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Overview

o 3 sites

o Base-line studies
o Policy studies

o Learning Groups

o Partners
IHED
WII
HPEDS/Changar Project, Kangra, HP
Lake Conservation Authority, MP

Indian Institute of Forest Management (11FM)
Peoples Science Institute (PSI)




centive Based Mechanisms (IBMs)

PES, CES, RUPES, CRES, MES, IBMs

«Create a resource flow from service recipients to
providers.

*Pay for Output (low sediment)
Input, (plant trees on fields - China)
off-set opportunity cost (not grazing)
Support a bundle of goods and services

Driven by perception of opportunity costs downstream
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IBMs In site 1: Kuhan

o Surcharge on water lifting charges (Rs 5).
Dam protection Rs 2/ hr + 50 /member/yr
Pump maintenance Rs 2/ hr
Pipe maintenance Rs 1/ hr

Signed agreement

Protect grazing area:8 yr

Kuhan VDC provided 320 saplings.
Oach Kalan VDC dug pits & planted.

Build 9 brush-wood checkdams — shared
labour & material

O O O O O



oo lawra wlnta sia @ei sy g wra @ dla

Rk Gzl
o fapra wibda st @l il meor wmre @ dl" 14 SR 2005 @t wwslar dow
g¢ 1 dow ol eana g s F g Rard die A Ya (oww) @l @ww st @ B st
weil aifa @ oy Preer & snefl pa e widay @l welda st asten ey wiiha @
@1 el #-epila sieaEsr @ sweny WY feer orm & wWiilda sta @ w21 wfar
arftre & aar v welt wfary s feera widiln site @ wewy ol 8 welwa @5 @
waAgtiar 21 wRart @ wter fean o & woeld @1 fwsr o @a @t ord )

1. anar famrwr wlnly wevr wra wdaw wlast ol Rredwfa swar @ asa
330 wiel Iverer avardofl sty wRayr sl w@u I wtardfa
@l 1 qtent w1 ga wd awn Fawra wfiln @ el awn errer
fawra ubifa ota @ai wteal @ gend @ fae o voa wwd @
werwar arn Fawrm wlnly e wra wt deity

2. wteztfua ala @t weggst @ oyl wlia wensl et uwswer W@l
formtardt agrmr Brorer wtnfa oita wat @l stofl 1 welya sta A Coell
#t yor @ wyst @t aud adl stofl e wrer, orentast ¥ awdl —
suls @1 wlew Wqtad vd (adeyel afle | four omoar aifls e-zwor —
@il wgrar sl Bret s

R

3. Faaeel @l erd Wwww 2 A ywdarlia uwewt @ Prasit @1 siadersn
@vel wv anw Tawra wlfnfa sia wen @l gofd @ alv @ e @t
et cuad @1 S0 ylrera swor e faora wfnky wewr wrw @t s
@wvel slal |

4. auw Fawra winfy weo e Qenrdfa gy s wA-ww qw wellan
wiafl

5. wWelha glg & @lel areft woil vor @t Ygrar w wiar wfas! o
Y @ sl

6. sragaser aralt swe wrer @l slofl sus wre wie glel ena 1 [
el st sepasy weE aw vwuen dd @ fav vaas

v aregasel U @ Feqwrelle wetasr @ fow et awa edleut @l wisl
dow sifrard slafty

%ﬂﬁ wary 7 i)
ra Yy e niat = i e b
i GAL LGB ) (- TR 1 ﬁ’/,_/ -

8 famig sfafy o

1] "
AT B e wg Gl

2
wlera /[ werten (18,4 )
arar fawra afaly i.

BEVI T

i Hag




Impacts

o Water users increased from 10 to 50

o Upstream — grazing diverted, & cut
grass increased.

o Post script:

Silt increased due to road construction
upstream






LEARNINGS



1. Characteristics of IBMs: Moral
authority and voice

o Local money that is generated
among the stakeholders conveys
the concern of the ES receiver

o IBMs can lead to a greater voice for
the marginalized as IBMs demand
negotiation and dialogue



2. Impact on poverty &
environment

o Complement incomes of upstream
stakeholders

o Downstream beneficiaries could have
larger benefits eventually,

o Poor people, especially graziers, run the
risk of exclusion if consultations are not
undertaken carefully.

o The lack of clear community rights on
common lands makes implementing IBMs
on a larger scale a risky exercise both for
upstream and downstream stakeholders



3. Forests for water ? . Land use
practices and watershed services

o Relationship between landuse practices
and watershed services — complex, site
specific

Impacts of protection, planting, grazing on
quality and quantity of water
Relative inflitration, runoff and erosion rates

o Many views on water quantity and
regulation impacts

o Hydrological evidence important but hard
to come by.

o Scale and time lags important




4. - 7.

o Need functional at both
ends — upstream and downstream
e between spatial and temporal

of decision-making and
biophysical processes affects the
process

e negotiation process
O — e.g. road building



What are the differences between
ublic and private finance?

Public funding — advantages
- sets a precedent

- allows policy and legal framework to be
developed

- Provides viability gap funding

- scale

o Public funding — possible risks

- blue print approach — less context specific

- Can lead to an ‘entitlement’ effect without
additionality of watershed service



Questions ?

o Public v/s private funding — both ?

o Risk of entitlement effect without
additionality of service

o Invest in public hydrological monitoring
o How to reduce transaction costs

o In what contexts would IBMs be relevant
In developing countries

o How to secure benefits for upstream
landless




Promise and potential

o Additional tool — can complement others

o New sources of funding (or new more
effective use of existing funds)

o Potential win-win for both development
and conservation

o New set of relationships between
stakeholders

o Potential in HEP catchments, urban local
water supply catchments, micro-
catchments
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