ordered individual values mapped onto the corresponding cumulative proportion of their size. If all individuals have same income, the Lorenz curve is a straight diagonal line, called the line of equality. If there is any inequality in income, then Lorenz curve falls below the line of equality. The total amount of inequality can be summarized by the Gini coefficient (also called the Gini ratio), which is the ratio between the area enclosed by the line of equality and the Lorenze curve and the total triangular area under 
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the line of equality. The Gini coefficient is a number between 0 and 1, where 0 corresponds with perfect equality (where everyone has the same income) and 1 corresponds with perfect inequality (where one person has all the income, and everyone else has zero income). Gini coefficient (G) can be computed by using,


G =
1      Σ Σ  ∕ Y ͥ - Y ʲ  ∕ 

       μ n (n-1)

Where, μ is the mean income, n is the total number of sampled households, Yi and Yj are the shares of individuals i and j in total income. But, an equivalent but computationally more convenient method suggest by Deaton (1997) was used which is expressed as,

G =  (n+1)
      2
   Σ ρ ͥ Y ͥ
        (n-1)
n(n-1)μ
Where, ρi is the rank of individual ‘i’ in the income distribution Yi counting from the top, so that the richest has the rank 1, second richest 2 and so on.

The perception of the respondents were measured in a strongly disagree to strongly agree (1-5) Likert scale format (Babbie 1995). The mean scores obtained on the Likert scale were compared and used to determine the perception of the respondents. The Pearson’s chi-square test was applied to identify the significant difference in the attitude towards relocation, satisfaction of respondents towards compensation received, participation, and their interest in participation.

DFID’s livelihood framework analysis was used to assess and compare the livelihood condition of the respondents under three different categories.
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Figure 3. 3: DFID’s sustainable livelihood framework
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Source: DFID 1999

Information for Capitals Assessment

Physical Capital

• 
Housing (% of respondents having permanent house i.e., excluding mud houses.)

• 
Water supply (% with access)

• 
Irrigation (% with access)

• 
Veterinary (% with access)

• 
Electricity (% with access)

• 
Motor road (% with access)

• 
Health Facility (% with access)

Financial Capital

• 
Non-farm income (Rupees)

• 
Farm income (Rupees)

• 
Loan (% with access)

• 
Food sufficiency (% with access throughout year)

• 
Livestock holding (Mean Livestock unit)

Human Capital

• 
Education (% with)

• 
Training (% with)
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Social Capital

• 
Membership (% with access)

• 
Networking (% with access)

Natural Capital

• 
Total land (mean hectare)

• 
Wild plants accessibility (% with access)

Radial graph for capital plotting (Ellis 2000)

The selected capital categories were plotted in the radial graphs for all the category of the respondents using following procedures. To standardize i.e., bringing into unit less factor, the scales for each assets were measured out of 10. This involves, for each asset variable, finding the maximum value of that variable, dividing the maximum value by 10 to give appropriate standardizing factor, then multiplying each value of the variable by this factor. For the asset pentagon, average value of each capital have been determined and plotted in the radial graph.

The asset pentagon lies at the core of the sustainable livelihood framework, within the vulnerability context. The pentagon was developed to enable the information about people’s assets to be presented visually, thereby bringing to life important interrelationship between the various assets. The shape of the pentagon can be used to show schematically the variation in people’s access to assets. The center point of the pentagon, where the lines meet, represented zero access to assets while the outer perimeter represents the maximum access to assets (DFID 1999). On this basis, pentagons having different shape were drawn for each category and compared with each other.

3.1.7 Limitation of the Study

Socio-political environment

The study was affected by unstable political circumstances. Though peace process began at the time of field work execution, the socio-political environment was intense. Local people were highly suffering from effect of the unstable socio-political condition. This has led to suspicion prevailing towards any outsiders, where more time was consumed in rapport building with the respondents. These might have, in some instances, affected the accuracy of the information.
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Lack of Baseline Information

Due to poor record keeping system in the reserve office, it was very difficult to identify the real relocated people. Also separate record of grazing, firewood collection, timber smuggling were absent. Thus, the dependency of the relocated people on reserve resources was difficult to verify.

Weakness of the instruments

While interviewing, perception of the respondents was matched in the Likert scale. Sometimes it was really difficult to rank their opinion of five-point scale. There might have been some biases in understanding the opinions of respondents and reflecting their opinions in the proper place on the Likert scale. It would be better if the respondents were able to complete their own questionnaire. Trend line analysis was found to be somehow difficult and tedious approach to identify the impact.

Reliance on memory recall method

Due to lack of baseline data required to use powerful analysis tool i.e., paired t-test, the information regarding condition before relocation have been collected from memory recall of the respondents through questionnaire. But the respondents might have not remembered it exactly anymore.

3.1.8 Report organization

This report is systematized in five chapters, chapter one includes background, brief introduction about Shuklaphanta wildlife reserve, rationale of the study, and objectives. Chapter two includes literature review part, Chapter three, i.e., report organization, includes the methodology section, highlighting on study area description, stakeholders consultation, sampling design and procedure, study framework, survey methods, data analysis and presentation, limitation of the study and report organization. Chapter four summarizes the result and discussion part. Similarly chapter five comprises summary, conclusions and suggestions. Lastly, this report also includes references and annexes.
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CHAPTER-FOUR

4.1 Result and Discussion

4.1.1 Criteria for Relocated household’s identification

A row started from the beginning alleging the commission members for distributing land ownership certificates to their relatives and political party members rather than to the affected people. Although these commissions may have distributed land to the landless, they have created more encroachment because their working modality lacked clarity because of corruption and political influence (DNPWC 2003). Therefore, in order to avoid any sort of confusion during the study period the resolution made by these commission are refrained and the relocated community were identified according to the result of stakeholder consultation and secondary source review. The consultation concluded that, in the year 2002, all occupants were relocated and after the detailed inquiry and truth, 2249 households were recognized as compensated households including 1160 having registered land, 954 households confirmed as encroachers. Each households having registered land were fully compensated, encroacher households were compensated with 0.34 ha (10 kattha) of land. 135 households i.e., initially kept under inquiry, were compensated with 0.17 ha (5kattha) of land. This study strictly focused on these communities who were compensated. The communities were excluded in other respects.

4.1.2 Socio-economic features of Relocated Communities

Category and Caste

Majority of respondents in the study area were Tharu having population of 85.5%, 27.59% and 43.10% in category 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively and the overall population of 52.02% (table 4.1, 4.4 and figure 4.1). The overall population of BCN was 37.93%, having 12.93%, 58.62% and 42.24% in category 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively. The population of Dalit was found to be least among the entire respondents (overall population 10.06%), having 1.72%, 13.79% and 14.66% in category 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively. The category 1st was dominated by Tharu, category 2nd by BCN and the 3rd by Tharu. Dalit population was found to be least in the entire three categories. Of the total, in BCN caste surveyed, 26.6% were female and 73.4% were male, similarly in Tharu caste 36.46% were female and 63.54 % were male and in Dalit caste 42.85% were female and 57.15% were male respondents.
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Figure 4. 1: Category and caste of respondent
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Source: Field Survey 2006

Category and Education

From the study (figure 4.2 and table 4.2,) it revealed that over a half portion of the respondent were illiterate 241(69.25%), whereas under a half 107(30.75%) of the total respondent were literate. While analyzing the overall education status of the respondents it divulged that 88(75.86%) respondent under category first were illiterate, followed by respondent under category third 78(67.24%), the respondents falling under category second were found to be 75 (64.66%). Similarly, the respondents having college degree education were 2 under category first and 2 persons under category second; no respondents falling under category third have higher degree education. The detailed status of education is presented in table 4.3.

Figure 4. 2: Category and education of respondents
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Category, Caste and Education

Education level determines the social status of people. Therefore, it is very necessary to analyze the education status of people and show the real picture of study area according to their caste and other different variables. The study (figure 4.3) revealed that majority of respondents in the study area were Tharu, followed by BCN and Dalit. Illiteracy level was found to be higher in Tharu followed by Dalit and BCN respectively. 

Figure 4. 3: Category, caste and education of respondents
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Population and household size

The total population sizes of the respondent were found to be 3013, having the average of 8.6 persons in each household which is significantly higher than the national average of 5.6 persons (figure 4.4). Among three different categories, the household size is found to be highest in category first (10.22 persons), followed by category second (8.85 persons) and lowest in category third (7.22 persons). The median population size for each household is found to be 7 persons with the maximum of 27 persons and minimum of 2 persons.

Figure 4. 4: Population and household size
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Source: Field Survey 2006
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Age class distribution

Information on the age and sex was also obtained during the household survey. Table 4.5 and figure 4.5 shows the age distribution of respondents according the category and sex. 51.44% of the respondents were from middle aged class of which 18.11% were female. 33.04% were from young age class of which 11.78% were female and 15.52% of the respondents were from old age class of which 3.44% were female. The majority of the respondents were male from 36-55 years age of category second.

Figure 4. 5: Age class distribution of respondent
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Source: Field survey 2006

Household income source

Table 4.6 presents the distribution of HHs by their main source of income during the different span of time. 319(91.67%) of the households were found to be depended on agriculture during before relocation and after relocation. From the table it is also clear that dependency has been changed from agriculture to employment, Business, HH work and other sources.

Migration

Table 4.7 shows number of households migrated within and outside the Nepal for the job; the migration pattern has been split according to the category of the respondent and number of the individuals from particular households of each category. There were 15 households from category first, 17 households from category second and only 2 households from category having their one member migrated inside the country. Similarly, most of the peoples were migrated outside the country, rather than migrating inside the country. The people having 
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migrated inside the country were found significantly less in comparison to those peoples who were migrated outside the country.

4.1.3 Livelihood Features of Relocated Communities

Policies, Institutions and Processes

Yellowstone national park was established in 1872 with a key concept that people- except park staffs-were not allowed to live permanently in the area (McNeely 1994). Following this, 

Nepal also enacted national park and wildlife conservation act 1973, which didn’t give emphasis to people’s participation for park management. But after recognizing that conserving nature required more flexible efforts in which local people were not excluded, many countries began to develop alternative or complementary approaches to the strictly protected national parks (McNeely 1994). Furthermore, both governments and international organizations recognize that new management approaches are needed to build a more positive relationship with the people who live in and around protected areas. This new perspective was first given full legitimacy in the World Conservation Strategy (IUCN 1980) and was converted into practical advice at the 3rd World National Park Congress, held in Bali, Indonesia, in October 1982 (McNeely and Miller 1984) with a strong stress on programmes with revenue sharing, local participation, and complementary development schemes adjacent to protected zones for the people who live on the perimeter of them (Norman 1985).

Following the legitimacy given in World Conservation Strategy (1980), Nepal developed the following strategic exercises to have people’s participation in protected area conservation.

Chronology of Major Strategic Exercise in Nepal

	Year 
	Strategic Exercise 
	Basic 
	Targets

	1988 

	National Conservation

Strategy for Nepal
	Guiding

principle
	Reflection of the social and cultural values and the economic needs of Nepalese people

	1989 

	Master Plan for the

Forestry Sector
	Objective 

	To meet the basic needs of the people by sustainably managing the forest resources of Nepal

	1993 

	Nepal Environmental

Policy and Action Plan

I (NEPAP I)
	Suggestion 

	Involve local people in the management of buffer zones and conservation areas

	1995 

	Agriculture Perspective

Plan
	Outstanding

feature
	Agricultural activities for the poverty reduction through sustainable utilization of genetic resources for food and agriculture
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	1996 

	Buffer zone

Management Regulation
	Theme 

	Community development of rural people living around PAs.

	2000 

	Revised Forest Policy 

	Priority 

	Biodiversity conservation by ensuring both sustainable livelihoods for peoples and a landscape planning approach to manage biodiversity on an ecological basis 

	2002 


	Nepal Biodiversity

Strategy
	Objective 

	Biodiversity conservation, sustainable use and poverty reduction.

	2002 


	Tenth Five Year Plan 

	Objective 

	Biodiversity conservation as a means of

poverty reduction through sustainable use of its components and broader participation of the local people

	2004


	Agriculture Policy


	Commitment 

	Support to reduce the poverty by transferring of degraded forests and unused public land to the target community on leasehold basis

	2006 

	Nepal Biodiversity

Strategy

Implementation Plan
	Objective 

	Conserve biodiversity of Nepal within and outside the protected areas and at the landscape level through public participation, etc.


Source: NBSIP 2006
By the fourth amendment of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act, in 1993, an idea of buffer zone was introduced in the network of protected areas (Sherpa 1993). The act defines the buffer zone as an area set aside around a national park or reserve for granting opportunities for local people to use forest products on a regular basis. The amendment, after its declaration, the jurisdiction over the buffer zone will come under the warden of the respective park or reserve. All the activities relating to conservation and management of the buffer zone are undertaken by the warden in close consultation with and participation of the community. The land ownership of the local people will not be affected in any way by activities relating to conservation and management of the buffer zones. An amount ranging from 30-50% of the income generated by the reserve can be used for community development in consultation with local agencies and communities (DNPWC/MFSC 1999).

Management of protected areas in Nepal always seeks the local people’s involvement at least theoretically, but in practical it is not seen. Shuklaphanta wildlife reserve management plan also discuss about people’s participation and seeks local’s involvement in reserve 
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management processes. But opposite to this, people were forcibly relocated from the reserve, by making a political decision.

Physical Capital

Physical capital comprises the basic infrastructure and producer goods needed to support livelihoods (DFID 1999). Ellis (2000) defined in economic term, producer good as contrast to 

consumer good. Building irrigation canals, roads, tools, machines and so on are physical assets.

a) House

Housing situation is an important component of level of living and social rank. Table 4.8 shows that 114 (98.27%) persons of the category first have their own houses, only 2 (1.72%) of them don’t have their own house. Similarly, 112(96.55%) respondents falling under category third have their own house and 4(3.44%) of them don’t have their house. But, all of the respondents falling under category second have their own dwellings.

A changed scenario regarding housing situation (figure 4.6 and 4.7) was noticed from the study. Viewing the situation of respondents falling under category first, the houses built with mud are reduced to 4 from 6; similarly, the numbers of wooden houses are decreased from 110 to 104, the number of cemented houses built by 6 respondents in new settlements after the relocation programs was noticed. 2 of the respondents have built houses with both wood and cement. Similarly, viewing the situation of respondents under category second, no houses were built with mud before relocation program all of the houses were built with wood; now after relocation, 114 respondents have wooden houses while 2 of the respondent have progressed to build cemented houses. In category third, 6 respondents had houses built with mud and 110 houses built with timber. Now, still 6 of the respondents have their houses built with mud, 106 respondents have wooden houses and 2 of the respondents had built cemented houses.
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Figure 4. 6 Housing condition before relocation  Figure 4. 7 Housing condition after relocation
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b) Source of Timber as housing material

The study revealed that most of the respondents (figure 4.8) were dependent on the reserve for timber as their housing material; they have brought the required timber from reserve before relocation programme and almost all of the respondents in category first have carried the same timbers to the new places after the relocation, only 2 of the respondent have brought the required timber from private forest and 2 of them have brought from community forest. 114 respondents under category second had brought the timber from the reserve and 2 of them have brought from the community forest before relocation, but only 98 of them had carried the same timbers to the new places, 12 have brought the required timber from community forest and 4 of them had brought from private forest after relocation. 110 respondents from category third were dependent on reserve for timber as housing material, but after relocation to the new places 94 had brought the same timber to the new places, 10 of them had brought from nearby community forest, and 2 had brought the timber from private forest.

Figure 4. 8 Source of timber for housing materials
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c) Land

All of the respondents under study were found to be dependent on farming. Table 4.9 shows 106(30.46%, in total) of the respondent falling under category first were exclusively cultivator, 8(2.30%) were owner curn rented in and only 2(.57%) were owner curn rented out. All 116(33.33%) of the respondents falling under category second were exclusive cultivator. Under category third 90(25.86%) of the respondents were cultivator, 20 (5.75%) were owner curn rented in and 6(1.72%) were owner curn rented out.

d) Household facilities

i. Water supply

Only 2 households falling in category second didn’t have access to the water supply before the relocation programme but after relocation all households have access to this facility except 4 households from category third. Table 4.10 represents the detail condition of water supply among the respondents.

ii. School

The study showed (Table 4.11) that before relocation 20 households didn’t have access to the school whereas 328 have access to this facility but up to primary level only. After relocation all of the respondent household had access to this facility where, 261 have access to primary level, 85 have access to lower secondary and 2 have access to secondary level school.

iii. Health

Only 58 households out of 348 had access to the health facility before relocation, but it was health post only, there was no health center. After relocation, 297 households have access to the facility of health post, 29 households have access to health center, and 22 didn’t have access to any kind of health facility. Table 4.12 represents the detail condition of health facility among the respondents.

iv. Irrigation

Before relocation, 63 households had access to irrigation facility, 17 were dependent on canal, 46 had their own pump sets/ boring, and 285 didn’t have these facility and were dependent on 
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natural rain. After relocation, 263 households have access to irrigation facility, 175 were dependent on canals, 92 had their own pump sets/boring and 81 households were still
dependent on natural rain. Table 4.13 represents the detail condition of Irrigation facility among the respondents.

v. Veterinary

Veterinary facility is one of the livelihood condition determination factors which are always attached with the daily activities of rural households. From the study it is displayed that no any respondent surveyed had access to the veterinary facility but after the relocation 100 respondent households were provided with this facility, but still 248 respondents didn’t have 
this facility. Table 4.14 represents the detail condition of veterinary facility among the respondents.

vi. Electricity

The condition of electricity facility was also same as that of veterinary; there was no any electricity facility in the respondents’ households before relocation. But after being relocated into new environment 69 (19.82%) of respondents have access to electricity facility and 279 (80.17%) are still under the dark condition. Table 4.15 represents the detail condition of electric facility among the respondents.

vii. Motor road

Table 4.16 shows that 313 (89.94%) respondent households had access to the motor road in old places before relocation, only 35 (10.05%) didn’t have the access to this facility. After being relocated into new places all of the respondents 348 (100%) are able to get this facility.

viii. Bank

The study revealed that none of the respondents have access to the bank (table: 4.17) whether it was before relocation or it is now. The respondents are facing a lot of problem to run their daily household activities without bank.

ix. Livestock holding

Livestock is an integral part of the HH system and has been considered as an important assets 
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and source of income. The livestock holding is seen as higher in Category second i.e., 3.56 LSU per household, followed by category first i.e., 3.36 LSU and then least in the category third i.e., 2.36 LSU per households. Table 4.18 shows the status of livestock holding after relocation

Social Capital

The term social capital attempts to capture community and wider social claims on which individuals and households can draw by virtue of their belonging to social groups varying degrees of inclusiveness in society at large (Ellis 2000). Social capital refers to the interim social and cultural coherence of society, the norms and values that govern interactions among people and the institutions (Collier 1998). Social capital in the context of the SL framework is 

defined as the social resources upon which people draw in pursuit of their livelihood objectives (DFID 1999). Collier (1998) stated that social capital is institutions, relationships, and norms that shape the quality and quantity of society’s social interaction and the glue that holds societies together.

a) Awareness about Protected Area Conservation

All of the respondents were found to have knowledge about protected area and its buffer zone.

b) Membership in group

48(13.79%) of the respondent under category first, 68(19.54%) of the respondent under category second and 46(13.22%) of the respondent under category third hold the membership in different groups, other didn’t have the membership in any type of group. The detailed about the membership in groups is presented in table 4.19.

c) Type of groups

The analysis displayed that 162 households were having membership in different groups and 186 respondents household didn’t have membership in any type of group (Table 4.20). Out of 162 respondents households 24(6.90%) were in BZ user group, 40(11.49%) in CFUG, 19(5.46%) in agriculture group, 6(1.72%) in drinking water conservation group, 41(11.78%) in Female group, 8(2.3%) in youth group, 2(0.57%) in religious group, 6(1.72%) in co-
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operative group, 4(1.15%) in ethnic based group, 2(0.57%) in village development programme and 10(2.87%) were having membership in Fish farming group.

Financial Capital

Financial capital refers to stocks of money to which household has access (Ellis 2000). It denotes the financial resources that people use to achieve their livelihood objectives. The definition used here is not economically robust in that it includes flows as well as stocks and it can contribute to consumption as well as production. However, it has been adopted to try to capture an important livelihood building block, namely the availability of cash or equivalent that enables people to adopt different livelihood strategies (DFID 1999).

a) Loan

More than 50% of the respondent had the loan to be paid (table 4.21) which they had taken for sustaining their subsistence living. 196(56.32%) respondents had the loan to be paid on different topics, whereas 152(43.67%) haven’t taken the loan. The largest numbers of individuals were identified in category first i.e. 81(23.28%), followed by category third 63(18.10%) and fewer number of individuals were identified in category second 52(14.94%).

b) Purpose for Loan

Table 4.22 presents that most of the respondents have taken loan for the purchase of food i.e., 84(24.13%) respondents across the category, followed by the purpose of Agricultural investment75 (21.55%) respondents, third big reason is household health 22 (6.32%), followed by business 9(2.59%), livestock purchase, IGA activities, and other causes 2 (0.57%) each.

Human Capital

Human capital represents the skills, knowledge, ability to labour and good health that together enable people to pursue different livelihood strategies (Carney 1999) and achieve their livelihood objectives. Human capital is increased by investment in education and training as well as by the skills acquired through pursuing one or more occupations (Ellis 2000).

a) Education

Only the respondents having academic qualification above primary level were used hereby as 
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livelihood assets. The reason behind was the assumption that the individuals having qualification up to primary level (1-5) cannot materialize their qualification. The respondents under category first were found to be poor in case of education, followed by category third and second respectively, i.e., 6%, 12.1% and 16.4% respectively.

b) Participation in training

The table 4.23 gives information on number of participants in different trainings. It displayed that the level of training obtained by these respondent categorized in three groups is very low. Only 2(1.7%) of the respondents from category first have taken skill development training, the respondent from rest two category didn’t have obtained this training. The condition of agricultural training obtained by these respondents is somehow better than the former, i.e., 2 

from Category first, 2(1.7%) from second and 8(6.9%) from the category third. Only 4(3.4%) of the respondent had gained the leadership training 2(1.7%) from first category and 2(1.7%) from category third. 8(6.9%) of the respondents had taken adult literacy training i.e., 2(1.7%) from category first, 4(3.4%) from second and 2(1.7%) from category third. Similarly, 8(6.9%) of the respondent had taken orientation training on different aspects 4(3.4%) from category first and 4(3.4%) from category third. Lastly, 16(13.8%) respondents had taken training on others fields.

c) Participation in Exposure Visit

Respondent’s participation in different Exposure visit (Observation tour/ Workshop) is found to be nil. The detail is presented in table 4.24.

Natural Capital

Natural capital is the term used for natural resource stocks from which resource flows and services (e.g. nutrient cycling, erosion protection) useful for livelihoods are derived. There is a wide variation in the resources that make up natural capital, from intangible public good such as the atmosphere and biodiversity to divisible assets used directly for production (DFID 1999). Natural capital comprises the biological resources that are utilized by people to generate means of survival (Ellis 2000).
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a) Land Type and Ownership

91.38% of the households under category first were found to be cultivator, 6.9% were found to be owner curn rented in and 1.72% of respondents were found to be owner curn rented out. Similarly, 100% of the respondents under category second were cultivator. Under category third, 77.59% of the respondents were cultivator, 17.24% were owner curn rented in and 5.17% were owner curn rented out. The detailed is presented in table 4.25.

b) Land

Lowland

The amounts of lowland for each respondent under category first were found to be reduced from mean size of 2.51 ha to 2.38 ha and the amounts of lowland for each respondent under category second were found to be reduced from mean size of 1.77 ha to .34 ha. Similarly, under category third the lowland sizes were found to be reduced from mean size of 1.09 ha to 

.19 ha. The detail of lowland and upland is shown in table 4.26 and 4.27 respectively.

Upland

The amounts of up-land for each respondent under category first were found to be increased from mean size of .00703 ha to .01634 ha. The amounts of land for each respondent under category second were found to be reduced from mean size of .02638 ha to .00117 ha. But the respondent falling under category third didn’t have upland before and after relocation

Vulnerability Context

The vulnerability context frames the external environment in which people exist (DFID 1999). Low potential for substitution makes livelihoods more vulnerable (Ellis 2000). People’s livelihoods and the wider availability of assets are fundamentally affected by critical trends as well as by shocks and seasonality- over which they have limited or no control.

a) Household and Cattle shed Damages

The table 4.28 summarizes that under category first 59 (16.95% in total) respondent reported of having their crop damaged by wildlife, 41(11.78% in total) reported of having their cattle killed and 16(4.60%) reported to have no any damage by wildlife. Under category second 76(21.84% in total) reported to have their crop damaged, 40(11.49%) respondent reported to have their cattle damaged. Similarly, under category third 68(19.54% in total) reported to have their crop damaged, 46 (13.22%) respondent reported to have their cattle damaged and 2(.57%) reported no any damage made by wildlife.
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b) Human Casualty

Incidence of human threats and causalities of human life from wildlife has been recorded during the survey. Only one HH of the respondent under category third reported such threats/ causalities where only one incidence was recorded. A person was killed in 2006 by attack of an elephant. This incidence happened in Simalphanta area. Victim’s family has complained that they received only 20 thousand rupees from the concerned authority as compensation.

c) Food Shortages

During focus group discussions, participants were asked to show the intensity of Food shortage on a 1 to 10 scale for each month of the year. The study revealed the month having food shortages were recorded to affect from March/ April (Chaitra) to August/ September 
 (Bhadra). The month with severe food shortages were reported February/March (Falgun) and

March/April (Chaitra).

d) Crop raiding Problems

As shown in figure, crop raiding problems occurred mainly from June/July (Ashad) to November/December (Marga). The months with severe crop raiding problems were August/September (Bhadra), September/October (Ashwin) and January/February (Magh) where at least crop raiding problems were reported from December/January (Poush) to April/May (Baisakh).

e) Shortage of Work

The seasonal calendar prepared from focus group discussion clearly shown that November/ December (Mangsir) to February/ March (Falgun). The month with maximum work shortage was found to be October/November (Kartik).

f) Landslide and Erosion

108 (93.1%) respondents under category first reported to have been affected with Landslide and Erosion problem, 112(96.5%) of the respondent in each category, second and third reported to have been affecting by landslide and Erosion. See table 4.29.
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Livelihood Strategies

Rural livelihood strategies are shaped by several factors. In the protected areas like buffer zone the livelihood is diverse than other parts of the settlements. Natural hazards, wildlife damages, political unrest, and government policies are among the many forces causing this. Those individuals, households and communities have to negotiate to reduce their vulnerabilities and improve their welfare. A livelihood encompasses not only the income generating activities pursued by a household and its individuals, but the social institutions, intra-household relations and mechanisms of access to resources through the life cycle (Ellis 2000).

Use of Alternative energy

215 (61.78%) respondents were dependent on alternative energy and 133(38.21%)  respondents don’t have any type of dependency on alternative energy. Figure 4.9 shows that out of 215 respondents, 168 were dependent on cake, 6 were dependent on Kerosene/LP gas, 36 on husk made stove (bhuse chulo) and 5 were dependent on biogas. Out of 116 household, 97 respondents were dependent on alternative energy in Category first; similarly 61 and 57 respondents were dependent on alternative energy out of each 116 respondents household in category 3rd and 2nd respectively.

Figure 4. 9: Status of dependency on alternative energy
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Source: Field survey 2006
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a) Livestock Feeding/ Rearing Practices

After being relocated into new places, the respondents were found to have remarkable change in livestock feeding practices over the five year period (Table 4.30). The number of livestock unit for stall feeding practice has increased with decrease in grazing practice after relocation. There were 87(75%), 76(65.51%) and 66(57%) respondent under 1st, 2nd and 3rd categories respectively adopting stall feeding practices.

b) Coping strategy in food shortage conditions

Maximum numbers (table 4.31) of the respondent 57(49.13%), 104(89.66%) and 83(71.55%) under category 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively were found to be having extra labour and business as their coping strategy during food shortage condition.

Livelihood Outcomes

Pentagon can be useful as a focus point for debate about suitable entry points, how these will serve the needs of different social groups and likely trade-offs between different assets. However, using the pentagon in this way is necessarily representative. At a generic level there is no suggestion that we can- or should-quantify all assets.

Physical Capital: The overall selected household assets were measured on radial graph (Fig 4.10). The respondents, under all three categories, have equal access to physical Capital. The weighted mean factors gained by physical capital of the respondents were 8.51, 9.09 and 8.60 for Category 1st, 2nd, and 3rd respectively. Respondent under category first were found to have better accessibility of water supply, irrigation, motor road and health facility. Respondents under category second have better accessibility of Housing, water supply, veterinary, electricity and motor road. Similarly, respondents under category third have better accessibility only in case of veterinary and motor road facility. The detailed weighted mean is shown in table 4.32.

Financial capital: Respondents under category first were found to be richer in financial capital than other two categories, but these rest two category i.e., 2nd and 3rd have almost equal access to financial capital having weighted mean factor 9.89, 5.95 and 5.66 gained by 1st, 2nd and 3rd category respectively. Respondents under category first were found to have better 
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accessibility of farm income, loan, food sufficiency, whereas, respondents under category second have better accessibility of non-farm income and livestock holdings, the respondents under category third have no such assets in which they have better accessibility than the former two category.

Human capital: Respondents under category second were found having highest accessibility to human capital followed respectively by third and first having weighted mean factor 6.8, 10 and 8.66 of category 1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively. Respondents under category third, were found educated, having weighted factor 7.37, than the first that were found least educated having the weighted factor of 3.65 only. Regarding accessibility to training, respondents under category third and first were equal.

Figure 4. 10: Selected household assets by category of respondents
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Source: Field survey 2006

Social capital: Respondents under category second were found socially (mean weight factor, 8.4) sound followed by category third (mean weighted factor, 8.38); however, the first category respondents were comparatively poor in terms of their social health (mean weighted factor, 7.32). Respondents under category second were found to be sound in terms of Membership (weighted factor, 10) but were found poor in terms of linkages they developed 
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with different line agencies (weighted factor, 6.8). Similarly, respondents under category were found healthy in terms of their linkages with different line agencies (weighted factor, 10), but were found poor in terms of membership (weighted factor, 6.76). Category first respondents were found in average regarding their membership and linkages (weighted factor, 7.05 and 7.59 respectively).

Natural capital: Respondent under category first were found the richest than rest two category having mean weighted factor of 8.84, followed by category third and second having mean weighted factor of 5.37 and 2.82 respectively. Category first respondents were found rich in terms of the land they have (weighted factor, 10) followed by category second respondents (weighted factor, 1.29) and category third (weighted factor, 0.74). But, the respondent under category third were found rich in wild resources accessibility, followed by 

category first then second having weighted factor of 10, 7.69 and 4.35 respectively (figure 4.11).

Figure 4. 11: Overall livelihood framework.
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All of the respondents had almost equal access to physical capital. The respondents under category first were found to have higher accessibility to financial and natural capital but these respondents were found relatively poor to social and human capital. Respondents under category second were found relatively rich to human capital and social capital but were 
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relatively poor in terms of financial and natural capital. Respondents under category third were found relatively rich in terms of social capital, and were relatively sound in terms of human capital. The overall analysis of livelihood pentagon revealed that the respondents under category first were relatively rich followed by the respondents under category third and then second respectively (figure 4.11).

4.1.4 Relocation Paradigm: Participation, Perception and Compensation Myth

a) Local participation in decision making issues regarding relocation

Altogether 94.4% of the respondents were not allowed to take part in planning process and other decision making process when they were inside the vicinity of the reserve; these respondents were independent of having involved in planning process according to their category. A high significance value 0.8 (typically above 0.05) indicates that there may be no relationship between the two variables i.e., category and involvement in planning processes, which is backed up by the chi-square value of 0.445 (not significant at 95% level of confidence) and a very weak strength (gamma co-efficient= -0.11) of relationship between two variables. However, only 30.5% of the respondents were found interested for participation in planning process and specific management issues, rest 69.5% were not interested to have participation, which is significant at 95% of confidence and also, the study found that their interest in participation was not influenced by their category (Sig=0.773, chi-square=0.516). The detail is presented in table 4.33 and 4.34.

b) Perception towards relocation process and compensation received

Altogether 294(84.5%) of the respondents knew when they would be relocated (table 4.35), whereas 54(15.5%) didn’t know when they would have to move. The decision making process that follows with the relocation was obviously an important issue to people. But opposite to this, only 40 (11.5%) of the respondents who had strong linkages in local politics, had taken part in decision making process for relocation (table 4.36), which is backed up by the 334(96%) of the respondents answering that only the persons who had strong linkages in local politics had taken part in decision making process, but 8(2.3%) of the respondents replied that simple local people had taken part, while 6(1.7%) of the respondents couldn’t answer.

42

The study revealed a high discrimination in compensation scheme showing that a part 109(31.3%) of the respondents were provided with both the land as well the money for transportation of their goods to new places whereas the remaining respondents 239(68.7%) were provided only with the land as compensation (table 4.37). There was a highly significant (chi-square=154.4) and very strong negative (gamma coefficient= -0.82) influence of category on the compensation they received.

Respondent under category first received Rs. 3959.6 per household each for transportation of their goods to new places; where as those under category second and third received Rs. 1354.26 and Rs. 1076.67 respectively per household (table 4.38). The difference between the compensation money received by first category respondent is significant at 0.05 error level 

with both the second and third category respondents, but the difference is not significant between categories second and the third respondents at .05 level of error. Table 4.39 shows that a huge mass (298) of respondents were unsatisfied with the compensation scheme provided for relocation, the study revealed that the category of the respondent is highly dependent on their satisfaction (chi-square=50.07; significant at .05 error level) having a very strong (gamma coefficient= 0.786) effect of category on their satisfaction with the compensation scheme.

c) Attitude towards nature conservation

In spite of the high level of problems experienced with the reserve, 340(97.7%) of the respondents replied that in general it was important to have protected areas for the sake of nature conservation. Only 8(2.3%) of the respondent replied that it was not important. These people against protected areas answered that conserving wildlife is not as important as the basic survival of human being, the reserve management should be cancelled out and the land should be supplied to landless people.

The data showed that many of the relocated people have a positive attitude toward nature conservation and protected areas. However, it appears that SWR was not adequately aware of incorporating this asset of local acceptance into the reserve management process, because it is not realized that when local people support the concept of nature conservation despite the fact that conflicts exist between them and the protected area, there exists a rare privileged 
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fundament for collaborative reserve management that is often difficult to establish. Interview showed that most of respondents were not ignorant and negligent of the importance of the natural resources, as is often assumed. Instead, they agreed with the wildlife reserve concept being important to protect forests and wildlife. The study concludes that the perceived conflict with the reserve will have a very huge impact if the local communities and the relocated community’s positive attitude towards nature conservation are ignored.

d) Perception towards wildlife conservation

Protected area management for wildlife conservation is good.

The perception of respondents on the statement “Protected area management for wildlife conservation is good” was rated on a five-point Likert scale. Respondents under all three category agreed with this statement having mean response of 3.94, 4.01 and 3.86 for category

1st, 2nd and 3rd respectively with overall mean response of 3.94 (table 4.40). 

Wildlife conservation in the expense of human needs is good.

All of the respondents strongly disagreed with the given statement “Wildlife conservation in the expense of human needs is good” with a mean response of 1.44, 1.11 and 1.28 for 1st, 2nd and 3rd category respondents respectively (table 4.41). The overall average of mean response is found to be 1.28 which also showed that the respondents were against of the wildlife conservation in expense of human needs.

People’s participation for wildlife conservation is essential.

Table 4.42 revealed that respondents under category first disagreed with the given statement “People’s participation for wildlife conservation is essential”, where as respondents under category second and the third agreed with the given statement. The overall mean response also showed that respondents have positive perception towards people participation in wildlife conservation.

Relocation program should be carried out with adequate compensation to affected people.

Table 4.43 demonstrated that the respondents under category first are agreed with the given statement that “Relocation program should be carried out with adequate compensation to affected people “while the respondent under category second and third are disagreed with the given statement. The overall mean response showed those respondents are disagreed to carryout relocation programme.
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e) Role towards nature conservation

The survey displayed that various efforts had been done when the communities were inside the reserve. These efforts include reporting of illegal cutting of trees inside the reserve, protection of non timber forest products, protection of trees and their seedlings, protection of trees from forest fire, voluntarily protected forest from illegal felling of trees. Table 4.44 showed that 256 respondents were involved in these different activities whereas 78 respondents didn’t participate in any of the above activities and 6 of the respondents couldn’t reply the answer. The analysis showed that the effort made by these communities is significant at .05 level of error. The majority of the people were involved in protecting the forest from fire, followed by protection of various NTFPs, reporting and other efforts respectively.

f) Inequality in Land Distribution before and after Relocation

Figure 4.12 represents the Lorenz curve for the households for their land status before and after relocation. The inner curve towards the line of equality is the Lorenz curve of the land before relocation while outer curve is the Lorenz curve of total land after relocation. The inequality of the land was less when the respondents were inside the reserve, but opposite to this the inequality extended more after relocation.

Figure 4. 12: Inequality in land distribution
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Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4.45 showed that the inequality of land is significant between the category of the respondents even when they were inside the reserve (F value=20.045; significant level, 0.000) 
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but this level of inequality became to much higher (F value=80.815; significant level, 0.000) when they were moved out of the reserve.

Table 4.46 revealed that before relocation the area of land with category first was significantly differed from those of respondents under category second and third, but this difference was lower in case of category first and second (significance level=0.002) than category first and third (significance level=0.000) at 0.05 error level. Similarly, area of land between category second and third was also significant (significance level=0.002) at 0.05 level of error. After relocation, the difference regarding the area of land between category first with second and the third was increased (significance level=0.000 each), but the difference between the area of land is not significant in case of category second and third after relocation (significance level=0.420).

g) Income Inequalities

Figure 4.13 represents the Lorenz curve for the cumulative household number and their cumulative total income after relocation into new environment. The inner curve towards the line of equality is the Lorenz curve of third category; next to it the Lorenz curve of category first showed that the inequality in cumulative income is more in category first than category third. The highest inequality was seen in total income of respondent under category second.

Figure 4. 13: Income inequalities comparison
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From the study it was known that the difference in total income between the respondents under all three category is significant (F-value=42.37; significance level=0.000) at .05 level of 
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error. While analyzing the difference in total income between the category of the respondent, table 4.47 manifested that there was significant difference in the total income between category first and other two category(significance level=0.000) but there was no significant difference between the total income of category second and the category third respondents (significance level=0.532) at 95% of confidence.

4.1.5 Trend and Status of Social Empowerment

Apart from findings of the household survey, selected indicators such as representation of community based organizations, leadership in local institutions; education and literacy etc. were used to assess the trend on social empowerment. The study identified the positive impact on community based organization, leadership in social institutions, education and literacy, representation in local institutions, cooperative formation and representation, but there was negative impact regarding capacity development, and the impact on exposure visit is in equal place as it was before relocation. Although the comparison showed that there is positive impact on most of the indicators but all of the indicators got very low score. Figure 4.14 presents the trend and status of social empowerment with details included in table 4.48.
Figure 4. 14: Status of social empowerment
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Source: Field survey 2006
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The positive changes were mainly due to importance of group and organization, but the negative change was ascertained due to lack of awareness, weakness of institutions to include maximum participations.

4.1.6 Trend and Status of Economic Development

Regarding trend and status of economic development, indicators namely green enterprise development, non-green enterprise development, farm income, non-farm income, employment opportunities, food security, agriculture production and productivity, livestock herding, PI support (fish pond, tradel pump, irrigation canal, boring) and grants and support were taken under consideration. Figure 4.15 revealed that positive impact was seen in terms of non-green enterprise development, non-farm income, employment opportunities, PI 

support (fish pond, tradel pump, irrigation canal, boring) and grants and support but there was strong negative impact seen in case of green enterprise development, farm income, food security, agricultural production and productivity. Table 4.49 summarizes the change in status and trend on economic empowerment after relocation.

Figure 4. 15: Status of economic development
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Source: Field survey 2006
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The cause affecting the positive change was due to shift in resource use pattern for subsistence livelihood; the respondents were forced to use the alternative way to earn their requirements after been relocated to the new scenario. In case of post institutional support received, definitely little bit more support has been obtained due to the forced relinquish the old area. The negative impact had been resulted mainly due to low farm income, low productivity of the new land, no sufficient food availability to rear livestock, unavailability of water and grass, also engaged in labour work and low economic potential of the respondents.

4.1.7 Trend and Status of Sustainable Resource Use

Trend and status of sustainable resource use have been assessed in terms of dependency on protected area for forestry resources, crop raiding and wildlife damages, use of clean and sustainable energy saving devices, etc. Figure 4.16 summarizes the trend and status on sustainable resource use with details in table 4.50.

Figure 4. 16 Status of sustainable resource use
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Source: Field survey 2006

The study revealed significant positive change in terms of crop raiding, wildlife damages, alternative energy use and biogas installation, whereas it revealed remarkable negative change in terms of dependency on protected area resources, forest promotion activities, conservation awareness/participation in conservation related activities, erosion and landslides and animal preventive infrastructure(trench, bio-fencing, tower). However, there was no any change in 
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NTFPs cultivation and domestication. The reasons behind having positive change were shift to outside areas from vicinity of reserve, and forced to adopt alternative energy due to difficulty in accessibility of fuel wood, whereas the negative impact had been found due to inaccessibility to forest products, shift in new places, dependency changes, lack of awareness, lack of forest covers, poor economic condition, and lack of fertility.

4.1.8 Trend and Status of Community Development Opportunities

The assets such as health facility, drinking water facility, irrigation facility, veterinary services, infrastructure development, and post institutional support such as aquaculture, bee-keeping, canal improvement and other income generating activities were included for assessing community development opportunities (Figure 4.17). Impressive effect on health facility and veterinary service was observed, with normal positive change in PI support and infrastructure development. But the facility of irrigation and drinking water was negatively changed. The detail analysis is presented in table 4.51.

Figure 4. 17: Status of community development opportunities
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Source: Field survey 2006

Reasons behind having positive change were the new places themselves, which are nearby the local town having primary health care center, normal development along time, whereas, the negative changes resulted due to poor economic conditions, draught and erosion.
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CHAPTER-FIVE

5.1Summary

Due to lack of clarity in working modality and strong political biasness in the committees formed along different time spans, the relocation program faced many problems which became more and more vigour day by day. Therefore, to avoid any discrepancies in data collection, consultation with different stakeholders was made and also secondary source was analyzed to establish the sampling frame. As a result the people who were compensated with either both the land and money or only with land were taken under consideration. There were altogether 2249 households identified and divided into three categories. Category first includes 1160 households, provided with total amount of land which they had inside the reserve, category second includes 954 households, provided with 0.34 ha of land, and category third includes 135 households, provided with 0.17 ha of land.

Socio-Economic Features of Relocated Communities

Majority of respondents in the study area were Tharu followed by BCN and Dalits. This highest population of Tharu falls under category first and who were mostly illiterate. Category second had majority of BCN who were found more educated than Tharus and Dalits. Dalits had least population in the study area as compared to BCN and Tharu. These Dalits were more educated than Tharus but were found having low education level than BCN.

The average population sizes of the respondent were found to be significantly higher than the national average. Among three different categories, the household size is found to be highest in category first, followed by category second and lowest in category third. Majority of respondents were from middle aged class, followed by young aged people and then old aged peoples.

Agriculture was the major source of income when the communities were inside the reserve, after having relocated outside; their dependency and living pattern had changed from agriculture to other alternatives. To cope with hard condition in new places most of the peoples were migrated outside the country, rather than migrating within the country. The people having migrated inside the country were found significantly less in comparison to those peoples who were migrated outside the country.
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Livelihood Features of Relocated Communities

The DFID’s sustainable livelihood framework was used to analyze the livelihood condition of the respondents, which presents the main factors that affect people’s livelihoods, and typical relationships between these.

Five capitals namely physical, financial, human, social and natural were taken into account as guided by DFID’s livelihood framework. The respondents under the entire three categories had almost equal access to physical capital. The respondents under category first i.e., having dominance of Tharu people, have greater accessibility of financial and natural capitals, the reason behind being rich in financial and natural capital is that the respondents under category first were indigenous and were fully compensated with full land and had greater accessibility of land and wild plant resources. However, these category first respondents, in terms of human and social capital, were found comparatively poor than respondents under category second and third, which is supported by the education status of entire category of respondents in which Tharu people have low level of education. Respondents under category second i.e., having dominance of BCN, were found richest in human capital, but were poorest of all in terms of natural capital. Similarly, respondents under category third i.e., having dominance of both Tharu and BCN, were found richest in terms of social capital but were found poorest in terms of financial capital. The overall analysis of livelihood pentagon revealed that respondents under category first had better livelihood followed by category third and second respectively.

Respondent’s livelihoods were fundamentally affected by critical trends such as households and cattle shed damages, human casualty, food shortages, crop raiding problems, work shortage periods, and landslides/erosions. Among these, crop raiding problems and killing of cattle by wild animals, were reported to be highest.

To cope with the above censorious trends, respondents had developed alternative strategies such as use of alternative energy (use of cake, kerosene, and biogas), alternative livestock feeding and rearing practices (stall feeding practices), extra labour and business in food shortage periods, and non green enterprises development.
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Relocation paradigm: Participation, Compensation and Perception

From the study it is concluded that cohesion between the reserve and people is very weak. Low level of people’s participation was seen regarding the planning process and other decision making issues when the people were in the vicinity of reserve. However, these peoples were not interested to have their participation in management of reserve.

Majority of the people knew when they would be relocated, but only those people having strong linkages in politics had taken part in decision making issues regarding relocation. There was a high discrimination in compensation scheme, majority of the respondents under category first got both land as well as money to carry their goods in new places whereas minority of the respondents under category second and third got both the land and money. Similarly, majority of respondents were unsatisfied with the compensation scheme provided for relocation. The discrimination in distribution pattern of land and money was highly significant and had a strong negative effect on the satisfaction of the relocated people.

In spite of the high level of problems experienced with reserve, the data showed that various efforts had been done to conserve wildlife reserve when the communities were inside the reserve. Many of the relocated people had positive attitude towards nature conservation and protected areas. However, it appeared that SWR was not adequately aware of incorporating this asset of local acceptance into the reserve management process. In the mean time where respondents were positive towards nature conservation, their perception towards wildlife conservation, in the expense of human needs, without the people’s participation and by relocating people in other areas, was found negative.

The inequality in land distribution within and between the respondents was significant when the respondents were inside reserve but this inequality was more large and strong after having forced out of the reserve. However, after relocation there was no significant difference between the respondent under category second and third regarding land inequality.

Inequality regarding income was also noticed from the study, this inequality was lowest among the respondents under category third, followed by respondents under category first and it was observed highest among respondent under category second. Apart from inequality comparison, the difference in total income between the entire respondent was also found 
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significant. While analyzing the difference in total income between the different categories of the respondent, the significant difference was found in the total income between category first and other two category but there was no significant difference in total income between the respondents under category second and third.

Apart from the above findings, the result of focus group discussion revealed that, status of social empowerment was quite low when the respondents were inside the reserve. After relocation it had increased but this increment is quite negligible. Therefore, it is concluded that the status of social empowerment among relocated people is quite poor. The status of economic development was also found to be poor before relocation but this status had further decreased down and the status of relocated people in terms of economic development was found poorer after relocation. Similarly, the status of sustainable resource use had also been decreasing in a reverse trend after relocation. Lastly, the trend and status of community development opportunities had increased after relocation with a normal increment in five years time period.

The resettlement program was exerted upon the people and managed with almost no interaction with or consideration for their livelihood. The compensation was by far inadequate in terms of money and location, amount, and quality of land.

5.2 Conclusions

The relocation program carried out in Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve had significant negative impact on the livelihood of relocated people. Their daily activities had changed from natural resource based to community based spectrum. The source of income, dependency and living pattern, had changed from agriculture to other alternatives.

The livelihood condition of relocated people was found poor. The overall analysis of livelihood pentagon revealed that the relocated people under category first were relatively rich followed by the people under category third and then second respectively. It showed that the economic differentiation between the categories of these people had become large due to relocation. These people had developed alternate livelihood strategies to cope with vulnerabilities and critical trends.
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Cohesion between the reserve and people was found weak. Low level of people’s participation was seen regarding the planning process and other decision making issues when the people were in the vicinity of reserve.

By reason of high discrimination since the time of information sharing to the time of compensation distribution, majority of relocated people were unsatisfied and it had created strong negative effect on their satisfaction.

Various efforts had been done to conserve wildlife reserve from the side of communities when they were situated inside the reserve. Majority of relocated people had positive attitude towards nature conservation and protected area. However, it appeared that SWR was not adequately aware of incorporating this asset of local acceptance into the reserve management process. In the mean time where relocated people were positive towards nature conservation, their perception towards wildlife conservation, in the expense of human needs, without the people’s participation and by relocating people in other areas, was found negative.

The status of social empowerment and community development opportunities had increased but these increments were not significant with the passage of time. The status of economic development and sustainable resource use were moving towards reverse direction.

Based on the findings of this study it is inevitable to conclude that the management approach of SWR seems very different from the approach to be used to manage reserve in developing countries like Nepal where peoples are facing even hand to mouth problem.

5.3 Suggestions

The importance of preserving biological diversity should be a necessary priority to manage any protected areas, but these genius efforts of conserving wild diversity must benefit human life and should gain momentum with proper motivation and participation of those people who are directly being affected with these steps.

Based on the findings presented in the study, it is strongly suggested that relocation programme should be carried out with proper participation of people being affected. The 
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peoples should be motivated for relocation, and park management should make relocation program voluntary. Adequate compensation should be provided to the people who want to be relocated. The discrimination in compensation scheme should be completely stopped and more livelihood enhancing program should be launched focusing these affected peoples.

The need of the relocated people should be adequately addressed. Before relocating population into new areas, the reserve management authority should take into account the interest of the people to be affected, time frame, the adequate compensation measures, and the area and location of the land needed. Similarly, an adequate investigation of local, social, cultural, and economic needs of each ethnic community being relocated should be carried out. The need of people being relocated should not be undermine in the mean time changes in their wellbeing should be monitored in order to evaluate the long-term socio-economic impact of relocation program.
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ANNEXES

Annex-1: List of Tables

Table 4. 1 Category and caste of respondents

	Category of the respondent 
	Caste 
	No. of respondents

	
	
	Frequency 
	%

	Full land 

	BCN 

Tharu 

Dalit 
	15 

99 

2 
	12.93

85.34

1.72

	0.34 ha
	BCN 

Tharu 

Dalit
	68 

32 

16
	58.62

27.59

13.79

	0.17 ha
	BCN 

Tharu 

Dalit
	49
50

17
	42.24
43.10

14.66


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 2 Category and education of respondents

	Category of the respondent
	Education 
	BCN
	Tharu
	Dalit

	
	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Full land 

	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)

College Degree
	4

10

1

0
	3.03

7.58

0.76

0.00
	82

11

4

2
	45.30

6.08

2.21

1.10
	2

0

0

0
	5.71

0.00

0.00

0.00

	0.34 ha
	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)

College Degree
	47

8

13

0
	35.61

6.06

9.85

0.00
	14

12

4

2
	7.73

6.63

2.21

1.10
	14

2

0

0
	40.00

5.71

0.00

0.00

	0.17 ha
	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)

College Degree
	23

16

10

0
	17.42

12.12

7.58

0.00
	42

4

4

0
	23.20

2.21

2.21

0.00
	13

4

0

0
	37.14

11.43

0.00

0.00

	
	Total
	132
	100
	181
	100
	35
	100


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 3 Education status of respondents

	Category of the respondent 
	Education
	No. of respondents

	
	
	Frequency 
	%

	Full land 

	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)

College Degree
	88 

21 

5

2 
	75.86
18.10
4.32
1.72

	0.34 ha
	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)

College Degree
	75
22 

17
2
	64.66
18.97
14.66
1.72

	0.17 ha
	Illiterate

Primary (1-5)

Secondary (6-SLC)
	78
24
14
	67.24
20.69
12.07


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 4 Caste group

	Respondent's

Caste
	Category of

respondent
	Respondent's Sex
	No. of Respondents
	Percentage

Sampled

	BCN 
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	Male

Female

Male

Female

Male

Female
	4

11

52

16

41

8
	1.15

3.16

14.94

4.60

11.78

2.30

	Tharu 
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	Male

Female

Male

Female

Male

Female
	61

38

22

10

32

18
	17.53

10.92

6.32

2.87

9.20

5.17

	Dalit
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	Female

Male

Female

Male

Female
	2

8

8

12

5
	0.57

2.30

2.30

3.45

1.44


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 5 Age and Sex

	Respondent's Sex
	Age of the Respondent
	No. of Respondents

	Male
	18-35 (Young)

36-55 (Middle)

56 old and older (Old)
	74

116

42

	Female
	18-35 (Young)

36-55 (Middle)

56 old and older (Old)
	41

63

12


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 6 Household income source

	Time Duration
	Depended on

Agriculture
	Depended on

Employment
	Depended on

Business
	Depended on

HH work
	Depended on

Other

sources

	Before relocation
	24(6.89%)
	2(0.57%)
	4(1.15%)
	0(0.00%)
	2(0.57%)

	After relocation
	5(1.44%)
	147(42.24%)
	18(5.17%)
	28(8.05%)
	6(1.72%)

	Both of the above
	319(91.67%)
	7(2.01%)
	4(1.15%)
	14(4.02%)
	0(0.00%)

	None of the

above
	0(0.00%)
	192(55.17%)
	322(92.53%)
	306(87.93%)
	340(97.70%)

	Total
	348(100%)
	348(100%)
	348(100%)
	348(100%)
	348(100%)


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 7 Migration pattern within and outside country

	No. of

individuals
	Category of the

respondent
	No. of households having individuals migrated in Nepal
	No. of households having individuals migrated out of Nepal

	0
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	99

99

114
	88

69

85

	1
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	15

17

2
	18

35

29

	2
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	2

0

0
	4

12

2

	3
	Full land
	0
	6


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 8 Housing facility of the respondents

	Category of the respondent 
	No. of the respondents
	With House
	Without House

	
	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Full land
	116
	114
	98.27
	2
	1.72

	0.34 ha
	116
	116
	100
	0
	0

	0.17 ha
	116
	112
	96.55
	4
	3.44


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 9 Land type/ ownership of the respondents

	Category of the respondent
	ownership/tenure 
	No. of the respondent 
	%

	Full land
	Cultivator

Owner curn rented in

Owner curn rented out
	160

8

2
	30.46

2.30

0.57

	0.34 ha
	Cultivator
	116
	33.33

	0.17 ha
	Cultivator 

Owner curn rented in

Owner curn rented out
	90

20

6
	25.86

5.75

1.72


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 10 Water supply condition of respondents

	Category of the respondent
	Response

	Source

	Res no. before

relocation
	Res no. after

relocation

	Full land
	yes
	Hand pump

Well
	110

6
	116

0

	0.34 ha
	yes

no
	Hand pump

Well
	112

2

2
	116

0

0

	0.17 ha
	yes

no
	Hand pump

Well
	108

8

0
	112

0

4


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 11 Accessibility to the school before and after relocation

	Category of the respondent
	Response

	School

	before

relocation
	after

relocation

	Full land
	yes

no
	Primary

Lower secondary


	108

0

8
	89

27

0

	0.34 ha
	yes

no
	Primary

Lower secondary


	112

0

4
	74

42

0

	0.17 ha
	yes

no
	Primary

Lower secondary

Secondary


	108

0

0

8
	98

16

2

0


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 12 Accessibility to health facility before and after relocation

	Category of the respondent
	Response

	Health facility
	before

relocation
	after

relocation

	Full land
	yes

no
	Health post

Health Center
	10

0

106
	105

7

4

	0.34 ha
	yes

no
	Health post

Health Center
	32

0

84
	99

9

8

	0.17 ha
	yes

no
	Health post

Health Center
	16

0

100
	93

13

10


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 13 Accessibility to irrigation facility before and after relocation

	Category of the respondent
	Response

	Irrigation facility
	before

relocation
	after

relocation

	Full land
	yes

no
	Canal

Pump set/Boring
	2

20

94
	56

50

10

	0.34 ha
	yes

no
	Canal

Pump set/Boring
	7

13

96
	71

20

25

	0.17 ha
	yes

no
	Canal

Pump set/Boring
	8

13

95
	48

22

46


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 14 Accessibility to veterinary facility before and after relocation
	Category of the respondent
	before


	after
	No. of the respondents

	Full land
	No
	Yes

no
	24

92

	0.34 ha
	No
	Yes

no
	38

78

	0.17 ha
	No
	Yes

no
	38

78


Source: Field survey 2006
66

Table 4. 15 Accessibility to electric facility before and after relocation
	Category of the respondent
	Electricity facility

before relocation
	Electricity facility after

relocation
	No. of the respondents

	Full land
	No
	Yes

no
	12

104

	0.34 ha
	No
	Yes

no
	33

83

	0.17 ha
	No
	Yes

no
	24

92


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 16 Accessibility to motor road before and after relocation

	Category of the respondent
	Motor road facility

before relocation
	Motor road facility

after relocation
	No. of the respondents

	Full land
	Yes

No
	Yes

Yes
	101

15

	0.34 ha
	Yes

No
	Yes

Yes
	108

8

	0.17 ha
	Yes

No
	Yes

Yes
	104

12


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 17 Accessibility to bank facilities before and after relocation

	Category of the respondent
	Bank facility in before

relocation
	Bank facility after

relocation
	No. of the respondents

	Full land
	No
	no
	116

	0.34 ha
	No
	no
	116

	0.17 ha
	No
	no
	116


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 18 Status of livestock before and after relocation

	Category of respondent
	Full Land

	.34 ha


	.17 ha

	After Relocation
	Mean
	LU
	Sum
	Mean
	LU
	Sum
	Mean
	LU
	Sum

	Cow
	0.52
	0.35
	60
	1.36
	0.93
	158
	0.73
	0.50
	85

	Bullock
	1.82
	1.61
	211
	1.53
	1.36
	178
	1.28
	1.13
	148

	Buffalo
	0.55
	0.55
	64
	0.56
	0.56
	65
	0.21
	0.21
	24

	He-Buffalo
	0.53
	0.40
	61
	0.29
	0.22
	34
	0.29
	0.22
	34

	Goat
	1.66
	0.38
	192
	2.00
	0.46
	232
	1.19
	0.27
	138

	Pig
	0.14
	0.06
	16
	0.02
	0.01
	2
	0.03
	0.01
	4

	Total
	5.21
	3.35
	604
	5.77
	3.54
	669
	3.73
	2.34
	433


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 19 Membership in different groups
	Category of the respondent
	Response 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Full land
	Yes

No
	48

68
	13.79

19.54

	0.34 ha
	Yes

No
	68

48
	19.54

13.79

	0.17 ha
	Yes

No
	46

70
	13.22

20.11

	Total
	
	348
	100


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 20 Type of groups
	Type of Group 
	Frequency
	Percent

	BZ user group
	24
	6.90

	Community forest user group
	40
	11.49

	Agriculture Group
	19
	5.46

	Drinking water conservation group
	6
	1.72

	Female group
	41
	11.78

	Youth Group
	8
	2.30

	Religious group
	2
	0.57

	Co-operative group
	6
	1.72

	Ethnic based group
	4
	1.15

	Village development programme
	2
	0.57

	Fish farming group
	10
	2.87

	Total
	162
	46.55

	Note: 348households=100%
	
	


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 21 Status of Loan

	Category of the respondent
	Response 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Full land
	Yes

No
	81.00

35.00
	23.28

10.06

	0.34 ha
	Yes

No
	52.00

64.00
	14.94

18.39

	0.17 ha
	Yes

No
	63.00

53.00
	18.10

15.23

	Total
	
	348
	100


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 22 Purpose for loan
	Headings 
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Agriculture
	45
	12.93
	15
	4.31
	15
	4.31

	Purchase of food
	28
	8.05
	26
	7.47
	30
	8.62

	HH health
	2
	0.57
	10
	2.87
	10
	2.87

	IGA related activities
	2
	0.57
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00

	Livestock
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	2
	0.57

	Business/Small Industry
	4
	1.15
	1
	0.29
	4
	1.15

	Others
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	2
	0.57

	Total
	81
	23.28
	52
	14.94
	63
	18.10

	No Loans
	35
	10.06
	64
	18.39
	53
	15.23


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 23 Training received by respondents
	Training
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Skill development/Income generation
	2
	1.7
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Agriculture
	2
	1.7
	2
	1.7
	8
	6.9

	Forestry
	0
	0
	2
	1.7
	2
	1.7

	Leadership
	2
	1.7
	0
	0
	2
	1.7

	Adult Literacy
	2
	1.7
	4
	3.4
	2
	1.7

	Village Skill Training
	4
	3.4
	0
	0
	2
	1.7

	Orientation
	4
	3.4
	0
	0
	4
	3.4

	Others
	7
	6
	6
	5.2
	3
	2.6


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 24 Exposure visit

	Category of the respondent
	Response 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Full land
	No
	116
	100

	0.34 ha
	No
	116
	100

	0.17 ha
	No
	116
	100


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 25 Land type and ownership of respondents

	
	
	Land type and ownership/tenure
	

	Category of the respondent
	Type of ownership
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Full land
	Cultivator

Owner curn rented in

Owner curn rented out 
	106

8

2
	91.38

6.90

1.72

	
	Total
	116
	100

	0.34 ha
	Cultivator
	116
	100

	0.17 ha
	Cultivator

Owner curn rented in

Owner curn rented out
	90

20

9
	77.59

17.24

5.17

	
	Total
	116
	100


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 26 Status of lowland
	Category of the respondent
	
	Area of Low land (ha) before

relocation
	Area of Low land(ha) after

relocation

	Full land
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum
	116

2.51

0.34

10.88
	116

2.38

0.34

11.56

	0.34 ha
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum
	116

1.77

0.68

8.16
	116

0.34

0.17

0.68

	0.17 ha
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum
	116

1.09

0.17

6.12
	116

0.19

0.17

0.68


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 27 Status of upland

	Category of the respondent
	
	Area of Bari (Upland)

before relocation (ha)
	Area of Bari (Up-land)

after relocation (ha)

	Full land
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Sum
	116

0.00703

0

0.34

0.816
	116
0.01634

0

0.34

1.896

	0.34 ha
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Sum
	116

0.02638

0

1.36

3.06
	116
0.00117

0

0.068

0.136

	0.17 ha
	N

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Sum
	116

0

0

0

0
	116
0

0

0

0


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 28 Household and cattle shed damages

	Category of the respondent
	Damage type
	Frequency
	Overall percentage

	Full land
	Crop

Cattle

No damage
	59

41

16
	16.95

11.78

4.60

	0.34 ha
	Crop

Cattle
	76

40
	21.84

11.49

	0.17 ha
	Crop

Cattle

No damage
	68

46

2
	19.54

13.22

0.57


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 29 Land slide and erosion

	Category of the respondent
	Yes
	No

	
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Full land
	108
	93.1
	8
	6.9

	0.34 ha
	112
	96.5
	4
	3.4

	0.17 ha
	112
	96.5
	4
	3.4


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 30 Livestock rearing and feeding practices
	Category of the respondent
	Stall feeding
	Sedentary system

	
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Full land
	87
	75
	29
	25

	0.34 ha
	76
	65.52
	40
	34.48

	0.17 ha
	66
	56.90
	50
	43.10


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 31 Coping strategies
	Category of the respondent
	Full lane
	0.34 ha
	0.17 ha

	
	No
	%
	No
	%
	No
	%

	Use savings/sell of other HH production/sell of LS
	2
	1.72
	0
	0
	2
	1.72

	Loan
	1
	0.86
	6
	5.17
	9
	7.76

	Extra Labour and Business
	57
	49.13
	104
	89.66
	83
	71.55

	Others
	2
	1.72
	2
	1.72
	4
	3.45

	Total
	62
	53.44
	112
	96.55
	98
	84.48

	Food Sufficiency for whole year
	54
	43.10
	4
	3.45
	18
	15.52


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 32 Livelihood assets analysis
	Physical Capital
	Statistics
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha

	
	
	8.51
	9.09
	8.60

	Housing
	% with permanent type

Factor with standardizing factor 10
	96.6

966

9.66
	100

1000

10
	94.8

948

9.48

	Water supply
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor 10
	100

1000

10
	100

1000

10
	96.5

965

9.65

	Irrigation
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor 4.31
	43.10

185.7

10
	17.24

74.30

4
	18.96

81.71

4.4

	Veterinary
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor

3.27
	20.68

67.62

6.31
	32.75

107.09

10
	32.75

107.09

10

	Electricity
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor

2.84
	10.34

29.36

3.63
	28.44

80.76

10
	20.68

58.73

7.27

	Motor road
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor 10
	100

1000

10
	100

1000

10
	100

1000

10

	Health facility
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor

9.65
	96.55

931.50

10
	93.10

898.41

9.64
	91.37

881.72

9.46


	Financial

Capital
	Weighted Factor
	9.89
	5.95
	5.66

	Off-farm income
	NRs

Factor with standardizing factor

2007.44
	19976.72

40102066.8

9.95
	20074.48
40298314.13

10
	15013.79
30139282.6

7.47

	Farm income
	NRs

Factor with standardizing factor

4316.56
	43165.69

186327290.8

10
	11208.23
48380997.29

2.59
	13659.91
58963821.11

3.16

	Loan
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor

6.98
	69.82
487.34

10
	44.82
312.84

6.41
	54.31
379.08

7.77

	Food Sufficiency
	% with access for whole year

Factor with standardizing factor

4.66
	46.6
217.15

10
	3.4
15.84

0.73
	15.5
72.23

3.33

	Livestock holding
	Mean (LU)

Factor with standardizing factor

0.35
	3.35
1.17

9.51
	3.54
1.23

10
	2.34
0.81

6.58

	Human Capital
	Weighted Factor
	6.80
	10
	8.66

	Education
	% with

Factor with standardizing factor

1.64
	6

9.84

3.65
	16.4

26.89

10
	12.1

19.84

7.37

	Training
	% with access

Factor with standardizing factor

2.058
	20.51

42.20

9.96
	20.58

42.35

10
	20.51

42.20

9.96
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	Social Capital 
	Weighted Factor 
	7.32 
	8.4 
	8.38

	Membership
	% with

Factor with standardizing factor

5.86
	41.37

242.42

7.05
	58.62

343.51

10
	39.65

232.34

6.76

	Linkages
	% with

Factor with standardizing factor

3.75
	28.5

106.87

7.59
	25.83

96.86

6.8
	37.5

140.62

10

	Natural Capital 
	Weighted Factor 
	8.84 
	2.82 
	5.37

	Total Land
	Mean (Hectare)

Factor with standardizing factor

0.23
	2.39

0.54

10
	.34

.07

1.29
	.18

.04

0.74

	Wild Plants

Accessibility
	% with

Factor with standardizing factor

0.78
	6

4.68

7.69
	3.4

2.65

4.35
	7.8

6.08

10


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 33 Involvement in planning process

	
	
	Category of the respondent
	χ 2
	Total

	
	
	Full land 
	.34 ha 
	.17 ha
	
	

	Involvement in planning

process and decision

Making process before

relocation
	Yes

No
	5(4.3%)

111(95.7%)
	7(6%)

109(94%)
	7(6%)

109(94%)
	.445*

Asymp.

Sig=0.8
	19

329

	Total
	
	116
	116
	116
	γ = -0.11
	348

	*Between category of the respondents; Not significant at α=.05 and df=2


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 34 Interest in planning process

	Respondent's interest in planning process and specific management issues
	

	Category of the respondent 
	Response
	Frequency
	%
	χ 2

	Full Land
	Yes

No
	33

83
	28.45

71.55
	0.516*

53.15#

	.34 ha
	Yes

No
	38

78
	32.76

67.24
	

	.17 ha
	Yes

No
	35

81
	30.17

69.83
	

	Overall response
	
	Yes=30.5, No=69.5
	Yes=106,No=242
	

	*Between category of the respondents; Not significant at α=.05 and df=2

	# Between respondents answering ‘yes and no’; significant at α=.05 and df=1


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 35 Information regarding relocation

	Information to respondents before relocation

	Category of the respondent 
	Response
	Frequency
	%

	Full Land
	Yes

No
	114

2
	98.28

1.72

	.34 ha
	Yes

No
	88

28
	75.86

24.14

	.17 ha
	Yes

No
	92

24
	79.31

20.69

	Overall response
	
	Yes=294, no=54
	Yes=84.5,no=15.5


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 36 Participation in decision making regarding relocation

	Respondents taken part in decision making about relocation

	Category of the respondent 
	Response
	Frequency
	%

	Full Land
	Yes

No
	20

96
	17.24

82.76

	.34 ha
	Yes

No
	4

112
	3.45

96.55

	.17 ha
	Yes

No
	16

100
	13.79

86.21

	Overall response
	
	Yes=40, no=308
	Yes=11.5,no=88.5


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 37 Compensation scheme

	Category of respondent 
	Compensation 

	Full land
	.34 ha

	.17 ha

	Total


	Asymp.

Sig=0.000

	Compensation scheme for the relocation
	Land

Land and Money
	29

87
	106

10
	104

10
	239

109
	χ 2=154.4

γ= -0.82

	Total
	
	116
	116
	116
	348
	


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 38 Payment received for transportation of goods to new places

	(I) Category of the respondent 

(J) Category of the respondent
	
	Mean Difference (I-J)


	Std. Error
	Mean

	Full land
	.34 ha

.17 ha
	2605.41*

2882.99*
	255.6584

255.6584
	Full land
	3959.66

	.34 ha
	Full land

.17 ha
	-2605.41*

277.59
	255.6584

255.6584
	.34 ha
	1354.26

	.17 ha
	Full land

.34 ha
	-2882.99*

-277.59
	255.6584

255.6584
	.17 ha
	1076.67

	(*)The mean difference is significant at the 0 .05 level.


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 39 Satisfaction towards money received for transportation
	
	
	Category of the respondent

	
	
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha
	Total
	χ 2 =50.07*

	Respondent's satisfaction level

with compensation scheme
	Satisfied

Unsatisfied
	38

78
	10

106
	2

114
	50

298
	γ=0.784

	Total
	
	116
	116
	116
	348
	

	(*) The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 40 Protected area management for wildlife conservation

	Statement 1
	Scale in %

	
	St. disagree ……………………… St. agree

	
	

	
	Category of

respondent
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Mean

response

	Protected area management

for wildlife conservation is

good
	Full land
	5.22
	5.17
	14.66
	40.52
	34.48
	3.94

	
	.34 ha
	4.31
	6.03
	9.48
	44.83
	35.35
	4.01

	
	.17 ha
	5.17
	7.76
	10.34
	49.14
	27.59
	3.86

	
	Average
	4.90
	6.32
	11.49
	44.83
	32.47
	3.94


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 41 Protected area management in expense of human needs
	Statement 2
	Scale in %

	
	St. disagree ……………………… St. agree

	
	

	
	Category of

respondent
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Mean

response

	Wildlife conservation in

expense of human needs is

good
	Full land
	68.97
	20.69
	8.62
	0.86
	0.86
	1.44

	
	.34 ha
	93.97
	2.59
	1.72
	1.72
	0.00
	1.11

	
	.17 ha
	85.34
	6.03
	5.17
	1.72
	1.72
	1.28

	
	Average
	82.76
	9.77
	5.17
	1.44
	0.86
	1.28


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 42 People’s participation in wildlife conservation

	Statement 3
	Scale in %

	
	St. disagree ……………………… St. agree

	
	

	
	Category of

respondent
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Mean

response

	People’s participation in

wildlife conservation is

essential
	Full land
	29.31
	14.66
	11.21
	37.07
	7.76
	2.79

	
	.34 ha
	7.76
	4.31
	37.07
	40.52
	10.34
	3.41

	
	.17 ha
	6.90
	9.48
	5.17
	37.93
	40.52
	3.96

	
	Average
	14.66
	9.48
	17.82
	38.51
	19.54
	3.39


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 43 Relocation with adequate compensation

	Statement 3
	Scale in %

	
	St. disagree ……………………… St. agree

	
	

	
	Category of

respondent
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Mean

response

	Relocation program should be carried out with adequate

compensation to affected people
	Full land
	14.66
	18.10
	22.41
	37.07
	7.76
	3.05

	
	.34 ha
	18.97
	48.28
	17.24
	9.48
	6.03
	2.35

	
	.17 ha
	31.03
	50.86
	5.17
	8.62
	4.31
	2.04

	
	Average
	21.55
	39.08
	14.94
	18.39
	6.03
	2.48


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 44 Respondent's efforts towards the conservation of NR

	Respondent's efforts towards the conservation of NR

	Efforts
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Reporting
	25
	7.18

	Protection of NTFPs
	46
	13.22

	Protection of trees and their seedlings
	4
	1.15

	Protection from fire
	157
	45.11

	Protection from Illegal felling of trees
	24
	6.90

	No work had been done
	78
	22.41

	Couldn't answer
	6
	1.72

	Total
	340
	97.70


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 45 Overall variance in land distribution

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Total Land Before Relocation
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	119.0525

1024.543
	2

345
	59.52624

2.969691
	20.04459
	0.000

	
	Total
	1143.596
	347
	
	
	

	Total Land After Relocation
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	352.1041

751.5702
	2

345
	176.052

2.178464
	80.81474
	0.000

	
	Total
	1103.674
	347
	
	
	


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 46 Post Hoc comparison of land distribution

	LSD
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent

Variable
	(I) Category of the

respondent
	(J) Category of the respondent
	Mean

Difference

(I-J)
	Sig.


	95% Confidence

Interval

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Total Land

before

relocation
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	0.34 ha

0.17 ha

Full land

0.17 ha

Full land

0.34 ha
	0.721*
1.433*

-0.721*

0.712*

-1.433*

-0.712*
	0.002
0.000

0.002

0.002

0.000

0.002
	0.276
0.988

-1.166

0.267

-1.878

-1.157
	1.166
1.878

-0.276

1.157

-0.988

-0.267

	Total Land

after

relocation
	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	0.34 ha

0.17 ha

Full land

0.17 ha

Full land

0.34 ha
	2.051*
2.208*

-2.051*

0.157

-2.208*

-0.157
	0.000
0.000

0.000

0.420

0.000

0.420
	1.670
1.827

-2.432

-0.225

-2.589

-0.538
	2.432
2.589

-1.670

0.538

-1.827

0.225

	*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 47 Post Hoc comparison of income distribution

	LSD
	
	
	
	

	(I) Category of the

respondent
	(J) Category of the respondent
	Mean

Difference

(I-J)
	Sig.


	95% Confidence

Interval

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Full land

0.34 ha

0.17 ha
	0.34 ha

0.17 ha

Full land

0.17 ha

Full land

0.34 ha
	31859.7*

34468.71*

-31859.7*

2609.009

-34468.7*

-2609.01
	0.000

0.000

0.000

0.532

0.000

0.532
	23659.27

26268.27

-40060.1

-5591.42

-42669.1

-10809.4
	400601.13024

42669.13886

-23659.26631

10809.44059

-26268.27493

5591.423345

	*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.


Source: Field survey 2006
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Table 4. 48 Trend and status of social empowerment
	Indicator
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha
	Aggregate
	Impact

	
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	

	Community based

organization
	2
	1
	4
	2
	1
	2
	2.3
	1.6
	+

	Leadership in social

institutions
	4
	1
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2.6
	2.3
	+

	Education and

literacy
	2
	1
	5
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	+

	Capacity

development
	4
	4
	3
	4
	2
	3
	3
	3.6
	-

	Access to exposure

visit
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1.3
	1.3
	=

	Representation in

local institutions

• Group

• VDC
	3

2
	2

1
	5

2
	2

1
	2

1
	2

1
	3.3

2.3
	2

1
	+

+

	Co-operatives

formation and

representation
	2


	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1.6
	1
	+


Source: Field survey 2006
Table 4. 49 Trend and status of economic development

	Indicator
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha
	Aggregate
	Impact

	
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	

	Green Enterprise

development
	1
	5
	1
	4
	1
	6
	1
	5
	-

	Non- Green enterprise

development
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	+

	Farm income
	7
	9
	3
	9
	2
	7
	4
	8.3
	-

	Non- farm income
	4
	2
	4
	2
	7
	2
	5
	2
	+

	Employment

opportunities
	4
	2
	3
	3
	2
	6
	3
	3.6
	+

	Food security
	4
	8
	4
	8
	3
	9
	3.6
	8.3
	-

	Agriculture production and productivity
	6
	9
	4
	8
	1
	8
	3.6
	8.3
	-

	Livestock herding
	2
	8
	1
	8
	1
	8
	1.3
	8
	-

	PI support(fish pond,

tradel pump, irrigation canal, boring)
	3
	3
	4
	2
	3
	2
	3.3
	2.3
	+

	Grants and support
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3.3
	1
	-


Source: Field survey 2006
78

Table 4. 50 Trend and status of sustainable resource use

	Indicator
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha
	Aggregate
	Impact

	
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	

	Dependency on PA

Resources
	3
	8
	4
	8
	3
	9
	3.3
	8.3
	-

	Crop raiding problems
	3
	7
	4
	7
	5
	8
	4
	7.3
	+

	Wildlife damage(

Human and property

casualty)
	3
	6
	3
	6
	3
	7
	3
	6.3
	_

	NTFPs cultivation and

domestication
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	=

	Alternative energy used
	7
	1
	8
	1
	7
	3
	7.3
	1.6
	+

	Forest promotion

activities in BZ
	1
	3
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3.3
	-

	Conservation awareness/Participation

in conservation related

activities
	1
	5
	1
	5
	1
	4
	1
	4.6
	-

	Erosion and landslides
	5
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	5
	1
	-

	Biogas installation
	5
	1
	5
	1
	2
	1
	4
	1
	+

	Animal preventive

infrastructure(trench,

bio- fencing, tower)
	1
	4
	3
	6
	2
	6
	2
	5.3
	-


Source: Field survey 2006

Table 4. 51 Trend and status of community development opportunities
	Indicator
	Full Land
	.34 ha
	.17 ha
	Aggregate
	Impact

	
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	Now
	Before
	

	Health facility
	8
	1
	9
	1
	9
	1
	8.6
	1
	+

	Drinking water

facility
	9
	8
	8
	7
	4
	7
	7
	7.3
	-

	Irrigation facility
	3
	5
	3
	5
	3
	5
	3
	5
	-

	Veterinary

services
	3
	1
	6
	1
	4
	1
	4.3
	1
	+

	Infrastructure

development
	5
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3.3
	2.3
	+

	PI support( aquaculture, beekeeping, etc.
	2
	1
	4
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	+


Source: Field survey 2006
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Annex-2: Questionnaire for household survey

Questionnaire for Household Survey

Kanchanpur district, Far Western Development Region, Nepal

1 General information

Respondent’s name: ________________

Name of place: 1.Bhatpuri 
2. New Dhaka 
     3. Simpalphanta     4. Bagphanta

Ward Number: ____________

Respondent’s Caste: 1.BCN 

2.Tharu 
3.Dalit

Sex: 
1.Male 
2.Female

Age: 
1. 18-35(Young) 
2. 36-55(Middle) 
3. 56 old and older (Old)

Education status of Respondent: 
1.Illiterate 
2.Primary (1-5)

3. Secondary (6- SLC) 
4.College Degree

Family Size of the HH: _____________

Migration in: _______________

Migration out: _______________

2 Human Capital

a. Income:

	SN
	Types 
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	1.
	Agriculture
	
	

	2.
	Employment
	
	

	3.
	Business
	
	

	4.
	Household worker
	
	

	5.
	Others
	
	


b. Participation:
	Training
	Yes 
	No

	Skill development/ Income generation
	
	

	Agriculture
	
	

	Forestry
	
	

	Office management/ Administrative
	
	

	Forestry/Biodiversity
	
	

	Leadership
	
	

	Gender Equity
	
	

	Adult Literacy
	
	

	Responsibility
	
	

	Village Skill training
	
	

	Orientation
	
	

	Others
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3 Financial capital:

a. 
Income source contributing in Farm Activities

	SN
	Source
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	1
	Income from off farm source
	
	

	2
	Income from Farm source
	
	

	3
	Vegetables/fruits
	
	

	4
	Livestock
	
	

	5
	NTFP
	
	

	6
	Service (within Nepal)
	
	

	7
	Service (outside Nepal)
	
	

	8
	Business
	
	

	9
	Daily wage
	
	

	10
	Fishing
	
	

	11
	Others
	
	


b. 
Do you have taken loan? 

1. Yes 

2. No

If yes, for what purpose:

1 
Agriculture


6 
Business/Small industry

2 
Purchase of food

7 
Poultry

3 
HH health (Domestic) 
8 
Alternative energy

4 
Livestock


9 
Education


5 
IGA related to forest

10
Others

c. 
Types of Domestic animals and their number:

	SN
	Cattle type
	Number

	1
	Cow
	

	2
	Bullock
	

	3
	Buffalo
	

	4
	He-Buffalo
	

	5
	Goat
	

	6
	Pig
	

	7
	Other
	


d. 
Reason for increasing or decreasing LS:

Reason for increasing:

1. 
Availability of sufficient food for LS

2. 
Accessibility of veterinary service

3. 
Having skill/know how to rear LS

4. 
Having sufficient human resources (as Labour)

5. 
Others

Reason for decreasing LS:

1 
Diseases

2 
Weak economic condition of Respondent
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3 
No sufficient food availability to LS

4 
No any service, opportunity and Labours
5 
Others

4 Natural Capital:

a. 
Category of land type and ownership/tenure:

1 
Landless

2 
Cultivators

3 
Owner curn rented in

4 
Owner curn rented out

5 
Share cropper

b. 
If you have land, which type and its area:

	Type of land
	Area

	
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	Khet (low land)
	
	

	Bari
	
	

	Others
	
	


c. 
Type of crop:

	Crops
	Income in Rs

	
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	Rice
	
	

	Maize
	
	

	Wheat
	
	

	Sugarcane
	
	

	Mustard
	
	


d. 
Reason for increasing or decreasing crop yield:

Reason for increasing crop yield 

Reason for decreasing crop yield:

1. 
Adequate soil fertility


1. 
Low soil fertility

2. 
Adequate irrigation


2. 
Poor irrigation

3. 
Support from tree in the forest
3. 
Draught

4. 
No wildlife damage


4. 
Wildlife damage

e. 
Food sufficiency:

Before relocation 




After relocation

1 Up to 3 months




1 Up to 3 months

2 Up to 6 months




2 Up to 6 months

3 Up to 9 months




3 Up to 9 months

4 Up to whole year




4 Up to whole year
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f. 
If food is insufficient, how do you cope with the situation?

	Strategy
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	Use savings/sell of other HH production/sell of LS
	
	

	Loan
	
	

	Extra Labour and Business
	
	

	Others
	
	


g. 
Quantity of timber needed for different purposes:

	Purpose 
	Quantity of materials required

	Housing
	

	Cattle shed
	

	Furniture
	

	Agricultural implements
	

	Bull cart
	


h. 
Difficulties in accessibility to get timber:

Past 12 month:

1 
Yes

2 
No

Before 12 month:

1 
Yes

2 
No

i. 
Means of collecting of fuel wood:

Past 12 month: 


Before 12 month:

1 
Head load


1 
Head load

2 
Bicycle


2 
Bicycle

3 
Bullock cart


3 
Bullock cart

4 
Mechanized means

4 
Mechanized means

j. 
Source of alternative energy:

1. 
Bio-gas

2. 
Cake

3. 
Kerosene /LP gas

4. 
Electricity

5. 
Mixed

k. 
Did wildlife cause damage when you were inside the reserve?
1 
Yes

2 
No
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If yes, what type of damage and did you received any type of compensation for damage?

	Type of damage
	
	Compensation

	Crop
	Cattle
	Human
	

	
	
	
	


l. 
Did you see any huge illicit felling?
1. 
Yes

2. 
No
5 Physical capital:

a. 
Do you have your own house? 
1. Yes 

2. No

If yes, type of house:

Before relocation: 

After relocation:

1. 
Mud


1. 
Mud

2. 
Wooden

2. 
Wooden

3. 
Cemented

3. 
Cemented

b. 
If house is wooden, from where you brought the wood?

Before relocation: 

After relocation:

1. 
Private forest



1. 
Private forest

2. 
Community forest


2. 
Community forest

3. 
National forest (including reserve) 
3. 
National forest (including reserve

c. 
Does your family have the accessibility to the following facilities?

	SN 
	Facilities 
	Types
	Before relocation 
	After relocation

	1
	Water supply
	Tap/Hand Pipe
	
	

	2
	School
	Primary
	
	

	
	
	Lower secondary
	
	

	
	
	Secondary
	
	

	3
	Health
	Health Post
	
	

	4
	
	Health Centre
	
	

	5
	Irrigation
	Canal
	
	

	6
	
	Pump set/Boring
	
	

	7
	Veterinary
	
	
	

	8
	Electricity
	
	
	

	9
	Bank
	
	
	

	10
	Motor Road
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6 Social capital

a. 
Do you have membership in any type of group? 
1.Yes 

2.No

If yes, which type of group?

1 
BZ user group



6 
Youth Group

2 
Community forest user group

7 
Religious Group

3 
Agriculture Group


8 
Cooperative

4 
Drinking water group


9 
Non Government Group

5 
Female group



10 
Ethnic based Group

b. Do you think protection and conservation of NR is good? 
1. Yes 

2. NO

If yes, what do you do to help to conserve the NR?

1 
Reporting

2 
Protection of trees and their seedlings

3 
Protection of NTFP

4 
Protection from fire

5 
Protection from illegal felling of trees

6 
Others

c. 
Did you involve in planning process and other decision making process when you are inside the reserve?

1. 
Yes

2. 
No

d. 
Do you want to participate in planning process and specific management issues?

1 
Yes

2 
No

e. 
Were you informed personally before relocation?

1. 
Yes

2. 
No

If yes, were you allowed to take part in decision making about relocation?

1. 
Yes

2. 
No

f. 
Who have taken part about decision making of relocation programme?

1. 
Politically stable people

2. 
Simple local people
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g. 
What was the compensation scheme?

	Type of compensation
	Amount of compensation

	Land
	

	Money
	

	Others
	


h. 
Are you satisfied with the compensation scheme?

1. 
Very satisfied

2. 
Satisfied

3. 
Unsatisfied

4. 
Don’t know

i. 
Do you think relocation should be done?

1 
Yes 

Reason:

2 
No 

Reason:

7 Perception Analysis

a. 
Protected area management for wildlife conservation is good

1 
Strongly Disagree

2 
Disagree

3 
Neutral

4
Agree

5 
Strongly Agree

b. 
Wildlife conservation in expense of human needs is good

1 
Strongly Disagree

2 
Disagree

3 
Neutral
4 
Agree

5 
Strongly Agree

c. 
People’s participation in wildlife conservation is essential

1 
Strongly Disagree

2 
Disagree

3 
Neutral

4 
Agree

5 
Strongly Agree

d. 
Relocation program should be carried out with adequate compensation to affected people

1 
Strongly Disagree

2 
Disagree

3 
Neutral

4 
Agree

5 
Strongly Agree
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Annex-3: Checklists for observation, Key informant’s interview, Focus group discussion

3.1 Checklist for Observation

1. 
Observation at home and homestead

• Alternative energy source

• Type of house

• No. of Livestock, their feed and rearing practices

• Way of earnings (Shop, wage etc.)

• Road facilities

• Electricity facilities

2. Observation at farm lands

• Quality of Land

• Method of irrigation i.e., boring/ Streams

• Infrastructures

3. Observation at Forest

• Condition of abandoned area inside the reserve.

• Status of forests

3.2 Checklist for Key Informant’s Interview

• Participants: 1-2; i.e., reserve officials, forest guard, old guardians

• Time: One hour in average

• Venue: Reserve headquarters, tea stall, and homesteads.

• Methods: Discussion (Open questions)

• Materials: Locally available materials, marker, flip chart etc.

	S.N.
	Objectives
	Methods

	1
	Method of relocation (Information, Participation, and Compensation)
	Discussion/Open question

	2
	Problems still existing inside and outside the reserve
	Discussion/Open question

	3
	Perception of park authority towards relocated

people
	Discussion/Open question

	4
	Perception of relocated people towards park

authority
	Discussion/Open question

	5
	Perception of relocated people towards park

authority
	Discussion/Open question


3.3 Checklist for Focus Group Discussion

Participants: 
Respondents under same category for each.

Group size: 
Average 10-12 participants, research and assistants

Time: 

Approximately 4 hours.

Method: 
PRA tools like informal discussion, seasonal calendar and trend lines

Materials: 
Locally available materials like Flip chart, and marker etc.
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	S.N.
	Objectives
	Methods

	1
	Impact on regular activities of relocated peoples
	Group discussion, trend analysis

	2
	Identify access to and control over natural resources
	Group discussion, trend analysis

	3
	Vulnerability periods
	Group discussion, seasonal calendar

	4
	Identify major problems their causes and consequences
	Group discussion, seasonal calendar


1. 
Impact on regular activities of relocated peoples/Access to and control over natural resources

• Trend analysis of Economic empowerment

• Trend analysis of Social empowerment

• Trend analysis of Sustainable resource use

• Trend analysis of Community development opportunity

2. 
Seasonal calendar: Vulnerability context / Major problems, causes and consequences

• Food shortage

• Crop raiding Problems

• Livestock losses

• Work shortages periods

• Livestock rearing/feeding practices

• Human casualties

• Household and Cattle shed damages
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Annex- 4 Photo Plates
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Photo-1: Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve’s Headquarter
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Photo-2: Khairkandra Lake in the Bhatpuri Area
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Photo-3: Illegal Deforestation after Relocation in the Padau Area
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Photo-4: Forest Guard Showing the Padau area inside the Reserve
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Photo-5: Household Survey
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Photo-6: Key Informant’s Interview at Tea Stall
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Photo-7: Interview with NTNC’s Official
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Photo-8: Focus Group Discussion
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