






































































Table 4.3 (a) Distribution of Mean Score Response for Understanding 
the Purpose of Langtang National Park by the 
Respondents. 

Langtang National Park Is Respondents Response 'X4 s.d15 
necessary for: categories (n)13 

(a) the control of floods, local people 193 1.52 0.60 
landslides and soil erosion by 
protecting watershed in the park staff 61 1.18 0.39 
origin area of Indrawati, 
Bhote Koshi and Trisuli office-heads 20 1.90 0.64 
Rivers. 

(b) the conservation of plants local people 207 1.37 0.51 
& habitat of endangered 
wildlife such as musk deer park staff 62 1.19 0.40 
and red panda. 

office-heads 20 1.75 0.64 

(c) the conservation of local people 175 1.45 0.57 
religious and cultural sites. 

park staff 62 1.63 0.58 

office-heads 18 2.28 1.02 

(d) enhancing local & national local people 168 1.55 0.58 
income through tourism. 

park staff 62 1.32 0.47 

office-heads 20 1.55 0.51 

(e) providing indirect benefit local people 151 1.80 0.69 
through tourism to the local 
people (by maintaining trails park staff 62 1.65 0.48 
and controlling pollution). 

office-heads 20 2.00 0.73 

(f) providing opportunities for local people 78 1.94 0.78 
educational and scientific 
studies. park staff 59 1.63 0.49 

office-heads 20 2.30 0.98 

13 Number in sample: local people (n) = 212, park staff (n) = 62 and 
office-heads (n) = 20. 

14 x= Mean score response from the values distribution of response 
scale: 1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = neutral; 4 = dis,agree; and 5 
= strongly disagree. 

15 s.d = standard deviation 
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Table 4.3 (b) 

Langtang National 
ParI< is necessary 
for: 
fa) the control of 
loods, landslides 

and soil erosion by 
protecting 
watershed in the 
or~in area of 
In rawati, Bhote 
Koshl and Trisuli 
Rivers. 
(b) the conservation 
of plants & habitat 
of endangered 
wildlife such as 
musk deer and red 
panda. 

(~ the conservation 
o religious and 
cultural sites. 

~) enhancing local 
national income 

through tourism. 

(e) providing 
indirect benefit 
through tourism to 
the local people (by 
maintainin~ trails 
and contro ling 
pollution). 

(f) providing 
opportunities for 
educational and 
scientific studies. 

Distribution of Results of Chi-square (X2) Analyses of 
Understanding the Purposes of Langtang National Park by 
the Respondents. 

Significance X2 18 df17 Level of Conc-
between: significance lusion 

local peorle & 17.28 3 p<.OO Reject 
park staf (Significant) Ho 

local people & 9.82 3 p<.02 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 26.59 2 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

local peorle & 6.01 2 p<.05 Reject 
park staf lSignificant) Ho 
local people & 25.25 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads tSignificant) Ho 
park staff & 17.58 2 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads lSignificant) Ho 
local peorle & 6.53 3 ~<.09 (Not Accept 
park staf ' ignificant) Ho 
local people & 38.32 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads lSignificant) Ho 
park staff & 16.89 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads tSignificant) Ho 

local peorle & 7.87 3 p<.05 Reject 
park staf lSignificant) Ho 
local people & 0.77 3 ~<.86 (Not Accept 
office-heads ignificant) Ho 
park staff & 3.33 1 ~<.07 (Not Accept 
office-heads ignlficant) Ho 
local peorle & 7.15 3 ~<.07 (Not Accept 
park staf ignificant) Ho 
local people & 1.62 3 ~<.65 (Not Accept 
office-heads ianificant) Ho 
park staff & 10.44 3 p<.02 Reject 
office-heads lSignificant) Ho 
local peorle & 11.03 3 p<.01 Reject 
park staf lSignlflcant) Ho 
local people & 3.74 3 ~<.29 (Not Accept 
office-heads ignificant) Ho 
park staff & 22.81 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

16 x! = chi-square 

17 df = degrees of freedom 
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The mean score responses comparison between respondents and chi-square (X2) analyses 
indicate the following: 
(a) Although all three groups either "agreed" or "strongly agreed" that the purpose of 

Langtang National Park Is for "the control of floods, landslides and soil erosion by 
protecting watershed in the origin area of Indrawati, Bhote Koshi and Trisull Rivers", 
there was a significant difference between the mean score of each group with every 
other group. The park staff had the strongest agreement followed by the local 
people and then by office-heads as to the purpose. 

-(b) Similar results applied for the purpose of Langtang National Park being "the 
conservation of plants & habitat of endangered wildlife such as musk deer and red 
panda". 

(c) Local people "strongly agreed" and park staff as well as office-heads "agreed" that 
the purpose of Langtang National Park is for "the conservation of religious and 
cultural sites". The chi-square analysis indicates no significant difference between 
the mean score of local people and park staff; whereas the difference between the 
mean score for park staff and office-heads as well as local people and office-heads 
is significant. 

(d) Park staff "strongly agreed" and local people as well as office-heads "agreed" that 
the purpose of Langtang National Park is for "enhancing local & national income 
through tourism". The chi-square analysis Indicates no significant difference 
between the mean score of local people and office-heads as well as between park 
staff and office-heads. The difference between the mean score for park staff and 
local people Is significant. 

(e) All three groups "agreed" that the purpose of Langtang National Park is for 
"providing indirect benefit through tourism to the local people (by maintaining trails 
and controlling pollution)". The chi-square analysis indicates no significant 
difference between the mean score of local people and park staff as well as 
between local people and office-heads. The difference between the mean score for 
the park staff and office-heads is significant. 

(f) All three groups "agreed" that the purpose of Langtang National Park is for 
"providing opportunities for educational and scientific studies". The chi-square 
analysis indicates no significant difference between the mean score of local people 
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and office-heads, whereas the difference between the mean score for park staff and 
other two groups is significant. 

To summarise, results indicate that the majority of the park staff are "strongly agreed" as to 
the purposes of Langtang National Park being the control of floods, landslides and soil 
erosion; the conservation of plants and habitat of endangered wildlife such as musk deer 
and red panda and enhancing local and national Income through tourism. The local people 
group Is "strongly agreed" as to the purpose of Langtang National Park being the 
conservation of plants & habitat of endangered wildlife and the conservation of religious 
and cultural sites. Both the local people and park staff are "agreed" with all the rest of the 
stated purposes of Langtang National Park. The office-heads group "agreed" with all the 
stated purposes. These results clearly indicate that there is not the same degree of 
understanding about the values of Langtang National Park amongst all three groups. 
Within the areas of agreement about the purposes of the park, there are differences 
between the park staff and the local people. It should also be noted that the establishment 
of Langtang National Park does not appear to be an issue of conflict per se, because all 
groups are agreed as to its basic purposes. 

4.2.2.0 Identification of the Causes of Conflicts 
On the topic of Identifying the causes of the conflicts, respondents were asked "do you 
believe the establishment of Langtang National Park has resulted in a loss of benefits or 
privileges for local people living inside and around the park boundary?". The responses of 
"Yes" and "No" were analysed. A mean score response between 1 and 1.50 indicates the 
group perception of a loss of benefits for the people living inside and around the park 
boundary due _to the establishment of Langtang National Park and a score beyond 1.51 
indicates group perception of no loss of benefits due to the establishment of the park. The 
results have been summarised In Table 4.4 (a) and (b). 
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Table 4.4 (a) Analysis of Responses for the Loss of Benefits of Local People 
due to the Establishment of Langtang National Park. 

Distribution of responses by: Response (n) i 18 s.d 
I 

local people (n =212) 202 1.43 0.50 

park staff (n = 62) 61 1.61 0.50 

office heads (n = 20) 13 1.23 0.44 

Table 4.4 (b) The Chi-square Analysis of Responses for the Loss of Benefits 
of Local People due to the Establishment of Langtang National 
Park. 

Significance between: X2 df Level of Concl-
significance usion 

local people & park staff 6.15 1 p<.01 Reject 
(Significant) Ho 

local people &offlce-heaCfs 1.91 ' 1 p<.16 (Not Accept 
Significant) Ho 

park staff & office-heads 6.09 1 p<.01 Reject 
(Significant) Ho 

The results [Table 4.4 (a) and (b)] Indicate: 
(i) That the majority of local people and office-heads have perceived a loss of benefits 

for the people living inside and around the park boundary due to the establishment 
of Langtang National Park, while the majority of park staff have not perceived a loss 
to the same degree as the other two groups. 

(II) There is no significant difference between the mean score of local people and 
office-heads, whereas the difference between mean scores for park staff and the 
other two groups is significant. 

The differences in perceptions of park staff with the other two groups can contribute to a 
situation of conflict between the park administration and the local population. 

18 x= Mean score response from the values distribution of response 
scale: 1 = yes and 2 = no. 
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Respondents who answered 'Yes' to the question of a loss of benefits were asked to list 
benefits lost and rank them In order of importance. Fifty-two percent of local people, 45 
percent of office-heads and 38.71 percent of park staff listed the problem of crops and 
livestock depredation by wildlife and ranked this In a first category of benefits lost due to 
the establishment of Langtang National Park. 

Only a small (5.66 and 1.89) percentage of the local people perceived: 
(I) a loss of freedom of the local people for the collection of fuelwood, leaflitter and 

grasses from the forest area; and 

(II) a loss of freedom for charcoal making opportunities for the local iron-tools makers in 
the forest. 

No park staff or office-heads Indicated other categories of benefits lost. 

It is noted that the majority of the local people living inside and around the park boundaries 
indicated that they have suffered from the problem of "crops and livestock depredation by 
wildlife". 

Respondents who listed the above "benefits lost", also were asked to suggest possible 
solutions to the problems. From the analysis of suggestions offered: 
(a) more than 49 percent of local people, 45 percent of office-heads and 38.71 percent 

of park staff suggested that the problems of crops and livestock depredation from 
wildlife should be controlled by the park administration; 

(b) Slightly more than four percent of local people and five percent of office-heads 
suggested that shooting rights should be given to the locals to protect their crops 
and livestock against wildlife; 

(c) only 6.13 percent of the local people suggested the exercise of rights to gather 
fuelwood, leaflitter, grass cutting and livestock grazing by the local people should 
not be restrained by the park administration; and 

(d) just 2.36 percent of the local people suggested that charcoal making by local iron-
tool makers in the forest should be permitted by the park administration. 
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4.2.2.1 Effects of Hoteliers on the Park's Natural Environment 
On the topic of Identifying the causes of conflicts, It was necessary to assess the 
respondent's perceptions about the effects of hoteliers on the park's natural environment. 
Hoteliers also could contribute to conflicts If the lodges, restaurants and hotel businesses 
have negative impacts on the park's natural environment. To determine people's 
perceptions, respondents were asked to Indicate the effect of lodge, hotel and restaurant 
businesses on the park's natural environment. Mean scores between 2.51 to 3.50 Indicate 
a neutral perception of the group regarding the effects of these businesses on the park's 
natural environment. No group's (mean) score was less than 2.5 or higher than 3.5. The 
results have been summarised in Table 4.5 (a) and (b). 

Table 4.5 (a) 

Effects of: 

restaurant, lodge & 
hotel business on 
the Park's natural 
environment. 

Table 4.5 (b) 

Effects of: 

restaurant, 
lodge and hotel 
businesses on 
the park's 
natural 
environment. 

Analysis of Responses for Effects of Lodge, Hotel and 
Restaurant Businesses In Park's Natural Environment. 

Population Types: Response (n) i 19 

local people (n=212) 105 2.89 

park staff (n=62) 62 3.42 

office heads (n=20) 14 2.93 

s.d. 

0.66 

0.92 

1.21 

The Chi-square Analysis of Responses for Effects of Lodge, 
Hotel and Restaurant Businesses on the Park's Natural 
Environment. 

X2 df Significance Level of Concl-
between: significance usion 

49.26 4 local people & p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

17.08 4 local people & p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

12.06 4 park staff & p<.02 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

The results [Table 4.5 (a) and (b)] indicate: 

19 X= Mean score response from the values distribution of response 
scale: 1 = strongly positive; 2 = positive; 3 = neutral; 4 '= negative 
and 5 = strongly negative. 
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(I) The majority of all three groups showed a neutral stance to the effects of lodge, 
hotel and restaurant businesses on the Park's natural environment. 

(ii) There was a significant difference between the mean score of each group with 
every other group. This means that although all were neutral the local people had a 
more positive attitude as to the effects of lodge, hotel and restaurant businesses on 
the Park's natural environment than did the office-heads and Park staff. 

Although the mean scores Indicate "neutral" attitudes to effects, the distribution of 
responses suggests that a number of respondents from the park staff group felt 
negative about the effects of lodge, hotel and restaurant businesses on the park's 
natural environment followed by the office-heads and then followed by the local 
people group. 

To summarise, the results suggest that the groups do not perceive as either positive or 
negative the effects of the hoteliers on the Park's natural environment. However, It is noted 

. . 

from the overall results, thafpark management should be prepared to carefully monitor the 
activities of hotels and restaurants in terms of possible negative impacts. 

4.2.2.2 Concessions to the Local People Living Inside the Park 
Boundary 
The Issue of traditional rights of resource use could contribute to conflicts If the people 
perceive a lack of concessions from the Park administration to utilise certain park 
resources. To determine people's perception, respondents were asked "do the local 
people living inside the park receive concessions from the park administration to utilise 
certain park resources?". Mean score responses between 1 to 1.50 indicate the group 
perception is "Yes" to the question and a score higher than 1.50 indicates the group 
perception is "No" to the question. The results have been summarised in Table 4.6 (a) and 
(b). 
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Table 4.6 (a) Analysis of Responses for Concessions to the Local People 
Living Inside the Park Boundary. 

Respondents categories: Response (n) i 20 s.d 

local people (n=212) 130 1.04 0.19 
park staff (n=62) 62 1.00 0.00 
office heads (n=20) 18 1.06 0.24 

Table 4.6 (b) The Chi-square Analysis of Responses for Concessions to the 
Local People Living Inside the Park Boundary. 

Significance X2 df Level of Concl-
between: significance usion 

local people & 2.45 1 P<.12 (Not Accept 
park staff Significant) Ho 

local people & 0.12 1 p<.73 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

park staff & 3.49 1 P<.06 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

The above results [Table 4.6 (a) and (b)] Indicate: 
(i) All three groups' perceptions are that the local people living inside the park 

boundaries are receiving concessions from the park administration to utilise certain 
park resources. 

(Ii) No significant difference between the mean score of local people, park staff and 
office-heads. 

Respondents were also asked to indicate the types of concessions which were granted to 
those living inside the park boundaries. Results have been summarised in Table 4.7. 

20 x= Mean score response from the response scale values: 1 = yes & 2 
= no. 
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Table 4.7 Analysis of Responses Regarding Concessions for Those Who are 
Living Inside the Park Boundary. 

Areas of Concessions: Responded by: tn 21 

(a) to collect fuelwood without permit; local people 122 

park staff 62 

office-heads 17 

(b) to cut timber for construction local people 125 
materials through permit; park staff 62 

office-heads 16 

(c) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats local people 123 
without permit; and 

park staff 62 

office-heads 16 

(d) to collect nigalo (bamboo) through local people 121 
permit and other forest products such park staff 62 as fodder and bedding materials for 
cattle without permit. office-heads 16 

4.2.2.3 Concessions to the Local people living Outside the Park 
boundary 
The respondents' perceptions about whether the people living outside (close to) the park 
boundaries were getting the same concessions as those living inside the park were 
assessed. Besides the Impacts of crop and livestock depredation by wildlife, the denial of 
traditional rights of resource use in the park areas could contribute to conflicts. 
Respondents were asked "do the villagers living immediately outside the park boundary 
also receive the same concessions as those received by the inside park inhabitants from 
the park administration?". Mean scores between 1 to 1.50 indicate the group perception of 
"yes" to the question and scores higher than 1.50 Indicates group perception Is "no" to the 
question. The results are summarised In the Table 4.8 (a) and (b). 

21 ~n = total number of respondents (n) from the Sample of: local people 
(n) = 212, park staff (n) = 62 and office-heads (n) = 20. 
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Table 4.8 (a) Analysis of Responses for Concessions to the People Living 
Immediately Outside the Park Boundary. 

ResDondents categories: ResDonse (n) x-2 s.d 
local DeoDle (n=212) 178 1.19 0.39 
Dark staff 1n=621 
office-heads (n=20) 

Table 4.8 (b) 

. -

slRWflcance 
be een: 
local peWle & 
park sta 

local people & 
office-heads 

park staff & 
office-heads 

61 1.61 0.49 
11 1.73 0.47 

The Chi-sQuare analysis of Resp'onses for Concessions to the 
People Llvlng Immediately Outside the Park Boundary • 

X2 df Level of Conclusion 
significance 

37.57 1 p<.OO Reject Ho 
(Significant) 

17.24 1 p<.OO Reject Ho 
(Significant) 

0.58 1 p<.45 (Not Accept Ho 
Significant) 

The above results [Table 4.8 (a) and (b)] indicate: 
(i) The majority of the local people perceived that those living immediately outside the 

park have received the same concessions as those received by the inside park 
inhabitants from the park administration. The majority of the park staff and office-
heads do not agree that those living Immediately outside the park receive the same 
concessions as those living inside the park. 

(Ii) No significant difference between the mean score of park staff and office-heads, 
whereas the difference between the mean score for the local people and other two 
groups Is significant. 

Respondents who answered 'Yes' to the question of "do the villagers living immediately 
outside the park boundary also receive the same concessions as received by the inside 
park inhabitants from the park administration?" were also asked to indicate the types of 
concessions. Results have been summarised in Table 4.9. 

22 x= Mean score response from the response scale values: 1 ='yes and 2 = 
no. 
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Table 4.9 Analysis of Responses for Areas of Concessions to those who are 
Living Immediately Outside the Park Boundary. 

Areas of Concessions: Responded by: 1:n 23 

(a) to collect fuelwood without a local people 142 
permit; 

park staff 24 

office-heads 3 

(b) to cut timber for construction local people 143 
materials with a permit; park staff 24 

office-heads 2 

(c) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats local people 143 
without a permit; & 

park staff 24 

office-heads 2 

(d) to collect nigalo (bamboo) with local people 141 
a permit and other forest products park staff 24 such as fodder and bedding 
materials for cattle without a permit. office-heads 2 

4.2.2.4 Opinion Concerning Permit Guidelines 
In Identifying the causes of conflicts, It was necessary to assess the respondents' 
perceptions about whether any of the existing permit guidelines for the concessions are too 
restrictive. To determine this perception, respondents were asked "do you think any of the 
permit guidelines are too restrictive?". Mean scores between 1 to 1.50 Indicate the group 
perception of existing permit guidelines are restrictive and a score higher than 1.50 
Indicates the group perception as not restrictive. Results have been summarised in Table 
4.10 (a) and (b). 

23 
~n = total number of respondents (n) from the Sample of: local people 
(n) = 212, park staff (n) = 62 and office-heads (n) = 20. 
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Table 4.10 (a) Analysis of Responses for Restrictiveness of Concessions In 
Existing Permit Guidelines. 

Respondents' categories: Response (n) x-4 s.d 

local people (n=212) 110 1.62 0.49 

park staff (n=62) 46 2.00 0.00 

office-heads (n=20) 5 1.40 0.55 

Table 4.10 (b) The Chi-square Analysis of Responses for Restrictiveness of 
Concessions In Existing Permit Guidelines. 

Significance X2 df Level of Concl-
between: significance usion 

local people & 24.03 1 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 0.96 1 p<.33 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

park staff & 29.33 1 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

The above results [Table 4.10 (a) and (b) indicate: 
(i) The park staff group (mean score = 2.0) and the local people group (mean score = 

1.61) perceived that the existing permit guidelines for the concessions are not 
restrictive while the office-heads perceived them as restrictive (mean score = 1.40). 

(Ii) No significant difference between the mean score of local people and office-heads, 
whereas the difference between the mean score for the park staff and other two 
groups is significant. 

Respondents who answered that the existing permit guidelines for concessions are too 
restrictive were asked to comment on ''which concessions are they referring to and what 
changes do they want to recommend". Results for concessions referred to and changes 
recommended by the respondents are: 
(a) more than nine percent of the local people and five percent of the office-heads 

stated that the present rate of royalty for construction timber should be reduced by 

24 x= Mean score from the response scale values: 1 = yes and 2 = no. 
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20 to 50 percent for the local poor so that they could construct or repair their 
houses; 

(b) more than 13 percent of the local people and 10 percent of the office-heads stated 
that timber for the construction of agricultural tools (such as handles of shovels, 
sickles and digging tools) should be provided free of cost; 

(c) more than five percent of the local people suggested that Nigalo (bamboo) for 
weaving bamboo-mats and baskets for domestic use should be provided free of 
cost from the park administration; 

(d) nearly three percent of the local people recommended that the permit duration for 
bamboo collection should be extended to more than one month In a year (usually 7 
to 15 days in Winter are permitted for collecting bamboo); and 

(8) ()nly 1.42 percent of the local people recommended that the requirements relating to 
issuing of permits for hotel businesses inside the Park area be consistent and 
explicit, In order that all Interested local people might have equal opportunity to be a 
hotelier. 

In addition to the above discussed concessions and changes recommended by the 
respondents, another open-ended question asked ''what additional concessions should be 
granted to local people?". Opinions concerning additional concessions offered by the 
respondents are: 
(a) Eight percent of both the local people and park staff and five percent of the office-

heads offered their opinions that electric power should be provided to locals as an 
alternative for fuelwood; 

(b) more than 16 percent of the local people, five percent of the office-heads and 4.84 
percent of the park staff stated that construction timber should be provided to the 
locals on the basis of needs assessment; 

(c) nearly 18 percent of the local people, 10 percent of the office-heads and 4.84 
percent of the park staff suggested that fuelwood efficient stoves should be provided 
to locals at a nominal cost from the park administration and axes should be 
permitted in the forest for the preparation of firewood from dead and, dying trees 
(this is restricted by the present park regulations); 
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(d) nearly 10 percent of the local people and 4.84 percent of the park staff offered the 
Idea that wild-pig farming should be introduced In the local community as an 
alternative for Income generation; and 

(e) over 13 percent of the local people, five percent of the office-heads and eight 
percent of the park staff suggested the establishment of a community development 
fund through tourist contributions for hiring watchmen to drive wild animals from the 
croplands. 

4.2.2.5 Awareness of Illegal Activities Inside the Park Area 
As a last part of the topic of identifying the causes of conflict, respondents were asked 
about their awareness of offences being committed in the park. They were asked to tick 
the appropriate boxes to show whether they were aware of offenders being prosecuted, 
warned or unreported. Results hav~ been summarised in Table 4.11. 

Table 4.11 Analysis of Responses on Awareness of Offenses being Committed In 
the Park. 

Awareness of: Responded by: Percentage responded on: 

Prosecuted Warned Unreported 

a. poaching; local people 11.32 1.42 -
park staff 38.71 30.65 1.61 

office-heads 5.00 10.00 5.00 

b. timber local people 13.68 2.83 -
cutting without a park staff 29.03 20.97 20.97 permit; 

office-heads 5.00 5.00 5.00 

c. lighting local people 2.36 1.41 19.34 
forest fires; and 

park staff 20.97 24.19 41.94 

office-heads - 10.00 10.00 

d. collecting minor local people 4.25 2.83 -
forest products 

park staff 22.58 22.58 20.97 without a permit. 
office-heads - 10.00 5.00 

The above (Table 4.11) results indicate the following: 
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a. about 39 percent of the park staff, 11.32 percent of the local people and five 
percent of the office-heads responded that they were aware of prosecutions for 
offenses related to "poaching" Inside the park area. Just over 30 percent of the 
park staff, 10 percent of the office-heads and 1.42 percent of the local people 
reported that they were aware of warnings being given to offenders In lieu of 
prosecution. Five percent of the office-heads and 1.61 percent of park staff 
reported that they were aware of "poaching" Inside the park area which was 
unreported to authorities. 

This information indicates that park staff were much more aware of offences related 
to "poaching" Inside the Park area than were local people or office-heads. 

b. Slightly more than 29 percent of the park staff, 13.68 percent of the local people 
and five percent of the office-heads reported that they were aware of prosecutions 
for offences related to "timber cutting without a permit" inside the park area. About 
21 percent of the park staff, five percent of the office-heads and 2.83 percent of the 
local people reported that they were aware of warnings being given to offenders in 
lieu of prosecution. About 21 percent of the park staff and 5 percent of the office-
heads reported that they were aware of "timber cutting without a permit" being 
unreported to authorities. 

This information indicates that park staff were much more aware of offences related 
to "timber cutting without a permit" inside the Park area than were local people or 
office-heads. 

c. About 21 percent of the park staff and 2.36 percent of the local people were aware 
of prosecutions for offenses related to "lighting forest fires" Inside the park area. 
More than 24 percent of the park staff, 10 percent of the office-heads and 1.41 
percent of the local people reported that they were aware of warnings being given 
to offenders in lieu of prosecution. Nearly 42 percent of the park staff, 19.34 
percent of local people and 10 percent of the office-heads reported that they were 
aware of "lighting forest fires" being unreported to authorities. 

These results also indicate that park staff were much more aware of offenses 
related to "lighting forest fires" Inside the Park area than were local people or office-
heads. 
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d. More than 22 percent of the park staff and 4.25 percent of the local people were 
aware of prosecutions for offences related to "collecting minor forest products 
without a permit" Inside the park area. Also, more than 22 percent of the park staff, 
10 percent of the office-heads and 2.83 percent of the local people reported that 
they were aware of warnings being given to offenders in lieu of prosecution. Nearly 
21 percent of the park staff and five percent of the office-heads reported that they 
were aware of "collecting minor forest products without a permit" being unreported 
to authorities. 

Similarly, as with the results of preceding Issues, these results also Indicate that park staff 
were much more aware25 of offences related to "collecting minor forest products without a 
permit" inside the Park area than were local people or office-heads. 

4.2.3 Tourism Impact 
Twelve sets of statements were proposed to a.ssess respondents' perceptions regarding 
tourism impacts in Langtang National Park. Mean scores between 1.0 to 1.50 indicates a 
very positive group evaluation of the statement, 1.51 to 2.50 indicates positive, and scores 
between 2.51 to 3.50 indicates a neutral stance regarding the assessment of tourism 
impacts. No statements scored higher than 3.50. Had they done so, these would have 
Indicated a negative group perception between 3.51 to 4.50 and very negative higher than 
4.50. Results of analysis of group responses to the statements and chi-square analysis of 
perceptions between the groups have been summarised In Table 4.12 (a) and (b) 
respectively. 

25 It is, however, conceded that local people may strategically be less likely to 
admit to knowing about unreported offending. 
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Table 4.12 (a) Analysis of Responses to Sets of Statements Regarding the 
Assessment of Tourism Impacts In Langtang National Park. 

Tourism Impacts on: Responded by: In 28 X27 S.d. 
a. local and national local people 159 1.77 0.52 
Income; park staff 62 1.48 0.50 

office-heads 20 1.60 0.50 
b. the local arts and crafts; local people 137 1.94 0.65 

park staff 60 2.17 0.78 
office-heads 19 2.21 0.42 

c. the markets for locally produced local people 160 1.79 0.65 
foods such as milk, butter, meats etc; park staff 61 1.70 0.56 

office-heads 20 2.00 0.56 
d. employment local people 164 1.85 0.73 
(e.g., tourist guides and porters); park staff 62 1.61 0.55 

office-heads 20 1.75 0.44 
e. social customs (e.g., clothing local people 174 2.98 0.21 
behaviour etc); park staff 62 2.79 0.58 

office-heads 20 2.40 0.75 
f. local inflation; local people 187 3.20 0.43 

park staff 62 3.14 0.65 
office-heads 18 2.67 1.08 

g. conservation of flora and fauna; local people 179 2.99 0.11 
park staff 62 2.89 0.66 
office-heads 15 2.20 0.68 

h. vandalism; local people 179 3.00 0.00 
park staff 62 3.05 0.49 
office-heads 10 2.60 0.70 

I. litter control and trail maintenance; local people 183 2.92 0.52 
park staff 62 3.00 0.83 
office-heads 15 2.07 0.46 

j. conservation of religious & cultural local people 172 2.95 0.27 
sites; park staff 62 2.74 0.57 

office-heads 17 2.24 0.66 
k. the survival of local religious local people 173 2.95 0.26 
values; and park staff 62 2.82 0.50 

office-heads 18 2.50 0.71 
I. the survival of local cultural values. local people 176 2.96 0.33 

park staff 62 2.95 0.42 
office-heads 19 2.37 0.68 

26 1:n = total number of respondents (n) from the samples of: local 
people (n) = 212, park staff (n) = 62 and Office Heads (n) = 20. 

27 x= mean score response from the values distribution of the response 
scale: 1 = Very Positive; 2 = Positive; 3 = No Impact; 4 = Negative; 
and 5 = Very Negative. 
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Table 4.12 (b) 

Impacts on: 

a.local and 
national income; 

b. the local arts 
and crafts; 

c. the markets 
for locally 
produced foods; 

d. employment 
(e.g. tourist 
guides); 

e. social 
customs; 

f. local inflation; 

Analysis of Chi-square Significance between the Three Different 
Groups of Respondents for the Statements of Tourism Impacts 
In Langtang National Park. 

Significance X2 df Level of Concl-
between: significance usion 

local people & 12.89 2 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 1.98 2 p<.37 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

park staff & 0.82 1 p<.37 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

local people & 11.54 2 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 5.90 2 p<.05 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & . 11.40 2 P<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

local people & 3.20 2 p<.20 (Not Accept 
park staff Significant) Ho 

local people & 2.94 2 p<.23 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

park staff & 4.19 2 p<.12 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

local people & 9.83 2 p<.01 Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 8.05 2 p<.02 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 2.82 2 p<.24 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

local people & 33.94 3 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 87.43 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 11.68 3 p<.01 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

local people & 27.42 3 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 119.96 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 21.17 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 
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g. conservation local people & 68.12 3 p<.OO Reject 
of flora & fauna; park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 103.41 2 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 12.12 3 p<.01 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

h. vandalism; local people & 46.18 2 p<.OO Reject 
park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 54.57 2 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 8.52 3 p<.04 Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

I. litter control & local people & 43.96 4 p<.OO Reject 
trail park staff (Significant) Ho 
maintenance; 

local people & 48.22 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 16.18 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

J. conservation local people & 26.18 3 p<.OO Reject 
of religious & park staff (Significant) Ho 
cultural sites; 

local people & 74.77 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 13.39 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

k. the su rvival local people & 12.50 3 p<.01 Reject 
of religious park staff (Significant) Ho 
values; and 

local people & 41.84 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 7.42 3 p<.06 (Not Accept 
office-heads Significant) Ho 

I. the survival of local people & 14.39 3 p<.OO Reject 
cultural values. park staff (Significant) Ho 

local people & 69.60 4 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

park staff & 22.82 3 p<.OO Reject 
office-heads (Significant) Ho 

The mean score comparisons between respondents and chi-square (X2) analyses indicate 
the following: 
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(a) Park staff had very positive perception, while local people, as well as office-heads, 
had positive perceptions as to the tourism impacts on "local & national income". 
The chi-square analysis indicates no significant difference between the mean score 
of local people and office-heads as well as park staff and office-heads. The 
difference between the mean score for park staff and other groups Is significant. 

(b) All three groups had a positive perception of the tourism impacts on "the local arts 
and crafts". There was a significant difference between the mean score of each 
group with every other group. The local people had the most positive perception 
followed by park staff and then by office-heads. 

(c) All three groups had a positive perception of the tourism impacts on "the markets for 
locally produced foods such as milk, butter, meats etc". The chi-square analysis 
indicates no significant difference between the mean score of each group with every 
other group. 

(d) All three groups had a positive- perception of the tourism impacts on "employment 
(e.g., tourist guides & porters)". The Chi-square analysis indicates no significant 
difference between the mean score of park staff and office-heads. The difference 
between the mean score for local people and the other two groups is significant. 

(e) Office-heads showed a positive perception and the other two groups indicated a 
neutral stance of the tourism impacts on "social customs (e.g., clothing behaviour 
etc)". The chi-square analysis indicates there was a significant difference between 
the mean score of each group with every other group. The office-heads had a 
positive perception and park staff revealed a neutral stance closer to the positive 
end of the scale then did the local people. 

(f) All three groups revealed a neutral stance for the tourism impacts on "local 
inflation". There was a significant difference between the mean score of each group 
with every other group. The office-heads showed a neutral stance closer to the 
positive end of the scale followed by park staff and then followed by the local 
people. 

(g) Office-heads showed a positive perception and the other two groups indicated a 
neutral stance of the tourism impacts on "conservation of flora and f~una". The chi-
square analysis indicates there was a significant difference between the mean score 

66 



of each group with every other group. The office-heads had a positive perception 
and the park staff revealed a neutral stance followed by the local people. 

(h) All three groups revealed a neutral stance for the tourism impacts on "vandalism". 
There was a significant difference between the mean score of each group with 
every other group. The office-heads showed a neutral stance closer to the positive 
end of the scale followed by local people and then followed by the park staff. 

(I) Office-heads showed a positive perception and the other two groups Indicated a 
neutral stance of the tourism impacts on "litter control & trail maintenance". The 
chi-square analysis indicates there was a significant difference between the mean 
score of each group with every other group. The office-heads had a positive 
perception whereas local people revealed a neutral stance followed by the park 
staff. 

0) Office-heads showed a positive perception and the other two groups revealed a 
neutral stance for the tourism impacts on "conservation of religious & cultural sites". 
The chi-square analysis Indicates there was a significant difference between the 
mean score of each group with every other group. Office-heads had a positive 
perception and park staff a neutral stance followed by the local people. 

(k) Office-heads were positive while park staff and local people were neutral for the 
tourism impacts on "the survival of local religious values". The chi-square analysis 
Indicates no significant difference between the mean score of park staff and office-
heads. The chi-square analYSis also shows there Is a significant difference between 
the mean score for local people and the other two groups. These differences 
Indicate that the office-heads showed a positive perception, close to the neutral 
stance end of the scale, followed by park staff and then the local people. 

(I) Office-heads showed a positive perception and the other two groups indicated a 
neutral stance regarding the tourism Impacts on "the survival of local cultural 
values". The chi-square analysis indicates there was a significant difference 
between the mean score of each group with every other group. The office-heads 
had a positive perception and the park staff revealed a neutral stance followed by 
the local people. 
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The respondents who held a negative stance with any of the above discussed statements 
regarding the assessment of tourism impacts were asked to comment on measures for 
correcting the negative impacts. A small percentage of all three groups of respondents 
offered their opinions in the following areas: 
(1) Thirteen percent of the local people, 24.2 percent of the park staff and 10 percent of 

the office-heads stated that the prices of basic needs items (such as kerosene, salt 
and cooking 011) for local people should be controlled by the local authorities; so that 
the local people could easily cope with existing market prices. 

(2) More than five percent of the local people, 30.6 percent of the park staff and five 
percent of the office-heads suggested that emphasis should be given to keeping the 
environment clean. 

(3) More than three percent of the local people, 16.1 percent of the park staff and five 
percent of the office-heads suggested that emphasis should be given to less use of 
fuelwood and greater use of alternative sources of energy. 

(4) Nearly three percent of the local people, 6.5 percent of the park staff and five 
percent of the office-heads suggested that emphasis should be given to the 
employment of local people in tourism businesses. 

\.~ 

(5) About two percent of the local people, 8.1 percent of the park staff and 10 percent 
of the office-heads suggested that there should be education for visitors on the 
importance of social customs. 

4.2.4.0 Level of Interaction Between Park Staff and Local People 
One of the objectives of this research was to collect information regarding the level of 
interaction between park staff and local people. Separate sets of questions were asked of 
the park staff (see appendix B, Q. No. 18 to 24) and of the local people and the office-
heads (see appendix A, Q. No. 18 to 25). Responses to the questions by the park staff 
and by the other two groups have been analysed separately. 
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4.2.4.1 Analysis of Responses of Park Staff to determine the Level 
of Interaction between the Park Staff and the Local People 
Information was collected from the park staff of their working experience in Langtang 
National Park. Results have been summarised In Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13 Analysis of Working Experience of Park Staff In Langtang National Park 
(percentage In parenthesis) 

Experience of: Response 

Less than 1 year 2 (3.2%) 
1 - 2 years 12 (19.4%) 
2 - 5 years 26 (41.9%) 
More than 5 years 22 (35.5%) 

Total Response:- 62 (100%) 

More than 96 percent of the park staff answered yes to the question of "Do you come in 
contact with the local people?". The results of analysis of the frequency of contacts In a 
single year have been summarised in Table 4.14. 

Table 4.14 Analysis of Responses of Park Staff for Contact with the Local People 
In a Single Year (percentage In parenthesis) 

Once 2-5 times 6-10 times More than 10 Total 
a Year a Year a Year times a Year 

1 (1.6) 8 (12.9) 9 (14.5) 42 (67.74) 60 (96.7) 

The park staff were asked to specify "in what circumstances did they come in contact with 
the local people?". Circumstances of contact with the local people were: 
(1) Slightly more than 58 percent of the park staff stated that contact was for executing 

and issuing permits for forest products; 

(2) more than 45 percent of the park staff stated that contact was during park patrolling; 

(3) Slightly more than 37 percent of the park staff stated that contact was through 
partiCipating in conservation education programmes; and 

(4) nearly 34 percent of the park staff stated that contact was during shopping in the 
local villages. 
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The park staff were also asked to specify the status of the local people (e.g., local political 
leader, hoteliers, retailers and farmers) with whom they come in contact. Results have 
been summarised in Table 4.15. 

Table 4.15 Analysis of Responses of Park Staff for Status of Local People With 
Whom They Came In Contact (percentage In parenthesis) 

Status of Local Contacted by 
People Park staff 

a. Local leader 21 (33.9%) 
b. Hoteliers/Retailers 1 ( 1.6%) 
c. Farmers 4 (6.5%) 
d. All of the above 36 (58.0%) 

Total response:- 62 (100%) 

In response to a question asked of the park staff to list any difficulties they have 
encountered in their dealings with local people, 17.74 percent of the park staff stated that 
the local people do not co-operate with park staff by following the park regulations properly. 

The question was asked of the park staff "Do you have suggestions as to how some of 
these difficulties might be overcome?". In response to the question, 25.81 percent of the 
park staff suggested conservation education for the local people and 9.68 percent of the 
park staff suggested regular visit to the local people by the park staff. The purpose of the 
visits would be to promote positive relationships between the park administration and the 
local population and then the local people could easily be persuaded to follow the park 
regulations. 

4.2.4.2 Analysis of Responses of Office-Heads and Local People to 
determine the Level of Interaction between the Park Staff and the 
Local People 
Of the 212 local people, 193 (91 percent) and 18 (90 percent) out of the 20 office-heads 
responded to the question asked of "Do you come in contact with park personnel?". The 
results of analysis of the frequency of contacts in a single year have been summarised in 
Table 4.16. 
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Table 4.16 Analysis of Responses of Local People and Office-heads for Contact 
with the Park Staff In a Single Year (percentage In parenthesis) 

Responded Once 2-5 6-10 More than Total 
by: times times 10 times , 

local 21 61 15 77 174 
people (10.9) (31.6) (7.8) (39.9) (90.2) 

office 2 4 - 8 14 
heads (11.1 ) (22.2) (44.4) (77.7) 

Both the local people and office-heads groups were asked to specify the circumstances of 
contact with the park staff. The results were: 
(1) more than 44 percent of the local people stated for "getting permits for forest 

products"; 

(2) more than 17 percent of the local people stated that they encountered park staff 
while the park staff were patrolling inside the park areas; 

(3) about 12 percent of the local people stated that they usually come in contact with 
park staff while park staff came to the village for shopping; 

(4) slightly more than two percent of the local people and 50 percent of the office-heads 
stated that there was contact with the park staff while they were participating in a 
conservation education conference organised by the park office; 

(5) a small (1.55) percentage of the local people stated that they usually come in 
contact with park staff while the park staff visit the villagers to distribute bamboo 
permits; and 

(6) more than 12 percent of the local people stated that there was contact with park 
staff in all the above mentioned circumstances. 

) 

The local people and office-heads were also asked to specify the status of park staff with 
whom they come In contact. Results have been summarised in Table 4.17. 
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Table 4.17 Analysis of Responses of Local People and Office-heads for Status of 
the Park Staff With Whom They Came In Contact (percentage In 
parenthesis) 

Status of Park Staff ResQonded bl£: 
Local People Office-heads 

a. Game-scouts/Senior Game- 52 (26.9) -
scouts/Rangers 

b. Rangers 27 (14.0) -
c. Park Manager 2 (1.0) 11 (61.1) 

d. Army Soldier 5 (2.6) -
e. All of the above 58 (30.1) 2 (11.1) 

f. Don't Know their status 30 (15.6) -
Total response:- 174 (90.1) 13 (72.2) 

In response to a question which asked the respondents to list any difficulties they have 
encountered in their dealings with park staff, 4.25 percent of the local people stated that 
the army soldiers behaviour was not respectful towards the local residents. 

On the response to another question of "Do you have any suggestions as to how some of 
these difficulties might be overcome?" I 2.8 percent of the local people stated that the army 
soldiers need to be instructed by their seniors on how to behave with local residents in an 
acceptable manner. 

To determine the overall perception of local people and office-heads about park staff 
friendliness, the respondents were asked to rate the friendliness on the following scale: 

Very friendly So-So Very unfriendly 

/----------------------------------------------------------/---------------------------------------------------------/ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The results have been summarised in Table 4.18. 

Table 4.18 Analysis of Friendliness of Park Staff with the Local People 

Respondents: Response Mean s.d 

Local people (212) 175 2.95 1.14 
Office Heads (20) 15 2.20 1.66 
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The results (Table 4.18) indicate the majority of the local people perceived that the park 
staff were more friendly than unfriendly and the majority of the office-heads perceived the 
park staff were friendlier than was reported by the local people. 

However, even though the mean scores Indicate the park staff were more friendly than 
unfriendly to local people and were more friendly to office-heads than the local people 
group, the distribution of responses suggest a number of both of the groups felt that the 
park staff were to some extent unfriendly. 

to determine the overall perception of the local people and office-heads about park staff 
helpfulness, the respondents were asked to rate helpfulness on the following scale: 

Very helpful So-So Very unhelpful 

/-------------------------------~--------------------------/---------------------------------------------------------/ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The results have been summarised in Table 4.19. 

Table 4.19 Analysis of Helpfulness of Park Staff with the Local People 

Respondents: Response Mean s.d 

Local people (212) 175 2.85 1.06 
Office Heads (20) 15 2.13 1.64 

The results (Table 4.19) indicate the majority of the local people reported that the park staff 
were more helpful than unhelpful and the majority of the office-heads perceived the park 
staff to be more helpful than was perceived by the local people. 

Similar results of friendliness of park staff with the other two groups applied for helpfulness 
in terms of the size of the standard deviations. 
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Chapter Five 
Discussion Conclusions and Recommendations 

The sources of conflicts between Langtang National Park administration and the park's 
resource dependent people have been shown in the previous chapter. This chapter is 
devoted to the discussion of those results. 

5.0 Level of Understanding of the Purpose of Langtang National 
Park by the Local People, Park Staff and the Office-heads 
The main reason for the aggravation of conflicts between park administrators and the 
park's resource dependent human population in the mountain parks of Nepal could be a 
lack of understanding or agreement on the part of the local people about the purposes of 
the National Park. To test this assumption, this research proposed a series of statements 
for establishing the apparent level of understanding and agreement of local people, park ..... 
staff and office-heads regarding these purposes. The majority of the sample of local 
people indicated that their area of strongest agreement was for "the conservation of plants 
and habitat of endangered wildlife such as musk deer and red panda" and "the 
conservation of religious and cultural sites", but 17 percent answered "don't know" to the 
second proposition. The results also indicate that local people are in agreement with the 
propositions: (a) the control of floods, landslides and soil erosion by protecting watershed in 
the origin area of the I ndrawati , Bhote Koshi and Trisull Rivers; (d) enhancing local and 
national income through tourism; (e) providing indirect benefit through tourism to the local 
people (by maintaining trails and controlling pollution) and (f) providing opportunities for 
educational arid scientific studies. Nine (a), 21 (d), 29 (e) and 62 (f) percent of the group 
said "don't know" to the above purposes. These levels of understanding of the purpose of 
Langtang National Park by the local people suggest that the local inhabitants are well 
aware of the importance of conservation of the existing plant resources and the habitat of 
endangered wildlife species and watershed protection roles of the Park. However, the 
number of "Don't Knows", which ranges from nine to 62 percent for several of the 
propositions, suggests that there is considerable scope for programmes which could 
increase public awareness. The role of the Park in providing opportunities for "educational 
and scientific studies" has not been seen by local people as an important "purpose" and 
many locals are either not convinced about the roles of tourism, are not affected by it, or do 
not understand its ramifications. 
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Identical statements were put to the other two groups. The views of park staff and to a 
lesser extent office-heads were that they agreed with all propositions. The park staff group 
expressed "strong agreement" on propositions for (a) control of floods, soil erosion and 
protecting watersheds (b) the conservation of plants and wildlife habitat and (d) enhancing 
local and national Income through tourism. A small percentage (1.61) of the group 
answered "Don't Know" to proposition (a). They expressed "agreement" on the other 
propositions: (c) the conservation of religious and cultural sites; (e) providing Indirect local 
benefit through tourism and (f) providing opportunities for educational and scientific studies. 
Nearly five percent of the group answered "Don't Know" to proposition (f). The office-
heads expressed "agreement" on all propositions and just five percent of the group had a 
"Don't Know" response to proposition (c). 

The park staff, office-heads and local people to a greater or lesser extent agree with the 
park's purposes as stated. Therefore, the basic purposes of the Langtang National Park do 
not appear to be an Issue per se. However, the fact Is that the level of agreement Is 
highest for park staff because they are directly involved with the park's promotion and 

. . 

management, then progressively lower for those groups who are affected by its restrictions. 
In terms of all the other issues, these results suggest that the actual commitment of local 
people to park values/purposes is less for purposes other than for the conservation of the 
existing plant resources and the habitat of endangered wildlife species. Notwithstanding 
the fact that there are certain levels of consensus over "purposes", this is not sufficient to 
say that conflict between the park administration and the local populations should therefore 
be minimal. The areas of the causes of conflicts need to be further examined. 

5.1 Causes of Conflicts 
Responses of local people and office-heads Indicate that they have perceived a loss of 
benefits for the people living Inside and around the park boundary since the park was 
established and formal rules to protect its resources were put in place. 

Local people, as well as office-heads and to a lesser extent park staff, have perceived a 
loss of benefits [Table 4.4 (a)]. The chi-square analysis of responses [Table 4.4 (b)] 
indicates no significant difference in this perception between local people and office-heads. 
The difference in perception between park staff and the other two groups is significant. 
Park staff do not recognise the degree of "loss of benefits" to the same extent as do the 
local people and office-heads. 
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The differences In perceptions of park staff with the other two groups are potential sources 
of conflict between the park administration and the local population. 

5.1.1 Park·People Conflicts Because of a Loss of Benefits of the 
Local People due to the Establishment of Langtang National Park 
The sample of the study population who perceived a loss of benefits due to the 
establishment of Langtang National Park, listed benefits lost: 
(1) Fifty-two percent of the local people living inside and around the park boundaries 

listed lost benefits as crop and livestock depredation by wildlife; 

(2) Slightly more than five percent of the local people listed the loss of freedom to 
collect fuelwood, leaflitter and grasses from the forest as the second ranked loss; 
and 

(3) Nearly two percent of the local people noted a loss of freedom for charcoal making 
for local iron-tool makers in the forest. 

Using response scores for classifying the perceptions of office-heads and park staff about 
benefits lost by local people, 45 percent of the office-heads and nearly 39 percent of park 
staff were in agreement that a lost benefit was crop and livestock depredation by wildlife. 
No park staff or office-heads noted other benefits lost and the number of locals who 
reported these was not large, but when talking about conflict, the number does not need to 
be large. Therefore, every source of conflict should be clearly examined and measures for 
resolution should be sought. 

During my field work, it became evident that because of crop and livestock depredation by 
wildlife such as Wild-pigs, himalayan black-bear, monkeys and deer species, these animals 
which raid fields and consume crops are increasingly viewed as agricultural pests (local 
people and park staff, pers. comm. 1991). 

Wild-pigs' preferred habitat is forest and thick scrubland with open meadows, fields and 
moist grasslands (Jackson, 1990). They are widespread in the Langtang National Park 
area. Wild-pigs are omnivorous and cause much damage by rooting for tubers as they turn 
soil over in large areas. They are often aggressive and are usually nocturnal, spending the 
daytime sleeping in wooded ravines or dense shrub thickets. Thus, crop-fields were almost 
always raided during the night or early morning (local people, pers. comm. 1991). 
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The Himalayan black-bear posed a potentially more serious threat to the safety of people 
attempting to defend their fields. The most severe problems occurred in areas with close 
proximity to extensive tracts of forests which are ideal habitat for wildlife (Vonzon, pers. 
comm. 1992). 

It was also noted that in some areas around the Langtang National Park buckwheat, barley 
and fruits were repeatedly destroyed by wild-pigs, monkeys and deer. 

Each of these examples are reasons why the local people could believe that in terms of 
National Park philosophy, they and their crops are less important than the wildlife within the 
park area. If crop and livestock depredation is not in some way clearly recognised as an 
Issue by the park administration, the conflict Is likely to remain. 

5.1.2 Possible Solutions to the Problems of Park-People Conflicts 
Due to a Loss of Benefits of the Local People 
The majority of respondents suggested that the problems of crop and livestock loss due to 
wildlife should be controlled by the park administration. Some respondents (4.25 percent of 
local people and five percent of office-heads) suggested that shooting rights should be 
given to the locals to protect their crops and livestock against wildlife. Nearly 10 percent of 
the local people and 4.84 percent of the park staff have suggested the introduction of wild-
pig farming in the local community as an alternative for income generation. In an interview 
with Mr. Swongchhanam Lama (former national panchayat member), in response to a 
question regarding the solution of the wild-pig problem, he said: 

"Villagers around Rasuwa district would be willing to tolerate 
some crop loss if allowed to hunt wild-pigs: the meat is far 
more valuable than the crops which are lost" (1991). 

In an Interview with Mr. Damal Singh Lama (former vice-chairman of the district panchayat 
of Sindhupalchowk administrative district), similar views were expressed. 

Wild-pigs are clearly a major crop predator and a threat to the livelihood of the local 
people. A potential solution to this problem Is for the park management to allow trapping of 
young wild-pigs for domestic farming by the interested local people and the hunting of old 
ones to control the wild-pig population as suggested by the respondents. This could have 
economic benefits from meat recovery as well as reducing the crop depredation problem of 
the local people. 
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Jackson (1990) recommended (for Makalu-Barun National Park and Conservation Area) 
that any animal control through hunting and trapping must be conducted by park authorities 
rather than being delegated to local farmers, at least until a proven administrative 
Infrastructure and process exists to monitor the situation. This cautionary measure should 
also be considered for the Langtang National Park to control the wild-pig population. 

The crop damage by the other wildlife species like the Himalayan Black Bear, monkeys and 
deer Is very seasonal. For this problem, there appears to be no easy solution. In 
addressing the problem In Langtang National Park, use of wildlife barriers and trenches 
would be far too expensive and would entail too great a hazard in terms of soil erosion or 
slope Instability. Solar-powered electric fences may prove effective In some situations 
(such as to protect isolated, yet compact fields surrounded by forest), but the costs for 
fencing and maintenance will be very high. 

Controlled recreational hunting has at times been suggested. However, hunting privileges 
can be easily abused with detrimental impact on threatened wildlife species which have a 
high economic return when killed. The survival of rare species such as the endangered 
snow leopard, red panda and musk deer may be affected over time due to abuse of 
hunting privileges. Thus, other immediate measures such as improved land-use zoning 
should be considered as ecological barriers between the core wildlife habitat and 
settlement thereby reducing conflict. Such land-use techniques could be adopted in those 
affected areas in and around the park boundaries to reduce the friction between 
neighbouring incompatible land uses. 

Jackson (1990) suggested the adoption of land-use zoning and agricultural practices as 
ecological solutions for the control of crop and livestock losses of the local people by the 
Park wildlife. Jackson cited an example at Royal Chitwan National Park where the park 
authorities selectively plant crops proven to be attractive to wildlife in a buffer-zone28 strip 
along the edge of the park Itself. "Such a programme of scattered planting could help 

28 Buffer-zones can be defined as areas adjacent to protected areas, on 
which land is partially restricted to give an added layer of protection to 
the protected area itself while providing valued benefits to 
neighbouring rural communities (Mackinnon et a\. 1986:90). 

For the purpose of the management of Langtang National Park, 
buffer-zones would not only add another layer of protection, but would 
also take unproductive land and make it productive (Le., 'supplying 
resources which will take the place of those being taken from the 
Park) 
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attract park wildlife to food sources within the park rather than to croplands external to the 
park" (Milton and Binney 1980 cited in Jackson, 1990:10). This solution is unlikely to be 
effective In a park like Langtang, where the park area has villages inside Its boundaries. 
Furthermore, land Is too scarce and the people are too poor to accept that food be planted 
for the sole benefit of wildlife. 

However, according to Mackinnon et al., (1986), the most suitable solution to the problem 
in Langtang National Park where land Is limited and demand for forest products are 
pressing Is consideration of alternative "buffer zone" management approaches. Delineating 
lhe "core protection areas" bounded by plantings of ecologically suitable species such as 
pine or alnus or bamboos in the buffer zones would be effective for keeping wildlife within 
their home range while at the same time providing additional forest resource for the local 
people for their future use. For example, Baluran National Park in Indonesia is bounded by 
a monoculture of an extensive teak plantation, which Is rather sterile for wildlife and thus 
deterred the wildlife from wandering out of the reserve (Atmosoedarjo et al., 1984). 
Therefore, the use of "buffer-zones" of various forms and species compositions may be an 
option as an additional measure to address the issues of crop and livestock depredation in 
Langtang National Park. Enrichment planting is necessary to meet the local needs for 
forest resources and may in addition provide an ecological barrier to wildlife. This could be 
a long-term solution to some of the existing problems of park-people conflict because it 
recognizes that prevention Is cheaper and more effective than a "cure" that must be often 
repeated. Encircling the core area with species that are not very palatable to wildlife or 
domestic stock, but are useful to local people Is one such possible buffer zone (Mackinnon, 
1986). 

The size and the extent of an adequate buffer zone depends upon the habits of the wildlife 
species that need to be contained or are likely to move out of the core area, and other 
protective functions such as landscape and watershed conservation and the reasonable 
needs of local people for land, forest products and grazing areas. Therefore, the buffer 
zones should be large enough to meet these varying requirements. 

Mackinnon et aI., (1986) have identified four main types of buffer zones: "traditional use 
zones inside protected areas", "physical buffers", "forest buffers" and "economic buffers". 
The principle is one of efficient resource use and in the meantime preserving bio-diversity 
through adoption of suitable land-use techniques In accordance with the management 
needs of a particular national park or protected area. Accordingly, many settlements which 
already lie inside the park boundaries in Langtang National Park area should be zoned into 
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enclaves In which the development of essential forest resources is carried out on public 
land around the enclaves by delineating areas as traditional use zones. 

As discussed earlier, the concept of "physical buffers" such as the erection of fences and 
digging of trenches to protect the local people's stock and crop against wildlife damage are 
Inappropriate because of their costs and subsequent likelihood of soil erosion in 
mountainous sites in the Langtang National Park area. The need for, and usefulness of the 
other two types of buffers In terms of land-use zoning for the development of forest 
resources and managing the over- Increased numbers of wildlife species In their protected 
habitats will be discussed in more detail In a subsequent section. 

5.2.0 Concessions to the Local People for Access to Certain Park 
Resources 
People living within the Langtang National Park area and immediately outside the park 
boundaries wen~ utilizing park resources (such as pasture land, fuelwood, fodder and 
grasses associated with livestock husbandry, construction timber and bamboo) for many 
years before the establishment of the park. Restrictions on traditional rights of resource 
use can contribute to conflicts if the historical privileges of local people are seen to be 
interfered with by the park administration. 

The issue in Langtang National Park of access for the local people to specified Park 
resources is complex. Respondents [100 percent of the park staff, 90 percent of the office-
heads and 61.32 percent of the local people {Table 4.6 (a)}] indicated that the local people 
living inside the park boundary are receiving concessions (Table 4.7). More than 38 
percent of the park staff, 67.92 percent of the local people and 15 percent of the office-
heads {Table 4.8 (a)} Indicated that the people living immediately outside the park 
boundaries have received the same concessions from the park administration as those 
living inside the park. 

These results suggest that the majority of the park staff and office-heads {Table 4.8 (b)} do 
not agree that those living immediately outside the park boundaries receive the same 
concessions (Table 4.9) as those living inside the park. The existing park regulations do 
not provide access to the Inhabitants living outside the park to resources as provided to 
those living inside the park. The park administration has, however, provided such access 

to those who are dependent on forest resources and are living immediately outside the 
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park boundaries where a forested part of the village unit has been Included within the park 
boundary. 

It is obvious from the above results that the park administration has provided access to the 
park resources as a privilege to those who were traditionally using such resources. 
However, such provision alone is not sufficient to say that there Is no conflict between the 
park administration and the locals due to restrictions Imposed by the park administration to 
the traditional resource users. 

5.2.1 Opinions Concerning Permit Guidelines for Concessions to 
Utilise Park Resources 
Slightly more than 74 percent of the park staff, 51.89 percent of the local people and 25 
percent of the office-heads offered their opinions regarding the following concessions 
covered by existing permit guidelines: 

To collect fuelwood without permit. 

To cut timber for construction materials with a permit. 

To graze cattle/sheep/goats without permit. 

To collect nigalo (bamboo) with a permit and other forest products such as fodder 
and bedding materials for cattle without permit. 

Park staff and to a lesser extent, local people, have answered that the existing permit 
guidelines for the concessions are not restrictive, while office-heads tend to see them as 
being too restrictive. Some of the respondents who perceived the existing permit 
guidelines for concessions as too restrictive have recommended changes as summarised 
in the following Table. 
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Table 5.1 Summary of Concessions Referred to and Changes Recommended by 
the Respondents. 

Concessions referred to and changes Recommended by: 
recommended for: Local people Office-heads 

1. timber for the construction of agricultural 
tools should be provided free of cost; 

13.68 % 10.00 % 

2. the present rate of royalties for construction 
timber should be reduced by 20 to 50 percent 
to the local poor so that they could construct or 
repair their houses; 

9.43% 5.00% 

3. nigalo (bamboo) for weaving bamboo-mats 
and baskets for domestic use should be 
provided free of cost; 

5.66% -
4. the length of permit duration for bamboo 
collection should be extended to more than 
one month In a year; and 

2.83% -
5. the establishment of hotel businesses inside 
the park area should be permitted on the basis 
of open competition so that all interested local 
people might have equal opportunity to be a 
hotelier. 

1.42 % -

The fact that park staff did not recommend any changes may indicate another obstacle to 
good relationships between the park staff and some of the local people. It means that the 
park professionals do not see any justification for change and it may be inferred that they 
do not understand local problems to the same extent as do the other two groups. 

In response to the open ended question of "what additional concessions should be granted 
to local people?" (Table 5.2), some of the respondents suggested additional concessions to 
Table 5.1 above. 
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Table 5.2 Summary of Respondents' Opinions for Additional Concessions. 

Opinions for addition-al OQinions offered b~: 
concessions are: , local people park staff office-heads 

1. fuelwood efficient stoves 
should be provided to locals at 
a nominal cost; 17.92 % 4.84% 10.00 % 

2. axes should be permitted in 
the forest for the preparation of 
firewood from dead and dying 
trees which is restricted by the 
present park regulation; 17.92 % 4.84% 10.00 % 

3. construction timber should be 
provided to the locals on the 
basis of needs assessment; 16.51 % 4.84% 5.00% 

4. the establishment of a 
community development fund 
through tourist generated 
Income for hiring watchmen to 
drive wildlife from the cropland; 
and 13.68 % 8.06% 5.00% 

5. electric power should be 
provided to locals as an 
alternative for fuelwood. 8.00% 8.00% 5.00% 

A small percentage of the respondents offered suggestions for (Table 5.1) and gave their 
opinions on additional desirable concessions (Table 5.2). The following conclusions have 
been drawn from these results: 
1. Poverty is a chronic condition for the people in the Langtang National Park area. 

Some local poor are unable to cope with paying royalties for construction timber. 
Simply providing the timber free of cost for the construction and repair of agricultural 
tools and reducing royalties for timber to construct or repair their houses is unlikely 
to be a successful solution unless there is community effort to develop alternative 
sustainable livelihoods that are independent of the timber resources from the Park's 
forest area. The timber is currently vital for subsistence living. If poverty increases, 
desperate residents will exert more pressure on the park's forest to fight for their 
survival. 

2. The people of Langtang areas cannot satisfy their future needs for firewood from 
the forests located close to villages. Arguments have been advanced for the 
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provision of fuelwood saving devices to the local residents and for the permission 
for use of axes In the forest for the preparation of firewood from solid logs. Allowing 
the local people to use axes for the preparation of firewood would encourage 
excessive use of firewood and thus Increase the pressure on the existing resource. 

3. Bamboo is the single most important non-timber forest resource. It may be used to 
make carrying baskets, mats, roofs, fences, bridges, rope, shoes, handicrafts or 
household implements, as well as for food, fuel and fodder (Mahat, 1987). 
Statements 3 and 4 (Table 5.1) demonstrate some concern for the provision of 
bamboo free of cost to local people, and the extension of the permitted collection 
period to more than one month In a year. Unless the park administration Is willing 
to manage the supply of these resources on a sustained yield basis, the local 
people may over-exploit the easily obtainable existing resources rather than 
developing further resources fortheir future use. 

4. While observation strongly suggests that grazing of domestic animals (cattle, goats, 
sheep, yaks and yak' hybrids) within the Park area Is an important issue, this was 
not mentioned in the survey by the local people. Animal husbandry is a vital part of 
the economy and tradition of the people of the Langtang areas. Free grazing 
facilities have always been utilised by the local people and are unrestrained by the 
park administration. It is assumed that since the matter was not mentioned, no 
problem is seen by the local people. The park staff group could have been 
expected to mention the matter as a problem because they are the ones who can 
visually see the problem and have knowledge about the effects of overgrazing. 
However, the park staff did not mention overgrazing as a problem in the park area. 
Senior park staff (i.e., Rangers to Conservation Officers) are aware that it is a 
problem but they do not see any easy solutions (pers. comm., 1991). However, it 
has been Identified as a contributing factor to the death of red panda cubs due to 
the red panda birth season overlapping the cattle grazing period. It must therefore 
be considered a problem (Yonzon, 1989). 

Overgrazing in the Langtang area has already resulted in increased soil erosion, 
landslides, cessation of plant succession (DUHE, 1977; Shrestha, 1988) and 
competitive exclusion of the park wildlife species (Shrestha, 1988; Yonzon 1989). 
To curb these problems, sustainable grazing management is essential in the park 
area. 
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To summarise the above discussion, poverty amongst the locals has accelerated the use of 
the park's resources. If this continues, the Increasing population in the Langtang National 
Park area may quickly put the situation beyond sustainablllty. The park resource-
dependent human population was estimated to be 16,000 in 1977 (DUHE, 1977). That 
figure reached 30,000 by 1992 (see page 21). If numbers of people in the area continue to 
Increase in the future, the gap between natural resources demand and supply will continue 
to widen. Unless additional measures are taken, the shortage of essential forest resources 
will Inevitably Increase conflict with local people to the extent that It may Jeopardise the very 
existence of the park. 

5.2.2 New Approaches to Understanding the Root Causes of 
Supply and Overuse Problems of Essential Forest Resources 
Although use of fossil fuels would be an alternative to firewood, their use does not seem 
viable t() the peoplElof Langtang National Park areas because of high cost. The use of 
fossil fuels could be made mandatory for tourist business. They are already In use In 
Sagarmatha National Park to reduce the impacts of trekkers on scarce fuelwood species. 
The supply of electric-power in rural villages around Langtang National Park areas as an 
alternative for firewood is virtually impossible as the Department of Electricity is having 
difficulties meeting the demands of urban populations and industry. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations categorised the Himalayan 
Region of Asia as an "acute scarcity zone" for firewood In 1980, where the demands could 
not even be met by over-cutting of resources (Sharma, 1991). In response to this crisis, 
the Forest Department and donor agencies have been involved in planting trees by co-
ordinating community forestry programmes and other associated programmes in the region 
outside the Langtang National Park. There are a number of plantations and nurseries 
operated by government and donor agencies. Some examples of donor agencies are the 
Nepal/Australia Forestry Project and the Association of Family Planning and Maternal Care 
In the Sindhupalchowk district area; the Hill Community Forestry Project and Rasuwa-
Nuwakot Integrated Development Project in the Nuwakot district area and also a Rasuwa-
Nuwakot Integrated Development Project in the Rasuwa district area. 

Among these projects, some visible results can be seen in terms of forest resource 
generation and management within the areas covered by the Nepal/Australia Forestry 
Project in the Sindhupalchowk district. This district is known as a leader for 'initiating and 
achieving results through community forest management programmes. For example, in the 
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Banskharka village unit (located at the eastern corner outside the Langtang National Park 
boundary), villagers have achieved tremendous success in increasing forest resources 
within the village area in a short period of 15 years. Before 1978, much of the forest area 
within the Banskharka village unit area had been reduced to poor, low and open shrubbery. 
Degeneration In forest quality had led to a shortage of fuelwood, fodder, and construction 
timber to meet the subsistence needs of the villagers. The Community Forestry 
Development Project provided technical and financial support to the villagers for 
establishing a forest nursery. 

A forestry committee was formed in Banskharka for the conservation of the existing forest 
and the planting of more trees. The district forest office In turn agreed not to allow any 
harvesting of forest without the concurrence of the forest committee within the Banskharka 
village unit areas. As a consequence, the people of Banskharka carried out private 
planting in the marginal areas of privately owned land where cultivation of other food-crops 
were not productive. Tree planting was carried out by locals in the uplands as well as in 
the open lands In the vicinity of the village. 

Moreover, the forestry committee introduced the idea of planting ten trees by parents of 
new born children and also the planting of ten trees around the grave area as part of the 
funeral procession (Dong, pers. comm., 1987). As a result, open-land for planting of forest 
trees was already covered within Banskharka village area by 1987. They felt they would 
be self-sufficient in forest products by the year 2000. The local forest ranger was assigned 
to advise the committee about maintenance and management of the existing forest 
resources. 

The successful community forestry development activities achieved by the Banskharka 
village unit are a good example of a community forestry programme for the villagers living 
Inside and Immediately outside the Langtang National Park boundaries. These people are 
currently dependent on the park's resources for pasture, firewood, construction timber and 
other minor forest products to meet their subsistence needs. Of paramount importance, it 
illustrates that within a period of 15 years from initiation, villagers and park officials may 
reasonably expect to achieve a considerable degree of self-sufficiency. 

As solutions to the problems discussed earlier in section 5.2.1 and also solutions to the 
problems of crop and livestock depredation by predators, the park administration should 
declare buffer-zones'which separate core protection areas and act as transition zones 

'" 

towards human settlement and then should introduce community forest resources 
\' 
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development programmes in the buffer zones by intensifying the land use practices both 
Inside and outside the park boundaries. The buffer-zones can be used for multiple 
purposes such as deterring wildlife movement from core protection zones to human 
settlements. Most of the wild-mammalian species have a limited ecological range. They 
prefer not to travel beyond their established home-range by crossing buffer-zones towards 
human settlement. If the wildlife population increases and exceeds the carrying capacity of 
their home range, then they should be managed either through translocating them to other 
areas or employing selective hunting management policies within the areas of buffer-zones 
depending on the Importance of the species. This concept of positive management of 
economic buffers has been described by Mackinnon et al. (1986) who suggest that 
controlled hunting of excess animals or agricultural pests should be permitted to the local 
people as ~ source of protein and recreation. This activity should be monitored by the 
management authority which will determine, if, which, and how many animals are killed. 
For example, to overcome the problem of livestock predation by jackal and jungle-cats 
(which are not listed as endangered species), management through selective hunting 
techniques could be utilised. If a recreational hunting policy Is adopted as a tourism 
activity and interested tourists could hunt these species, there would be substantial 
pressure for keeping balanced numbers of animals on the one hand, and generating 
income, while alleviating the problem of livestock damage by the wildlife on the other. 

Careful delineation of boundary lines to separate core from buffer for the two major land-
use zones with different objectives (i.e., protection of natural biological diversity in the core 
zones and resources development areas for multiple use purposes for the benefit of the 
local people) should be carried out by the park experts in association with consultants 
available to the park service. 

An entirely new community forestry programme should be designed for the buffer-zone. 
This programme should give priority to social issues (e.g., local poor), while forming a 
users' committee to steer the programme and implement appropriate development activities 
which can balance the local shortages of forest resources and maintain the conservation 
values of the park. 

The primary objectives of buffer zones will be the enhancement of existing resources to 
enable sustained and equitable harvesting of park resources for local people. 

The options discussed above can address the issue of long-term solutions, but " ... in many 
cases, biology can wait but the surrounding community cannot" (Sharma, 1991: 127). 
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Therefore, the provisions of the existing concessions to the park's resources dependent 
people must be continued on a sustained yield basis as an immediate measure for 
responding to local problems. In the meantime, fuelwood saving devices such as improved 
fuelwood efficient stoves should be made available to interested local people. 

5.2.3 Effects of Hoteliers on the Park's Natural Environment 
The operation of lodges, hotel and restaurant businesses by local people within the 
Langtang National Park area has become a source of economic benefits through the 
growing number of foreign tourists visiting the park (Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3 Tourism In the Langtang National Park Area [absolute frequency of 
foreign visitors (except Indian Natlonal82~ from 1980 to 1988]. 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

3,051 2,819 3,535 4,030 4,792 4,610 5,250 6,107 8,423 

Source: Department of Tourism (1988). 

One hundred percent of the park staff, 70 percent of the office-heads and 49.53 percent of 
the local people responded to the issue of the effects of lodge, hotel and restaurant 
businesses on the park's natural environment. The majority of all three groups indicated a 
neutral perception of the effects of lodges, hotels and restaurants on the environment, but 
local people tended to be more positive and park staff more negative. 

Only 1.42 percent of the local people indicated there was discrimination against local 
people by the park administration in granting permission for hotel businesses inside the 
park (Table 5.1, statement 5). Other results summarised in Table 5.2 (statement 1 and 2) 
suggest there is a shortage of fuelwood for the local people. Solutions to both of these 
problems would be: 

29 

Training of families in operating teahouses and small lodge and hotel businesses 
and then providing them with opportunities to conduct such businesses. This 

Because Indian nationals are not required to meet Immigration criteria 
to visit any part of Nepal, they are not considered as tourists as are 
overseas foreign visitors. The park has shrines at Lake GosainKunda. 
These are important to Hindu pilgrims. Thousand of Hindus and 
Buddhists visit the park each year. This adds a significant additional 
pressure on its natural environment. The effect of this pressure on 
the park's natural environment has not been assessed in this study. 
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training should apply to people who are cultivating agricultural crops In areas 
especially prone to crop depredation by wildlife. This could be an alternative source 
of income for those who choose to change from dependence on agriculture to non-
agricultural dependent activities. 

The use of fossil fuels such as kerosene should be made mandatory for hoteliers 
and tourist camp operators. This strategy is already practised In the Sagarmatha 
National Park area. Tourism is seen as a profit making business In the Langtang 
National Park area. The people who pursue tourism businesses should also be 
able to afford the purchase of alternatives to fuelwood. 

5.2.4 People's Awareness of Illegal Activities Inside the Park Area 
The establishment of Langtang National Park in the central Himalayan region in 1976, 
brought with it a situation in common with other parks in which the Royal Nepal Army was 
delegated responsibility for. enforcement, and·park professionals were appOinted to manage 
the park. In terms of the long history of Nepal, this transfer of authority to such formal 
groups has been a sudden and a relatively recent change. 

Mountain societies have a tradition of living without such formal institutions (Challse, pers. 
comm., 1992). The breaking of laws by the local people may result because of the 
people's traditional behaviour of utilising the park's resources while the existing park law 
declares it illegal to do so. 

Only a small percentage of the study population responded to the question regarding their 
awareness of offences being committed in the park (Table 4.11). For local people, it was 
less than 20 percent. This might be due to the sensitive nature of the question rather than 
a genuine lack of knowledge of offences committed. 

The analysis of results indicate that park staff were more aware of offences than were local 
people or office-heads. This is not surprising as it is expected that the park staff would 
have the most contact with the entire range of activities in the park and are the most likely 
ones to contact the offenders or evidence of offending. 

From the limited data available, it cannot be concluded that there is no conflict between the 
park administration and the locals as a result of breaking the park's laws and regulations. 
However, it appears that the local people can be motivated to follow the laws and 
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regulations and can therefore be encouraged to be Involved In the management and the 

conservation of the park's resources. 

In the future, if local people are encouraged to be involved in the planning and 

management of the national park through implementation of much needed community 

forest resources development programmes, It Is expected that they will not break the laws 

which they themselves help enact. Without their active co-operation and participation at all 

levels of planning, Implementation and monitoring, any management effort has only a poor 

chance of achieving its conservation obJectives. extensive education of local people 

regarding the legislative provisions for conservation, and the understanding of their 

difficulties and helping them to overcome these difficulties will be major steps in keeping 

people on the side of conservation In the Langtang National Park Area. 

5.3.0 People's Perceptions of Tourism Impacts In Langtang 

National Park and Planning for Future Tourism 
Langtang is the nearest national park to Kathmandu (capital city of Nepal, where an 

international airport is located). Langtang National Park is thus a convenient destination for 

those who with a minimum investment of time and money can enjoy natural beauty along 

with trekking. 

In 1968, about 34,000 visitors stated that the specific objective of their visit to Nepal was 

for trekking and mountaineering {Jefferies, 1987}. These totals have increased significantly 

since then, as have the number of tourists with alternative touristic destinations and 

objectives. Other data shows that International tourist arrivals In Nepal have risen from 

6,179 in 1962 to 265,943 in 1988 (HMG Ministry of Tourism, 1988). The increment rate is 

6.7 percent per annum (Banskota, 1990), a trend which suggests that the number of tourist 

arrivals is likely to continue to increase in the future. 

Langtang National Park is most suitable for fulfilling various tourist trekking needs (short to 

long duration and low to high altitude elevation experiences) because of the large area and 

altitudinal range within the park. Since 1976, the local people have been affected in some 

ways as a result of the rapid growth of tourism which followed the establishment of the 

national park. Tourism has positive and negative impacts. On the positive side, tourism is 

an industry which can Increase income and employment opportunities in the destination 

areas. However, the recreational visitor who leaves "nothing but footprints and takes 

nothing but photographs" is a rarely achieved ideal of minimum impacts. This ideal may be 
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fostered by maximising the positive Impacts of tourism and minimising the negative ones. 

If there are negative impacts of tourism (such as excessive firewood consumption, disposal 

of garbage, vandalism, loss of socio-cultural values and inflation in the destination areas). 

tourism may be the cause of alienation between those relatively few who gain benefits and 

those many who suffer from the negative impacts. 

Bearing these hypothetical outcomes in mind, twelve sets of statements were proposed to 

assess the respondents' perceptions regarding tourism Impacts (I.e., positive to negative) in 

Langtang National Park. The majority of respondents provided answers to all twelve sets 

of statements [Table 4.12 (a), page: 63]. 

The analyses of results Indicate (pages: 63 - 67): 

(1) The majority of the park staff responded "very positive" to the statement of tourism 

impact on "local and national income" and the other two groups responded 

"positive" to the statement. 

(2) The majority of all three groups answered "positive" to tourism impacts on: 

the local arts and crafts; 

the markets for locally produced foods such as milk, butter, meats etc.; and 

employment (e.g., tourist guides and porters). 

(3) The majority of the office-heads had "positive" perceptions and the majority of the 

other two groups adopted a "neutral" stance to tourism impacts on: 

social customs (e.g., clothing. behaviour etc.); 

conservation of flora and fauna; 

litter control and trail maintenance; 

conservation of religious and cultural sites; 

the survival of local religious values; and 

the survival of local cultural values. 

(4) The majority of all three groups indicated a "neutral" stance to tourism impacts on 

"local inflation" and "vandalism". 

Although these results suggest relatively low perceptions of negative impacts of tourism on 

all twelve hypothetical statements, there were significant chi-square differences among the 

three groups of respondents for most of the statements [Table 4.12 (b), pages: 64 - 65]. 
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These results suggest that tourism In the Langtang National Park areas Is seen as a vital 

source of local and national Income. Tourism Impacts are generally regarded as positive 

by the respondents. 

However, a small number of all three groups of respondents who answered In the negative 

for any of the twelve sets of statements made suggestions for correcting the negative 

Impacts. These are summarised In the following Table 5.4. 

Table 5.4 Summary of Ideas for COrrecting the Negative Impacts of Tourism 88 
Suggested by the Study Population (figures In percentage). 

Suggestions for correcting the negative Impacts of tourism are: Su~gested bl£: 
LP 0 PS31 OH32 

1. the prices of basic needs Items (e.g., kerosene, salts and 
cooking 011) for local people should be controlled by the local 
authority, so that the local people could afford the existing 
market price. 

13.2 24.2 10.0 

2. emphasis should be given to keeping the environment clean. 
5.7 30.6 5.0 

3. emphasis should be given to less use of fuelwood and 
greater use of alternatives. 3.3 16.1 5.0 

4. emphasis should be given to employment of locals In tourism 
businesses. 2.8 6.5 5.0 

5. education for visitors on the importance of Indigenous social 
customs. 1.9 8.1 10.0 

The results (Table 5.4) suggest: 

Tourism as a service demanding industry tends to push up consumer prices in the 

local market which can create hardship In terms of basic needs such as kerosene, 

salt and cooking oil. 

Tourism can bring environmental pollution such as garbage and vandalism. 

30 LP = local people, 

31 PS = park staff 

32 OH = office-heads 



Tourism depletes forests due to increased demand for both timber and firewood if 
alternatives for these resources are not sought. 

The potential of tourism for utilizing the unemployed labour in the Langtang region 
depends upon government tourism policies. Tourists require services such as 
guides, porters, retailers, food and accommodation. The involvement of locals in 
these businesses should be encouraged rather than accepting outsiders. This 
policy however, must be enforced in Kathmandu, and to this extent, is outside the 
control of the local area. It may be that the entire area could make it clear to all 
trekking groups that the use of local guides and certain local produce (food) is an 
expectation that all groups should endeavour to meet. Such expectations would 
become normative behaviour in quite a short time. 

To summarise, tourism has been considered a favourable outcome of having Langtang 
National Park in the region. The number of visitors to the park has been steadily 
Increasing from 3,051 during the early years of the Park to 8,423 In 1988 (see Table 5.3). 

As a service industry, tourism is labour intensive. It creates jobs at the local level and 
provides national revenue through taxes and fees. For example, foreign visitors to the park 
area must pay an entrance fee at the rate of Rs. 650.00 per person (Nepal Gazette, 1991), 
which is national revenue. 

The main issues of park-people conflicts in the Langtang National Park are related to 
economic problems of the local people on the one hand and preserving the natural 
biological diversity in the central Himalayan region of Nepal on the other. Managing the 
natural and cultural resources within the Langtang National park for tourism alone may be a 
better use of the region's resources rather than continuation of traditional farming and 
agricultural practices at the expense of scarce natural resources. The economic and social 
challenges in attempting this may be Insurmountable. It Is likely, however, that 
considerable progress could be made. Bearing this in mind, the Department of Tourism 
and the Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation should be involved in 
creative tourism planning33 and management in the Langtang National Park area. 

33 Tourism planning is a process of determining appropriate future 
actions based on the identification of tourism potential in an area 
(Gunn, 1988). 

93 

.. ~,. . . . . -- ~"".- . 

..- .. :.- . 

! -

f- • 



5.3.1 Tourism Development and Formulation of a Planning 
Strategy 
The great landscape - the Himalayas, hills, valleys, snow, glaciers, rivers, lakes, forests, 
and wildlife - forms a class of natural resources that can attract a great number of tourists 
to the park. Sensitive exploitation of these tourism products is capable of providing a high 
level of satisfaction for visitors. Living cultures, artistic and architectural features, festivals, 
distinctive local features, fairs, exhibits and heterogeneous ethnic groups in the area are 
added attractions. These attractions provide an additional focus for tourism development in 
the area. The forest resources In the park area should protect and stabilise the land and 
therefore conserve the existing landscape. They should also support bio-diversity and 
enable natural processes to proceed without undue human Interference. Given these 
circumstances, the sensitive utilisation of various types of cultural and natural based 
tourism should be encouraged. 

There Is a need In Langtang to quickly identify the most appropriate form of tourism for the 
area and planning strategies to enable this to develop. Tourism should be viewed as a 
possible means of solving people's soclo-economlc problems in the park area and planning 
strategies should be formulated to develop tourism resources which ensure the 
enhancement of Langtang National Park as a tourist destination. 

5.3.2 Factors to be Considered for Planning 
The majority of local people and park staff groups expressed "strongest agreement" about 
the purpose of the area for "the conservation of plants and habitat of endangered wildlife 
such as musk deer and red panda". The park staff had strong agreement about the area's 
purposes for "the control of floods and soil erosion by protecting watersheds" and 
"enhancing local and national income through tourism". The majority of all three groups of 
respondents including office-heads expressed "agreement" about the purposes of the area 
for "the conservation of religious and cultural sites", "providing Indirect local benefit through 
tourism" and "providing opportunities for educational and scientific studies". Catchment 
protection has been identified as a major responsibility throughout the Langtang National 
Park as has the maintenance of the integrity of the mountain ecosystems. 

My research has shown that 52 percent of the local people within the park area and its 
peripheral regions are suffering from the problems of crop and livestock depredation by wild 
animals such as wild-pigs, monkeys, black-bear and deer species. Because these wild 
animals are protected within the park, and their habitats are protected, numbers have 
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Increased. The population of wild-pigs could be controlled through adoption of wild-pig 
farming and selective culling procedures as discussed earlier. Compensation for the 
damage caused by wildlife, is important, but to continue In the long-term to practice 
traditional methods of farming and agriculture as well as conversion of forest land to farm 
land to meet the fuelwood and timber demands of an increasing population would be a 
disaster In terms of maintaining the Integrity of these mountain ecosystems. Endangered 
wildlife species must be protected through applying appropriate conservation strategies. 

The ultimate solution to these problems would be a gradual shift of the people's economic 
activities from total agriculture dependence to tourism integrated with agriculture. 

5.4 Assessment of the Interaction of Park Staff and the Local 
People in Langtang National Park 
Frequent Interactions between park staff and the local people makes for easy 
communication and the informal transfer of knowledge. This provides a basis for good 
relationships and avoids conflict through creating an environment which helps the local 
people to understand the purposes of Langtang National Park. Lack of interaction between 
park staff and the local people creates the opportunity for conflict and bad relations, 
therefore disadvantaging park management. 

Bearing these concerns In mind, the issue of interaction between park staff and the local 
people was included as a part of this study. The results suggest that there is contact 
between park staff and the other two groups. But it was also apparent from the number of 
"Don't knows" that local people are not well informed on some of the principles (purposes) 
which are important to the job responsibilities of park staff. The relatively large number of 
respondents who had clearly given little consideration to the economic implications of 
Increased tourist numbers Is a further area which could be addressed by appropriate policy 
development and good communication strategies. 

Table 5.5 Summary of Responses for Frequency of Contact Between Park Staff 
and Other Two Groups In a Single Year (figures In percentage) 

Responded by: Once 2-5 6-10 More than 10 times Total 

local people 10.9 31.6 7.8 39.9 90.2 

park staff 1.6 12.9 14.5 67.5 96.7 

office-heads 11.1 22.2 - 44.4 77.7 
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Frequency of contacts between park staff and the other two groups (Table 5.5) show that 
there has been some level of interaction with local people. However, the results discussed 
In the previous chapter regarding the contact circumstances suggest that there is little 
evidence of meaningful interaction which might lead to solutions to the common problems 
of park management and the local people. Only a relatively small percentage of the local 
people or park staff had met to seek solutions to problems such as crop and livestock 
depredation despite the fact that 52 percent of the local people and 38.71 percent of the 
park staff had reported it as a problem in terms of benefits lost due to the establishment of 
fhe park. 

Both park staff and local people reported minor contacts through circumstances such as 
executing or getting permits for forest products, patrolling and shopping. 

Respondents' reports of interaction simply indicate that the majority of local people and 
park staff are familiar with each other. Issuing permits for forest products to local people 
and patrolling are regular duties of the park staff. Forty-five percent of park staff reported 
encountering local people during park patrolling. This result simply indicates that the park 
staff were not purposefully headed towards villages to talk to local people about park 
related problems. From the local people's point of view, limited contact is made associated 
with getting permits for forest products and retailing goods to the park staff. 

However, 2.07 percent of the local people and 50 percent of the office-heads stated that 
contact with the park personnel occurred in a conservation education conference organised 
by the park office. Although only a small percentage of the local people indicated contact 
through conservation education conferences, such interaction could be expected to enable 
park staff to learn about the real problems faced by the local people. It also allows the 
local people to participate meaningfully in discussing problems presented from the park 
management point of view. 

The results discussed in the previous chapter suggest that park administrators have a 
different level of understanding of the issues of local problems and have failed to establish 
appropriate strategies to encourage local involvement in the planning and management of 
the national park. Difficulties have been reported In dealings with local people by 17.74 
percent of the park staff. They feel that local people do not cooperate with park staff by 
following the park regulations properly. To help overcome this, 25.81 percent of the park 
staff suggested conservation education for the local people in addition to the annual 
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conference, and 9.68 percent suggested a regular visit to the local people by the park staff 
to promote better relationships with the local people so that they could more easily be 
persuaded to follow the park regulations. However, conservation education and regular 
visits by the park staff may not be sufficient to motivate the local people towards effective 
involvement in park management. The facilitation of meaningful exchange of knowledge on 
particular Issues or problems of management may be the best starting point to resolve the 
lack of cooperation and village-based discussion groups could be the most appropriate 
places for this to occur. 

Some 4.25 percent of the local people stated that the behaviour of army soldiers was 
disrespectful and 2.8 percent suggested that soldiers need to be instructed by their seniors 
on how to behave with local residents in an acceptable manner. Soldiers' behaviour in 
other parks of Nepal has been called into question. For example, in Royal Chitwan 
National Park " ... on several occasions, people expressed their concerns about soldiers 
trying to seduce the village women and males getting Into squabbles with soldiers because 
of such behaviour" (Sharma, 1991: 85). The authority concerned (I.e., Army Headquarters) 
must take seriously the need to control the behaviour of soldiers if acceptable relationships 
are to be maintained. Continued unacceptable behaviour may result further in group 
prejudice and frustration. 

The differences in perceptions between park staff and local people indicates that 
insufficient interaction takes place In terms of the management issues of Langtang National 
Park. However, the results overall indicate that the majority of the local people have stated 
that the park staff were more friendly than unfriendly and more helpful than unhelpful. 
Despite a few respondents giving very positive or very negative response to this item, this 
evidence of potentially positive relations between park staff and local people favours the 
likelihood of success in achieving conservation objectives through a systematic programme 
which Involves local people in resource planning and problem solving. 

5.5 General Conclusions 
1. Local people, park staff and office-heads all agree to some extent as to the 

purposes of Langtang National Park. The purposes per se, do not appear to be an 
area of conflict between park administration and the local population. Rather, the 
source of conflict lies in the degree, or strength of conviction and beliefs about the 
purposes, and the extent to which individuals or groups are negatively impacted by 
the policies which are associated with these purposes. 
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2. This study has identified some of the consequential sources of "Park-People 
Conflict In Langtang National Park". Possible measures for their resolution are 
summarised as follows: 
(a) Crop depredation by wild-pigs is a major source of conflict. This problem could 
be solved by the park administration Introducing a procedure of domestic farming of 
wild-pigs by capturing the young, and massive culling of mature pigs. The adoption 
of this procedure would be helpful In providing economic benefits to the local people 
from meat recovery. 

(b) In addition to wild-pigs, other crop and livestock predators such as deer species, 
monkey, Himalayan black bear and leopards are another source of resentment by 
the local people. These could be controlled through declaration and management 
of buffer-zones, which act as ecological barriers to restrict wildlife movement from 
core protection zones to cultivated lands. The buffer can be delineated by adopting 
appropriate land-use zoning procedures which consider utilising the existing open 
marginal and forested lands that are currently not managed for any particular 
purpose. The plantihg of fodder, firewood and fibre species should be carried out to 
enrich the remnant vegetation in these areas. This would give an added layer of 
protection to the protected area itself and act as a transition zone where resources 
could be managed for multiple use purposes by the park's resource dependent 
human population. 

(c) Local people who are dependent on park resources have received concessions 
to harvest from the park forest areas. Continuation of these concessions in the 
future, can promote a dependence on the park's resources that will eventually grow 
beyond sustainability. 

Notwithstanding these concessions, a small percentage of the local people argued 
that the "local poor" are unable to pay the royalty for construction timber and 
another small percentage of the local people claimed a shortage of essential forest 
resources such as fuelwood, construction timber and bamboo. Despite poverty 
being a chronic current situation amongst the local people in the Langtang National 
Park area, this has been traditionally balanced somewhat by their utilisation of forest 
resources available In close proximity to their settlements. When the shortage of 
essential forest resources increases simultaneously with poverty, desperate 
residents exert more pressure on the core protection areas of the park's forests to 
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fight for their survival. As a result, the tension between the park administration and 
the local population will Increase In the future. 

To overcome these problems, the park administration should Implement 
programmes to produce and supplement forest resources in buffer-zones and other 
open land around the national park by intensifying land use. The local people's 
participation through planting trees should be encouraged through adopting 
community forestry management policies. The existing concessions should be 
continued on a short-term basis until long-term programmes begin to yield results. 
Problems such as resource distribution In the local community and the Issue of 
"local poor" should be handled through the formation of user group committees at 
the local level. 

(d) There Is not much perceived conflict as a result of the breaking of park laws and 
regulations by the local people. However, positive conservation attitudes are best 
fostered among the local people by fulfilling their basic needs such as food and 
shelter. To achieve this objective, the park management should introduce 
techniques of sustainable resource use through adoption of a community forest 
management programme, exploitation of the benefit from slaughter of abundant 
wild-pigs as mentioned in conclusion no. 2, and the benefits from tourism 
development In the local community. These could combine to alleviate the existing 
"basic needs problems" of the local people. Thereafter, education of the local 
people regarding the need for park laws and regulations, and conservation values, 
is essential to enhance their positive attitudes towards the park management. 

(3) Tourism is seen as a source of national and local income in the Langtang National 
Park area. No negative impacts of tourism have been perceived by the majority of 
the respondents. Not recognising the possibilities of negative impacts of tourism 
could be a problem In the future If further growth of unplanned tourism is accepted. 
Therefore, adoption of appropriate tourism planning and management practices is 
essential to minimise possible negative Impacts and maximise positive ones. 

(4) The majority of the local people and the park staff are recognised by each other. 
The majority of the local people also reported that the Park staff are helpful and 
friendly to them. In future, facilitating more purposeful interaction between park staff 
and the local people, e.g., village dialogues for more meaningful exchange of 
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knowledge, would be a substantial contribution to the solution of park-people related 
problems. 

Langtang National Park Is In a mountainous area. Where people live in mountain areas, an 
Integrated approach to planning which takes Into account the "people" perspective as well 
as the "mountain" perspective is essential for the successful implementation of 
management activities (Chalise, pers. comm., 1992). Chalise further argued that when 
people are Included In the planning process and encouraged to be involved in the 
management of protected areas it Is less likely that they will break the laws which they 
have helped enact. 

5.6 Recommendations 
1. Establish wild-pig farming by capturing young pigs. This should be accompanied by 

massive culling of mature pigs. Further study regarding the practical difficulties of 
this recommendation Is. desirable before implementation. 

2. "Buffer-zones" In terms of land use zoning should be Introduced as a potential 
solution to the following two problems: 
(a) crop and livestock depredation by wildlife due to their free movement from core 
habitat areas to human settlement areas; and 

(b) to provide access for the local people to forest resources in future by cultivating 
essential forest resources in the buffer areas through community forestry 
programmes. 

Although a study of successful trials in other mountain areas could reduce delays in 
the implementation of community forestry programmes, more practical studies 
should be carried out. In particular, there is a need to study the use of programmes 
for delineating buffer-zones in different ecological areas, where different types of 
land use practices are already employed. 

3. Despite the facts that no negative impacts from tourism are perceived by the 
majority of the respondents in the Langtang National Park area, monitoring and 
research is needed to ensure that tourism planning takes full account of the 
potential negative impacts of developments in the future. 
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4. Studies be undertaken to determine the forms of desirable and or/essential 
interactions between park staff and the local people to ensure that decisions on 
park-people related problems will Indeed be representative of all parties concerned. 

5. The planning and execution of the research leading to this thesis has highlighted 
the need for further research, and policy development. The survey Instruments 
designed for this study were not Intended to elicit Information which would lead to a 
detailed set of recommendations. Further Information will therefore need to be 
gathered to enable the development and implementation of the proposals identified 
from the research. 

In this study, a comprehensive review of recent literature has highlighted the growing 
concern for preserving ecological representativeness through the establishment of national 
parks and protected areas. In many countries, national park and protected area systems 
are established and supported by governments to meet national and international 
obligations in terms of bio-diverslty. Conflicts arise due to economic costs and benefits of 
the parks and protected areas for different interest groups. The resultant conflicts in 
different countries are fuelled by the varied approaches taken by the managers and 
administrators in addressing the concerns of the different interest groups. 

Despite the Intent of national parks which exist primarily to preserve bio-diversity, Langtang 
National Park in Nepal has included many human settlements within its boundaries. Here, 
thousands of individuals are trying to survive by utilising the park's resources. However, 
the study of three different groups of key respondents has indicated their general 
agreement on the purposes of the park for preserving bio-diversity in the central Himalayan 
region. Nevertheless, some differences amongst groups about these purposes and 
consequential conflicts have been discovered through this research. 

The sources of conflict between the park administration and its resource dependent local 
population, and possible measures identified for the resolution of these conflicts, have been 
explored in this study. 

Where two opposite interests exist for an area; i.e., park administration who want to 
preserve the natural resources and desperate local people who need these resources for 
their survival, there will always remain the potential for conflict. Solutions to these conflicts 
would seem to rely on the development of alternative resources for the local,people or 
compromising by diluting or reducing the preservation objectives of the park. To implement 

r 
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plans, policies and procedures to enable these alternatives to be Investigated the 
cooperation and involvement of local people must be deliberately and enthusiastically 
sought. In this way, the full potential of Langtang National Park to achieve its twin goals of 
maintaining viable and unique bio-diversity as well as meeting the needs of local people in 
the future may be seen as realistic and achievable. 
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Appendix - A. 
Sample of Questionnaire for Office-heads Survey and 
Structured Questionnaire Interview to the Local People of 
the Study Area 

Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism 
Lincoln University, Canterbury, New Zealand. 

Langtang National Park. NeDal 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am a student with the Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism at Lincoln 
University preparing a Master's thesis. I am researching Langtang National Park, 
Nepal. As part of this project, I am conducting a survey of people who use the park 
for their domestic activities. I am interested in people who live within and 
immediately outside the park boundaries who are dependent on park resources. 

You have been selected on the basis of a sampling along with other people. I 
would therefore appreciate your co-operation in filling out this questionnaire. The 
survey seeks your understanding of the purpose of the National Park and your 
views regarding the uses of the Park. 

Your answers will be completely confidential. The data will be computer analyzed 
in aggregate form so that all replies will be anonymous. It is important that you give 
your own personal view and not that of others in the household. 

Please post the questionnaire at your earliest convenience to the Langtang National 
Park address. I will be collecting the questionnaire from the given address by 20th 
of January, 1992 (i.e., before I return to New Zealand to resume my academic 
work at Lincoln University). 

Your co-operation in assisting me with my study is much appreciated. If you have 
any enquiries about the survey, do not hesitate to contact me, or my supervisors, 
Dr. P. J. Devlin and Mr. Rick Mansell at the following address: 

Fanindra Raj Kharel, 
-/ Langtang National Park, 
Dhunche, Rasuwa. 
Date: 10/11/1991 

Dr. P. J. Devlin/Mr. R. Mansell, 
Department of Parks, Recreation 
& Tourism, 
Lincoln University, 
P. O. Box 84, 
Canterbury, New Zealand 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS, RECREATION AND TOURISM, 
LINCOLN UNIVERSITY, CANTERBURY, NEW ZEALAND. 

LANGTANG NATIONAL, NEPAL 

1. I am interested in your personal reaction to the following set of statements. 
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement by 
ticking the appropriate box. 

Langtang National Park Strongly Agree Neutral Dis- Strongly Don't 
Is necessary for: Agree agree Disagree Know 

(a) the control of floods, 
landslides and soil erosion 
by protecting watershed in 
the origin area of 
Indrawati, Bhote Koshi 
and Trisuli Rivers. 

(b) the conservation of 
plants & habitat of 
endangered wildlife such 
as musk deer and red 
panda. 

(c) the conservation of 
religious and cultural sites. 

(d) enhancing local & 
national income through 
tourism. 

(e) providing indirect 
benefit through tourism to 
the local people (eg., by 
maintaining trails and 
controlling pollution). 

(f) providing opportunities 
for educational and 
scientific studies. 

2. Do you believe the establishment of Langtang National Park has resulted in a loss of 
benefits or privileges for local people living inside and around the park boundary? 
(Please tick one) 
( ) Yes () No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to a.5) 

115 

. - ~,~-: ~- -~ -;- '." -' .-

-',"1..-

:" -, 

I: - - ~ --



3. If yes, please list benefits lost and rank them in order of importance (a = the most 
Important benefit lost). 

a. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

b. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(). ---_._---_ .. __ .. __ ... _.----._._---------------------_.---.. ------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.-----------------------

d. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

e. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. What could be. possible solutions to these problems? 

a. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

b. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

c. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

d. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5. I am interested in your personal reaction to lodge, hotel and restaurant businesses. 
Please indicate the extent to which you believe these businesses have a positive 
or negative effect on the Park's natural environment (tick one box). 

Strongly Positive Neutral Negative Strongly Don't 
Positive Negative Know 
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6. Please, outline the reasons for your reaction in the above question: 

7. Do the local people living inside the park receive concessions from the park 
administration to utilize certain park resources? (Please tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to 0.10) 

8. If yes, what are the concessions? (tick all appropriate answers) 
a. ( ) to collect fuelwood through permit; 
b. ( ) to cut timber for construction materials through 

permit; 
c. ( ) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats through permit; 
d. ( ) to collect other forest products such as nigalo 

(bamboo), fodder and bedding materials for cattle, 
etc.; 

e. ( ) others (please specify) :--------------------------------------

9. Do the villagers living outside the park boundary also receive concessions? (Please 
tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know go to 0.13.) 

10. If Yes, what are the concessions? (tick all appropriate answers) 
a. ( ) to collect fuelwood through permit; 
b. ( ) to cut timber for construction materials through permit; 
c. ( ) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats through permit; 
d. ( ) to collect other forest products such as nigalo (bamboo),fodder and bedding 

materials for cattle, etc.; 

e. ( ) other (please specify) :--------------------------------------------------~-
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11. Do you think that any of the permit guidelines for the above concessions are too 
restrictive? (please tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to Q.13) 

12. Which concessions are you referring to and what changes do you want to 
recommend? 

Concession Changes Recommended 

13. From the table below, are you aware of any of the following offenses being 
committed in the Park? 

If Yes, tick the appropriate boxes on the right to show whether they were 
prosecuted, warned or unreported. Leave blank if you are not aware of an 
offence: 

Offence Prosecuted Warned Unreported Don't 
Know 

a. Doachinc' 
b. timber cuttin~ 

without Dermh: 
c. collecting 

firewood without permit; 
d. liohtino forest fires-=-
e. grazing cattle, sheep, 

doats without permit· 
f. collecting other minor 

forest rroducts 
withou permit· 

g. other ():Iease 
specify: 

-----------
-----------
-----------

(If nothing ticked on above table, go to Q. 15.) 

........ - .. : .. 
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14. How often do you think the above mentioned offenses occur in a single year (tick 
one box for each offence): 

a. poaching: ( ) never 
( ) 6 - 10 

( ) once () 2 - 5 
( ) more than 10 

b. timber cutting without permit: ( ) never () once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 () more than 10 

c. collecting firewood without permit: ( ) never ( ) once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 1 0 

d. lighting forest fires: ( ) never ( ) once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

e. grazing cattle. sheep. goats without permit: ( ) never 
( ) once () 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

f. collecting other minor forest products without permit: ( ) never 
( ) once ( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 1 0 ( ) more than 10 

g. other (please specify offenses and frequency): 

15. What additional concessions should be granted to local people? 

'-;-: .,' :-.'.-'., 
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16. I am interested in your reaction to the impacts of tourism. Please indicate your level 

of agreement or disagreement with each statement by ticking the appropriate box. 

Tourism Impacts on: Very Posl- No Nega- Very Don't 
Posi- tive Imp- tive Nega- Know 
tive act tive 

a.local and 
national income; 

b. the local arts and 
crafts; 

c. the markets for 
locally produced 
foods, such as milk, 
yoghurt, butter, cheese, 
meat etc.; 

d. employment (e.g., 
tourist guides and 
porters); 

e. social customs 
(e.g., clothing, 
behaviour etc.); 

f. local inflation; 

g. conservation of 
flora and fauna; 

h. vandalism; 

i. litter control and trail 
maintenance; 

j. conservation of 
religious and . 
cultural sites; 

k. the survival of local 
religious values; 

I. the survival of local 
cultural values. 
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17. If you have ticked a negative on any of the statements in the above table, please 
specify what you think should be done to control the negative impacts? 

El. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

b -----------------------------------------------------------.------------------------------. 
c:. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
ct. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
e.. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
f. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
g. 
h. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

i. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
j. ---------------------.---------------------------------------------------------------------

k. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

18. Do you come in contact with park' personnel? (please tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know 

(If No/Don't Know, go to Q. 24) 

19. If yes, how often? (please tick one) 
( ) once a year ( ) 2 - 5 times a year 
( ) 6 - 10 times a year () More than 10 times a year 

20. In what circumstances do you (usually) come in contact with park personnel? 

21. With whom (park staff) did you talk to or come in contact? Please specify their 

desig nation: --------------------------------------------------------------------------------

22. Please list any difficulties you have encountered in your dealing with park personnel. 
(If none, go to Q. 24) 

121 



23. Do you have any suggestions as to how some of these difficulties might be 

overcome? 

24. Overall, how would you rate the friendliness of the park personnel you have 

encountered. 

Very friendly So-So Very unfriendly 

/----------------------------------------------------------/---------------------------------------------------------/ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. How helpful would you rate the park personnel you have encountered? 

Very helpful So-So Very unhelpful 

/-------------.---------------------------------------------/---------------------------------------------------------/ 
1 2 3 

26. (a) What is your occupation? 

(b) Age? ---------------------

(c) Education? ---------------

Thank you very much. 

4 5 

Mailing address: 

Fanindra Raj Kharel, 

-/ Langtang National Park 

Office, Dhunche, Rasuwa. 

6 7 
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Appendix - B. 
Sample of Questionnaire for Structured Questionnaire 
Interview to the Park staff in Langtang National Park. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS. RECREATION AND TOURISM. 
LINCOLN UNIVERSITY. CANTERBURY. NEW ZEALAND. 

LANGTANG NATIONAL, NEPAL 

1. I am interested in your personal reaction to the following set of statements. Please 
indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement by ticking the 
appropriate box. 

Langtang National Park Strongly Agree Neutral Dis- Strongly Don't 
Is necessary for: Agree agree Disagree Know 

(a) the control of floods, 
landslides and soil erosion 
by protecting watershed in 
the origin area of 
Indrawati, Bhote Koshi 
and Trisuli Rivers. 

(b) the conservation of 
plants & habitat of 
endangered wildlife such 
as musk deer and red 
panda. 

(c) the conservation of 
religious and cultural sites. 

(d) enhancing local & 
national income through 
tourism. 

(e) providing indirect 
benefit through tourism to 
the local people (eg., by 
maintaining trails and 
controlling pollution). 

(f) providing opportunities 
for educational and 
scientific studies. 
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2. Do you believe the establishment of Langtang National Park has resulted in a loss of 
benefits or privileges for local people living inside and around the park boundary? 
(Please tick one) 
( ) Yes () No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to a.5) 

3. If yes, please list benefits lost and rank them in order of importance (a = the most 
important benefit lost). 

a. . ........................................................................ ~ ................................ . 

b .•••••••••••..•••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..•.•••••••• 

c. . ......................................................................................................... . 
--------------------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------------------

d. . ................ ~ ................... ~ .................................................................... . 

e ........................................................................................................... . 

4. What could be possible solutions to these problems? 
a. . .................................................................................................... . 

b. . .................................................................................................... . 

c. . .................................................................................................... . 

d. . .................................................................................................... . 
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5. I am interested in your personal reaction to lodge, hotel and restaurant businesses. 
Please indicate the extent to which you believe these businesses have a positive 
or negative effect on the Park's natural environment (tick one box). 

Strongly Positive Neutral Negative Strongly Don't 
Positive Negative Know 

6. Please, outline the reasons for your reaction in the above question: 
------.-------------------------------------"-----------------------------------

7. Do the local people living inside the park receive concessions from the park 
administration to utilize certain park resources? (Please tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ). No () Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to 0.10) 

8. If yes, what are the concessions? (tick all appropriate answers) 
a. ( ) to collect fuelwood through permit; 
b. ( ) to cut timber for construction materials through 

permit; 
c. ( ) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats through permit; 
d. ( ) to collect other forest products such as nigalo 

(bamboo), fodder and bedding materials for cattle, 
etc.; 

e. ( ) others (please specify):--------------------------------------

9. Do the villagers living outside the park boundary also receive concessions? (Please 
tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know go to 0.13.) 
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10. If Yes, what are the concessions? (tick all appropriate answers) 
a. ( ) to collect fuelwood through permit; 
b. ( ) to cut timber for construction materials through permit; 
c. ( ) to graze their cattle/sheep/goats through permit; 
d. ( ) to collect other forest products such as nigalo (bamboo),fodder and bedding 

materials for cattle, etc.; 
e. ( ) other (please specify) :----------------------------------------------------

11. Do you think that any of the permit guidelines for the above concessions are too 
restrictive? (please tick one) 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't know 

(If No/Don't know, go to Q.13) 

12. Which concessions are you referring to and what changes do you want to 
recommend? 

Concession Changes Recommended 
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13. From the table below, are you aware of any of the following offenses being 
committed in the Park? 

If Yes, tick the appropriate boxes on the right to show whether they were 
prosecuted, warned or unreported. Leave blank if you are not aware of an 
offence: 

Offence Prosecuted Warned Unreported Don't 
~- Know 

a.ooachina: 
b. timber cuttin~ 

without oerml . 
c. collecting 

firewood without oermit: 
d. liahtina forest fires: 
e. grazing cattle, sheep, 

coats withoutoermit· 
f. collecting other minor 

forest rroducts 
withou oermit· 

g. other <flease 
specIfY : 

-----------
-----------
-----------

(If nothing ticked on above table, go to Q. 15.) 
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14. How often do you think the above mentioned offenses occur in a single year (tick 
one box for each offence): 

a. poaching: ( ) never ( ) once ( ) 2 - 5 

( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

b. timber cutting without germit: ( ) never ( ) once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

c. collecting firewood without germit: ( ) never ( ) once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

d. lighting forest fires: ( ) never ( ) once 
( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

e. grazing cattle. sheep. goats 'without permit: ( ) never 

( ) once ( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 10 ( ) more than 10 

f. collecting other minor forest products without germit: ( ) never 
( ) once ( ) 2 - 5 ( ) 6 - 1 0 ( ) more than 10 

g. other (please specify offenses and frequency): 

15. What additional concessions should be granted to local people? 
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16. I am interested in your reaction to the impacts of tourism. Please indicate your level 

of agreement or disagreement with each statement by ticking the appropriate box. 

Tourism Impacts on: Very Posl- No Nega- Very Don't 
Posi- tive Imp- tlve Nega- Know 
tive act tlve 

a.local and 
national income; 

b. the local arts and 
crafts; 

c. the markets for 
locally produced 
foods, such as milk, 
yoghurt,butter, cheese, 
meat etc.; 

d. employment (e.g., 
tourist guides and 
porters); 

e. social customs 
(e.g., clothing, 
behaviour etc.); 

f. local inflation; 

g. conservation of 
flora and fauna; 

h. vandalism; 

i. litter control and trail 
maintenance; 

j. conservation of 
religious and 
cultural sites; 

k. the survival of local 
religious values; 

I. the survival of local 
cultural values. 
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17. If you have ticked a negative on any of the statements in the above table, please 
specify what you think should be done to control the negative impacts? 

a. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
b. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
c. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
d. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
e. ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
f. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

g. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
h. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
i. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
j. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

k. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I; -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

18. Do you come in contact with the local people (Please tick one)? 
( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don't Know 

(If No/Don't Know, go to Q. 24) 

19. If yes, how often (please tick one)? 
( ) once a year ( ) 2 - 5 times a year 
( ) 5 - 10 times a year () More than 10 times a year. 

20. In what circumstances do/did you come in contact with the local people? 

21. With whom (local people) do you come in contact? 

Please specify their status (e.g., local leader, local hotel/lodge owner, local 
farmer, etc.):-
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22. Please list any difficulties you have encountered in your dealings with local 
people:(lf none, go to Q.24) 

23. Do you have suggestions as to how some of these difficulties might be 
overcome? 

24. How long have you been working in Langtang National Park? 

25. (a) What is your occupation? 

--------------------------------------------------~------------------------------

(b) )\ge? ------------------------------------------------------------------------
(c) Educatio n? ------------------------------------------------------------------
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APPENDIX: C. 
National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act. 2029 (1973) 
with Amendments Made in 2031 (1975) and 2039 (1983) 

Preamble: 
Whereas it is expedient to make provision for national parks, conservation of animals 
and birds and their habitats, control for hunting, protection, conservation, development, 
proper management and utilization of the sites of special importance, of natural beauties 
and for the maintenance of good conduct and comfort of the people in general. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty King Birendra Bir Bikram Shah Dev made this Act on the 
advice and with the consent of the National Panchayat. 

1. Short title, extent and commencement: 
(1) This act may be called the "National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act, 
2029". 

(2) It shall extend to the whole of the Kingdom of Nepal. 

(3) It shall come into force on such date as His Majesty's Government may specify 
by notification in the Nepal Gazette. 

2. Definitions: 
Unless the subject or context otherwise requires, in this Act. 

(a) "National Park" means an areas set aside for conservation, management and 
utilization of animals, birds, vegetation or landscape together with the natural 
environment. 

(b) "Strict Nature Reserve" means an area of ecological significance or other 
significance set aside for purposes of scientific study. 

(c) "Wildlife Reserve" means an area set aside for the conservation and 'management of 
animal and bird resources and their habitats. 
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(d) "Hunting Reserve" means an area set aside for the management of animal and bird 
resources for purposes of sport hunting. 

(e) "Reserve" means Strict Nature Reserve, Wildlife Reserve and Hunting Reserve 
declared under Section 3. 

(f) "Animal" means any animal species other than a domesticated animal i.e. 
mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, frogs (Amphibians) and insects and includes their 
eggs. 

(g) "Weapons", means any type of gun, pistol, or similar other firearms, as well as bow 
and arrow, spear, trap, snare, booby trap, catapult, or any other weapon that 
causes injury. 

(h) "Hunting" means any act of pursuing, capturing, molesting, killing of any animal or 
bird or attempting to do so or taking or destroying any part of its body or taking or 
destroying or disturbing its egg or nest. 

(i) "Trophy" means any body of an animal or bird whether alive or dead or any part of its 
body which is in such form as to be recognizable. 

0) "Authorized Officer" means an officer specified by His Majesty's Government by 
notification in the Nepal Gazette. 

(k) "Prescribed" or "As prescribed" means prescribed or as prescribed in the rules framed 
under this Act. 

3. Declaration of National Parks or Reserve by His Majesty's Government: 

(1) His Majesty's Government may, as deemed necessary declare any area of 
land as a National Park or Reserve with detailed description of the boundaries 
thereof by notification in the Nepal Gazette. 
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(2) His Majesty's Government may alienate or transfer ownership or alter the 
boundaries of a National Park or Reserve declared under Sub-section (1) by 
notification in the Nepal Gazette. 

4. Restriction on entry Into a National Park: 
(1) No person shall enter a National Park unless in possession of an Entry Permit 
as prescribed or a written permission of an authorized officer. 

Provided that this Sub-section shall not apply to a Government official who is on 
duty or a person travelling on a recognized right of way through a National Park. 

(2) The form, kind and the fees and other conditions of Entry Permit under Sub-
section (1) shall be as prescribed. 

5. Prohibited Acts within a National Park or Reserve: 
No person unless in possession of a written permission of an authorized officer 
shall commit any of the following acts within a National Park or Reserve: 

(a) Hunt any animal or bird, 

(b) Build or occupy any house, hut, shelter or other structure of whatever 
materials, 

(c) Occupy, clear, cultivate or plant any part of land, grow or harvest any crops, 

(d) Pasture or water any domesticated animal or bird, 

(e) Cut, fell, remove, girdle, burn or otherwise damage any tree, plant, bush or any 
other forest produce, 

(f) Mine, quarry or remove any minerals, stone, gravel, earth or other such 
substances, 
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(g) Damage any forest produce, animal, bird or land, 

(h) Use or carry any weapon, ammunition or poison, 

(i) Introduce any domesticated or other animal or trophy other than by a 
Government official on duty or by a person travelling on a recognized right of way 
through a National Park, 

m Obstruct or divert any river, stream or other source of water flowing in a 
National Park or introduce any harmful or explosive substances therein. 

6. Operation of Services within a National Park or reserve: 
(1) His Majesty's Government may in the best interests of a National Park or 
reserve either directly or by contract with any other person make provision for 
hotels, lodges, public transport' or any other such services or amenities within a 
National Park. 

(2) No person unless entering into a contract under Sub-section (1) shall operate 
any kind of services or amenities within a National Park or reserve. 

7. Restriction on entry into Strict Nature Reserve: 

No person shall enter a Strict Nature Reserve without the written permission of an 
authorized officer. 

8. Prohibited Acts within a Reserve: 
No person shall within a Reserve commit any of the acts prohibited under Section 
5 without written permission of an authorized officer. 

9. Entry Into National Park or Reserve at one's own risk: 

(1) Entry into a National Park or Reserve shall be at one's own risk. 
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(2) His Majesty's Government shall not be held responsible to pay compensation 
for any death, loss, damage or injury suffered by any person within a National 
Park or Reserve. 

10. Protected animals and birds: 
The animals and birds listed under schedule 1 of this Act shall be regarded as 
protected animals and birds and their hunting is prohibited. 

(a) A rogue wild elephant or a man eating tiger or animal suffered from chronic 
disease or wound may be hunted or caught by the order of the prescribed 
authority. 

(b) Animals coming out ofthe forest and seriously injuring man, domesticated 
animals and birds may be hunted, caught or driven away by order of the 
prescribed authority. 

11. No hunting without licence: 
(1) No person unless in possession of a valid licence shall hunt any animal or bird. 
A hunting licence must be obtained to hunt the prescribed animals and birds. 

(2) Any person intending to obtain a licence under Sub-section (1) shall apply to 
the prescribed authority in the prescribed format and on receipt of such application 
and payment of the fees as prescribed, the prescribed authority shall issue a 
licence in the prescribed form for hunting the animals or birds listed under 
schedule 2. \\ 

(3) Any person in possession of a valid licence under Sub-section (2) shall hunt 
subject to the conditions and methods as prescribed. 

(4) The prescribed authority may refuse the issue of a licence under Sub-section 
(2) with or without showing any reason therefor. 
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12. Fixing of hunting annual quotas: 
Based on periodic population inventories of animals and birds, the prescribed 
authority shall fix annual quotas of the animals or birds which may be hunted 
within a Hunting Reserve during the year. 

13. Cancellation of licence by His Majesty's Government: 
His Majesty's Government may as it deems necessary at any time cancel the 
licence issued under section 11 with or without showing any reason there for. 

14. Closed Season: 
His Majesty's Government may, by notification in the Nepal gazette, declare a 
closed season in any area and for any period specified in the same notification. 

15. Permits to collect specimens: 
(1) No person unless in possession of a permit shall collect specimens for 
purposes of scientific study within a National Park or Reserve. 

(2) Any person desirous of obtaining such a permit under Sub-section (1) shall 
apply to the prescribed authority in the prescribed form. 

(3) On receipt of such application under Sub-section (2) and on payment of the 
fees as prescribed, the prescribed authority may issue a permit for collecting 
specimens of any animal or bird other than those listed in schedule 1 or for the 
collection of any insect, fish or other natural produce subject to the prescribed 
conditions. 

16. Management of National Parks or Reserves: 

The prescribed authority may, if he deems it necessary for the proper 
management of a National Park or Reserve, hunt any animal or bird, remove any 
natural produce or carry out such other necessary activities within' a National Park 
or Reserve. 
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(a) Permission for forest produce or other service 
Specified forest produce or other service may be taken from national parks and 
reserves on the payment of the fee specified and on obtaining an order from the 
prescribed authority. 

17. Trophy to be presented before the officer issuing licence: 
(1) Any person in possession of a trophy obtained under a valid licence shall 
present the same before the licence issuing authority or the authority specified by 
him within twenty-four hours, excluding the period of travel from the place where 
such trophy has been obtained. 

(2) Where the licence issuing authority is of the opinion that the trophy presented 
before him under Sub-section (1) has been obtained in accordance with a valid 
licence, he shall, having recorded the particulars thereof, return the same to the 
person presenting it together with a certificate as prescribed. 

Provided that in a case where the licence has been issued on condition that the 
whole or any part of the body of any animal or bird hunted shall remain the 
property of His Majesty's Government it shall be effected accordingly. 

18. Possession of illegal trophy without certificate: 
(1) Any person who has obtained a trophy prior to the commencement of this Act 
shall present the same before the prescribed authority within six months of the 
date of this Act coming into force and shall obtain a certificate as prescribed. 

(2) His Majesty's Government may confiscate any trophy possessed without 
obtaining the certificate prescribed under Sub-section (1) above or Sub-section (2) 
of section 17. 

19. Transfer of trophies: 
(1) No person shall sell, barter or otherwise transfer the possession of any trophy 
to another person without having written document therefor. 
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(2) Any person buying a trophy from a person having the certificate of ownership 
in accordance to Sub-section (1) or after obtaining the transfer of legal ownership 
right of trophy, must present the trophy to the prescribed authority within a 
specified time and must obtain the certificate of legal ownership of the trophy from 
the prescribed authority. 

20. Recommendation to be obtained for the Import and export of trophies: 
Any person desirous of exporting or importing a trophy under the existing Nepal 
Law shall first obtain a recommendation from the Ministry of Forest and Soil 
Conservation of His Majesty's Government. 

21. Necessary action may be taken for self defence: 
(1 ) Where necessary for self defence or for the defence of any other person or 
domestic animals against an actual or immediate attack by any animal, and where 
there is no possible alternative, the use of weapon or any other appropriate action 
may be resorted to, and as a result if any animal is killed or wounded it shall not 
be deemed as an offence under this Act. 

(2) If any animal is killed or wounded under Sub-section (1) it shall be notified to 
the prescribed authority within twenty four hours excluding the period of travel 
from the place where such action has been taken. 

(3) No such facilities under Sub-section (1) shall be available to a person 
committing an act in contravention of this Act or Rules framed thereunder. 

22. Damage to boundary marks: 
No person shall destroy, damage, deface, remove or otherwise interfere with any 
boundary, fence, fence wall, signpost or notice of any National Park or Reserve. 
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23. Powers of Inspection and search: 
Where the prescribed authority has sufficient reason to believe that an offence has 
been committed in contravention of this Act, and where it is necessary for the 
purpose of collecting evidence or arresting an offender, he may after obtaining a 
warrant from the prescribed authority enter and search any house, premises, land 
and vehicle of any type at any time whatsoever. 

Provided that where it appears that the offender is likely to abscond or destroy 
the evidence within the time taken for obtaining a warrant, the prescribed authority 
may after making a due record of such matter enter and search such house, 
premises, land or vehicle without warrant. 

Explanation 
No official below the rank prescribed in Section 30 shall enter and search under 
this Act. Where the evidence under this Act has not been obtained the official 
entitled to search under this Act without warrant shall provide a certificate thereof 
to the concerned person and also report it in writing to the prescribed authority 
showing the cause of the same within fifteen days of the date of such entry or 
search. 

24. Power to arrest without warrant: 
(1) Where the authorised officer has reason to believe that any suspect under this 
Act is likely to abscond, he may arrest such person. The person so arrested shall 
be presented before the authority empowered to hear the case for trial within 
twenty-four hours, excluding the period of travel from the place where such arrest 
has been made. 

(2) Where in the course of arrest by an authorised officer under Sub-section (1) or 
at any time thereafter the offender or any person assisting him resists arrest and 
the situation thereby appears such that the offender is likely to escape or the life 
of the official himself is threatened, or where the use of a weapon is unavoidable, 
the official effecting such arrest may shoot, aiming at as far as possible below the 
knee. Under such circumstances the official concerned shall not be held 
responsible for any death or injury which may result. 
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25. Rewards to Informer: 
(1) Any person who furnishes information which leads to the conviction of any 
person for possession of rhinoceros horn or killing or wounding a rhinoceros, tiger 
or musk deer shall be entitled to a reward not exceeding five thousand rupees. 

(2) Where a person furnishes information leading to the recovery of illegal 
trophies, he shall be paid a reward equivalent to fifty percent of the value of the 
same or if the trophy is not saleable in view of the animal being protected, then he 
shall be paid, considering the trophy's size, condition and importance, a reward 
not exceeding ten thousand rupees. 

(3) Any person who furnishes information which leads to the conviction of an 
offender under this Act except as mentioned in Sub-section (1) and (2) shall be 
entitled to a reward not exceeding one thousand rupees. 

26. Penalties: 
(a) Any person, with an intention of selling, found guilty of possessing, selling, 
buying or transferring the right of ownership, both persons involved, shall be 
punishable with a fine not exceeding twenty five thousand rupees or imprisonment 
not exceeding five years, subject to a minimum of one year or both such fine and 
imprisonment according to the quantity of rhino-horn or musk pod. 

(b) Any person found guilty of killing or injuring protected animals except birds (by 
hunting) shall be punishable with a fine not exceeding fifteen thousand rupees, 
subject to a minimum of five thousand rupees or from one year to three years 
imprisonment or both such fine and imprisonment. 

(c) Any person found guilty of killing or injuring animals except birds and fish in 
national parks, strict nature reserves or wildlife reserves without obtaining a 
hunting licence, shall be punishable with a fine not exceeding fifteen thousand 
rupees, subject to a minimum of one thousand rupees or imprisonment not 
exceeding two years, subject to a minimum of six months or both such fine and 
imprisonment. 
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(d) Any person found guilty of killing or injuring protected birds shall be punishable 
with a fine not exceeding ten thousand rupees, subject to a minimum of five 
hundred rupees or imprisonment not exceeding two years, subject to a minimum 
of three months or both such fine and imprisonment. 

(e) Any person found guilty of killing or injuring other than protected birds in 
national parks, strict nature reserves and wildlife reserves without obtaining a 
hunting licence shall be punishable with a fine not exceeding ten thousand rupees, 
subject to a minimum of two hundred rupees or imprisonment not exceeding two 
years, subject to a minimum of three months or both such fine and imprisonment. 

(f) Any person found guilty in contravention of the sections of this act or rules 
framed under this act, of matters other than those mentioned in Sub-sections (a), 
(b), (c), (d) and (e) shall be punishable with a fine not exceeding ten thousand 
rupees or imprisonment not exceeding two years or both with due consideration to 
the degree of offence. 

27. Penalties for accomplice: 
Any accomplice who knowingly assists a person committing an offence under this 
Act shall be punishable with half the penalties awarded to the offender. 

Provided that an accomplice in an offence concerning rhinoceros, tiger, musk deer 
or elephant shall be awarded the same penalties as the offender. 

28. Power of confiscation: 
Where any person is found guilty of an offence under the provisions of this Act or 
of any rule framed thereunder the authority empowered to hear the case may 
confiscate any trophy, weapon, vehicle and other objects directly involved in the 
commission of the offence. A seized hunting dog can be killed by the order of 

authority empowered to hear the case prior to the decision of the case. 
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29. State cases: 
Cases under this Act shall be construed as state cases. 

30. Investigation and institution of cases: 
(1) Investigation of a case under this Act shall be undertaken by the Ranger or an 
official of the rank of Subedar concerned with the management of the wildlife and 
forest or by an official of the rank at least of non-gazetted first class or in the case 
of police at least by Sub-inspector and after the accomplishment of such 
investigation such official shall institute a case to the authority empowered to hear 
a case under this Act in the name of the National Park Office, Reserve Office or 
Wildlife Conservation Office or the Forest Office or such other offices relating to 
forest. 

(2) The official concerned instituting a case to the authority empowered to hear a 
case under Sub-section (1) may consult with the Government lawyer. 

31. Power to hear cases: 
(1) The prescribed court or authority is empowered to hear a case under this act. 

(2) The prescribed court or authority shall follow the same procedures which are 
applicable to an original court. 

(3) An appeal shall lie to the Zonal Court against any order or decision of the 
prescribed court or authority within thirty five days of such order or decision. 

32. Power of His Majesty's Government to amend the schedule: 
His Majesty's Government may amend the schedule of this Act by notification in 
the Nepal Gazette. 

33. Power to frame Rules (Regulations): 
To carry out the purposes of this Act His Majesty's Government may frame Rule 
(Regulations). 
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34. Repeal and saving: 

(1) The Wildlife Protection Act 2015 is hereby repealed. 

(2) Matters other than those mentioned in this Act or rules framed thereunder shall 

be governed by existing Nepal Law. 
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Schedule 1 (Pertaining to Section 10) 

1. Animals: (mammals) 

(a) Rhinoceros 

(c) Wild buffalo 

(e) Clouded leopard 

(g) Musk deer 

(i) Gaur (Indian bison) 

(k) Four-horned antelope 

(m) Great tibetan sheep 

(0) Brown bear 

(q) Red panda 

(s) Hispid hare 

(u) Assamese monkey 

(w)Lingsang 

(y) Leopard cat 

2. Birds: 
(a) Impeyan pheasant (Danfe) 

(b) Crimson-horned pheasant (Monal) 

(c) Bengal florican (Khar mayor) 

(d) Great pied hornbill 

(e) Black Stork 

(f) White stork 

(g) Saras 

(h) Cheer pheasant 

(i) Leser florican 

3. Reptiles: 

(a) Python 

(b) Gharial crocodile 

(c) Golden lizard. 

(b) Wild elephant 

(d) Tiger 

(f) Snow leopard 

(h) Wild yak 

(j) Black buck 

(I) Swamp deer 

(n) Tibetan antelope (Chiru) 

(p) Gangetic dolphin 

(r) Pygmy hog 

(t) Pangolin 

(v) Wolf 

(x) Hyena 

(z) Lynx 
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