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Abstract: Nepal and China, despite the difference in the size of the nation, the economy and 

its socio-political structure, both the countries have a common objective of conserving and 

flourishing the forests and forest resources of their country. Both these nations have gone 

through forest reforms in the past three decades and have formulated policies that suit their 

best interest.  Although in a different scale, there has been a positive change in the forestry 

of China and Nepal after the forest reform in the 1980’s. But China has had remarkable 

accomplishments in comparison to Nepal. The reason behind this is due to the difference in 

management practices of these two economies, the forest policy of China being oriented 

towards conservation and increasing the productivity of the forest while the forest policy of 

Nepal being conservation oriented and emphasizing more on tackling socio-economic 

problems. Lastly, the major reason is the difference of national investment in these two 

economies. Nepal can learn from the management practices and trends of China to 

rehabilitate and improve the forest resources of the country. However, the question that new 

management practices and policy will be a success in Nepal given the political situation, 

socioeconomic structure and corruption can be a viable topic for future researches.
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1. Introduction 

 Forests are extremely important for a nation from various dimensions; be it ecological, 

economic or aesthetic (Bengston 1994). Nepal and China; despite having huge differences in 

terms of its land area, population, technological progressiveness, socio-political structure and 

the size of the economy, has a common interest of conserving and flourishing the forests and 

forest resources in their land (Cronkleton et al. 2017). Both Nepal and China are labelled as 

developing Nations, however in these past years; the growth of China has astonished many. 
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The growth and rapid development of the Chinese economy also reflects on its forest 

industry and forest management practices (Albers et al. 1998).  

The exploitation of forests experienced in China during the 1990s has been overcome in the 

recent years and the steady growth of forest quantity and quality indicates the extensive 

development in the forestry sector of China (Durst et al. 2009). The 8th National Inventory 

on forest resources showed the forest cover of China to be 208 million hectares in 2013 i.e. 

21.63 per cent of the total land area. The data shows that there has been an increase of 49.1 

million hectares of forest land cover in China since 1998. 

Similarly, with the current national economic growth of China, the domestic production and 

forest products processing industries have advanced in the recent years. As a result, there has 

been a dramatic rise in the export of non-wood forest products and China has come to be the 

world’s largest exporter of wooden furniture (Durst et al. 2009). China won Awards like 

Special Award for Protection of the Earth, Global Achievements Award for Wetland 

Protection and Reasonable Utilization, Science Award for Wetland Protection, Outstanding 

Leader Award for Protection of the Nature for its initiatives in the recent years. 

Similarly, In the case of Nepal; the final report on state of forests of Nepal 2016 states that 

Nepal's forest occupies a total of 6.61 million ha which is 44.74% of the total land area of the 

country. The forest cover has increased from 5.73 million hectares i.e. 38.95% in of the total 

land area in 1994to 44.74% i.e. 6.61 million hectares in 2016 (FRA 2015). However, the 

forest industry of Nepal is in primitive scale with the export of forest products being almost 

non-existential. Also, authentic and reliable information regarding wood production and 

NTFP production is not available (Gumartini 2009). 

In the late 1970s, during the post-war economic construction, the forestry sector of China 

was focusing on timber harvesting and exploitation for capital accumulation (Durst et al. 

2009). During the same time period, the Nepalese government was focusing on conversion of 

forestlands to farmlands and extraction of timber for export (Gautam et al. 2004). However, 

in the early 1980s, the problems associated with forest degradation started arising which 

drew attention of both the state towards forest conservation. Both China and Nepal reformed 

their forest policies using a participative approach to forest management. This supported the 

implementation of collective forestry in China. Similarly, the 25 year Master plan of Nepal 

brought up the concept of community forestry. 
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On this day, although in a different scale, both the nations: Nepal and China has had 

remarkable improvements in terms of its forest and forest resources. However, when 

comparing the achievement of these two nations, it appears that the achievements of China 

are remarkably better than that of Nepal (Chand; Danner 2016).  

A number of researches have been conducted on the forest reform and its implication in both 

Nepal and China. However, there seems to be a lack of study that compares the situation of 

two economies. Such comparative studies help gain insights from the achievements and 

mistake of other economy. This paper too aims to compare the policies formulated and 

implemented in Nepal and China in the past two decades in order to recognize the gap in 

Nepal’s forest policy and management practices. The results from this study will help Nepal 

gain policy insights that will help the country take a step towards sustainable forestry 

management. 

1. Method 

This study was carried out on the basis of literature reviews. The relevant literature was 

reviewed focusing on the history of forestry of Nepal and China, the forest reform policies of 

the countries, the development of the forest industry and current forest status of Nepal and 

China. The literature included annual reports published by government bodies and 

publications of FAO, journal articles and research papers extracted from Google scholar, 

research gate, science direct, academia etc. 

2. Result and discussion 

2.1. The reform  

In 1981, the government of China introduced the concept of the household responsibility 

system to the forest sector as a participatory approach to forest management. The program 

attempted to stabilize forest ownership and redefine responsibilities for forestry production 

(Jinlong 2006). An individual cannot own private forests in China; the collective forest 

system reallocated collective forests by granting households long-term lease contracts called 

‘tenure certificates’ that gave using rights and some decision-making authority towards the 

production in their land. 

On this day, the forest ownerships in China are divided into two groups: the State owned 

forest and the Collective forests as shown in the chart below. 
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Figure 1: Ownership division of Forest in China 

A big rural population of China relies on collectively owned land as a primary source of 

income and long-term security. The total CF area in China is 89.75 million hectares, which is 

58% of the nation’s total forest areas (Willy; Holm-Müller 2013).  

Nepal unlike China has privately owned forests. The forest land of Nepal has been divided 

into two main ownership systems i.e. state owned and private owned. 

 

Figure 2: Ownership division of Forest in Nepal 

After the failure of the nationalization act which transferred the ownership of all private 

forest to the government, the Mater plan 1988 of forestry sector was created. The act focused 

on prioritizing participatory approach to forest management through community forestry 

(Heruela 2003; Larson et al. 2010). Under this program, the government handed the 

ownership of the state owned forests across the country to local community people. The 

forests were then to be owned and managed by community forest user groups on the basis of 
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the operation plan prepared by them and approved by the district forest office. On this day, 

about 33% of the total population is engaged in the community forestry (Bijaya et al. 2016). 

2.2. Management strategies 

Under Chinese forestry policy, the collective forests of China are classified into two types on 

the basis of their comparative advantages: ecological forests and economic forests. The 

ecological forests are further sub divided to: protected, special purpose, timber and fire wood 

forests. The forest rules and management practices differ according to the type of the forest. 

60% of total forest area are ecological forests, while economic forests account for 40% (Liu; 

Lixia 2009). Ecological forests are managed primarily for their ecological benefits. 

Maximum ecological forests have tree species with high rotation period. The trees in 

ecological forest are preserved for their ecological value and then harvested for timber when 

their rotation period gets complete. Economic forests, on the other hand, are managed to 

produce non-timber forest products like:  fruit, nuts and rubber (Bennett et al. 2014). The 

management of these forests are government funded. 

In contrary, the forests of Nepal are not categorized on the basis of the comparative 

advantages. The comparative advantages and specialty of most forests are never identified 

due to the lack of research studies. In Nepal, the management practices in the forests depend 

upon the community forest user groups who own the forests. The Community forests user 

groups are required to develop an operational plan for the forest. The plan has to be approved 

by the District Forest Office. If the Community forest operation plan gets approved by the 

District forest Office, the CFUGs become an independent self-governing bodies with the 

rights to generate, utilize and sell forest product as mentioned in their operating plan 

whereby abiding by the regulations mentioned in the forest law of the nation (Acharya 2002).  

2.3. Implications 

After the forest reform in China, there has been a noticeable control of national ecological 

deterioration. The recent research has shown that desertification of land has been evidently 

shrinking in 19 of China’s provinces since 2002. There have been signs of receding sand 

cover and ecological rehabilitation in all the key desertification areas like Inner Mongolia, 

Xinjiang and Ningxia (Durst et al. 2009).  
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The natural disasters such as dust storms, water and erosion have been sharply declining in 

the recent years. Similarly, the sediment volume of some main rivers in China has declined 

sharply. It has declined by 50 per cent in the Yangtze and Huai rivers (Durst et al. 2009). 

Moreover, the collective forests have played the role of a catalyst to develop new industries 

for rural areas such as ecotourism and flower industries. It has played a very important role 

in increasing rural economic development and contributing to farmer’s income (Cronkleton 

et al. 2017).  In terms of the overall value of the forest industry, it is registered 3.95 trillion 

Yuan (at current price) in the year 2012, with an increase of 885.4 billion Yuan, or up by 

28.94% over 2011. 

In the case of Nepal, the implementation of community forestry has brought a positive 

change in the socio-economic development of Nepali citizens in the rural areas as well as the 

forest cover of the nation. The forest cover has significantly increased since the 

implementation of community forest policies.  

Similarly, study has shown that 46 % of poor users (very poor and poor) have moved into 

higher well-being categories in the duration of five years due to their participation in 

community forestry (Chapagain et al. 2009). A separate study found that the average annual 

household income of forest user members increased by 113 percent over a period from 2003 

to 2008, from $710 to $1,512 in 2008 (Chapagain et al. 2009). But there have not been 

evident improvement in the forest industry of Nepal. 

In addition to the positive implications, there are negative implications of the forest policy in 

case of Nepal. In the last two decades until the year 2015, the government had a policy which 

banned the harvest of any trees. The community forest user groups only had the authority to 

cut down trees no more than the increment per year. This resulted in the increase in forest 

cover area and the number of standing trees. But on this day it has left Nepal with trees 

above their rotation age and the trees that have lost their productivity. Despite the increase of 

the forest cover, most forest in Nepal are unproductive.  

2.4. Projects and programs 

In China, during the late 1980s the forest policy was reformed to emphasize the "four 

transformation": 

  Adopting silvi-cultural treatments with the aim of cultivating high quality plants 
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 Shifting the forest industry from merely timber production to diversified management 

and integrated utilization  

 Shifting to  intensive management based on scientific researches and achievements 

 Shifting from forest managed only by forestry sector to a multi- sector forestry  

Under the above strategies and policy principles, China conducted a number of projects and 

programs as listed below: 

Table 1: Different Projects and Programme conducted by Chinese government in forestry 

sector 

Name of project Date Donor agency 

The Taihang mountain afforestation … Chinese government 

National program to combat 

desertification 

1991-2000 Chinese government 

The coastal Shelterbelt Expected to 

complete by 2010 

Chinese government 

Afforestation along the upper and middle 

reaches of Yangtze river 

1989 Chinese government 

Timber Forest Establishment 1988 Chinese government 

The National Compulsory tree Planting 

Campaign 

December 1981 Chinese government 

Similarly, in Nepal too, there are a number of projects organized for the development of the 

forest and forest resources of Nepal. However, all these projects are funded by foreign aid 

and managed by International Non-Government Organizations as Nepal’s forestry sector 

receives less than 2% of the nation’s annual budget. The list of some projects is listed below: 

Table 2: Different projects and programs in Nepal in forestry sector 

Name of the project/ 

programme 

Donor Agency, 

Collaborating 

Agency 

Date 

REDD Implementation 

programme 

World Bank, FCPF July 2010-July 2015 

Ongoing/Yearly 
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Terai Arc Landscape Program WWF 

 

2011 July-June 2016. 

Ongoing 

Kailash Sacred Landscape 

Conservation Initiative 

Implementation Plan-Nepal 

ICIMOD 

 

2013-2017 

 

Strengthening Regional 

Cooperation for Wildlife 

Conservation Project  (IDA) 

The World Bank  July 16, 2011 to December 

2016. 

Forest Preservation Program 

Nepal 

Government of Japan-

Grant   

 

March 2010- March 2012(not 

completed yet) 

 

Building Climate  Resilience 

of Watershed in Mountain 

Eco Region  (Full-fledged 

program) 

Climate Investment 

Fund and  ADB 

Jan 2014-jan.2020 

Enhancing Livelihood and 

Food Security from 

Agroforestry and Community 

Forestry in Nepal 

University of 

Adelaide, 

University of NSW  

World Agroforestry 

Centre 

Nepali Partners                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

April 2013-March 2018 

Adaptation for smallholder in  

Hilly areas(ASHA) 

IFAD 2015-2020 

Strengthening the institutional 

capacity of SAWEN to 

combat wildlife crime in 

south Asia. 

IDF grant  2014 to oct.2017. 

Forest Farm Facility -pilot 

programe in Nepal. 

FAO 2014-2016 

Extention Aug.2017 

Barcode wildlife project CBOL 2014 to dec.2016.  

REDD + Himalayas: 

Developing and using 

experience in implementing 

REDD in in the Himalayas. 

ICIMOD. May 2015-Dec.2018. 

Strengthening forest tenure 

for sustaining livelihoods and 

Generating income 

FAO Oct.2014-Sept.2016. 

Sustainable Land 

Management in churiya 

Region, Nepal. 

GEF/WWF 2014-2016 
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2.5. Future Goals 

According to the statement stated by the state forestry administration of China, the future 

goal of China is to cultivate over 5 million hectares of forest per year and increase the forest 

coverage to 23% by the year 2020 while strengthening the forest industry. 

Similarly, by 2050 they intend to increase the forest cover up to 26% of the total land, 

vigorously increase forest carbon sink while solving the forest product demand and supply 

problem.  

In case of Nepal, the future objectives of the country in terms of its forest sector are to 

increase the forest cover continuously. Nepal aims to implement scientific forest 

management in every forest of Nepal in the future. Nepal also aims to decrease poverty of 

the forest dependent people. It aims to uplift the marginalized group i.e. the Dalits, woman 

ring equal distribution of forest among those community. Similarly, in the coming years, 

Nepal aims to handover more state owned forests to the community. 

3. Summary and Conclusion 

The forest management approach China and Nepal differ according to the socio-political 

situation. China implements collective forest policy as its participatory approach by giving 

using rights to its citizens while Nepal implements community forestry handing down the 

ownership of the forest to its citizens. Due to this, the government of China has more control 

on the management practices conducted in its forests than that in Nepal. 

In China, the management practices and rules of forests differ according to the type of the 

forest which is determined by their leading function. This management strategy of China 

makes the forest management practices highly effective. On the other hand, the leading 

functions of different forests of Nepal are hardly identified and the forests are not 

distinguished as per the value they provide. Thus the operational practices of Nepal are 

unproductive as compared to China. 

Both China and Nepal has had positive effects due to the forest reform. However, in case of 

Nepal; the forest policy illegalized the harvest of trees. As a result, the trees of the forest 

were not harvested in time and today, maximum standing trees are above their rotation age. 

Despite the fact that they look green and standing, they have less or no economic and 

ecological value as the most standing trees are hollow. In addition to that, the strategy of 
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keeping these trees standing after their rotation period has stopped the chance of the 

regeneration of new and rather productive seedlings. The forestry policy of Nepal has thus 

been proclaimed to be more conservation oriented and lacked tree management. 

In China, the government heavily invests in the forest industry and forest plantation projects. 

The success of China is credited to the government’s campaigns and projects. In contrary, the 

Government investment is very less in the forestry sector of Nepal. The forestry sectors gets 

less than 2% of the annual budget form the government. The lack of resources and funds for 

the forestry sector is one of the major causes of the achievement gap between Nepal and 

China. 

The forest policies in China, concentrates on the development of forests and forest industry. 

However, in Nepal the forest policy seem to emphasize more on poverty eradication, 

increasing employment, creating gender equality, uplifting marginalized groups and tackling 

socio-economic problems instead of forest related problems. This phenomenon defeats the 

purpose of forest policies and deviates from the objective of uplifting the forest status of 

Nepal. The burning issues of forestry policy of Nepal always seem to be to manage the social 

stratification and to create social equality. This phenomenon has also resulted in the 

achievement gap between China and Nepal.  

Nepal can gain a lot of policy insights from the achievement of China. Nepal has not been 

investing on the forestry sector of the country because the returns from the forest sector is 

believed to be slow and not worth it. But taking China as an example, Nepal can learn that: 

national investment in the forestry sector coupled with the correct approach to forest 

management can boost and sustain the overall economy of Nepal. 

However, given the current political instability, corruption and social stratification in Nepal, 

the probability of the success of any new approach or initiative to forest management is yet 

to be analysed. This can be a viable issue for further studies in near future. 
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