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ABSTRACT

The Sundarbans as a World Heritage site is the largest chunk of natural productive mangrove
forest in the world. About 3.5 million people inhabiting the surrounding areas of Sundarbans
are directly or indirectly dependent on the Sundarbans for their livelihood. But Sundarbans is
experiencing illicit felling and overexploitation since many years. Due to lack of alternative
income opportunities, education and environmental consciousness most of them are fully or
to some extent dependent on the natural resource harvest of the Sundarbans which threatens
caption of forest as a whole. Co-management approach might be one of the effectual and
judicious alternative income generation options for local communities surrounding the
Sundarbans where the local poor people may be engaged indifferent activities which may
lead them to earn money and to build environmental awareness to promote conservation and
protection of natural resources. This study was undertaken at sundarban and chilla union at
Chandpai Range respectively to assess the impact of co-management on forest protection and
conservation and to know the reduction of forest dependency by creating alternative
livelihood through co-management. Respondents from local community were selected by
using random sampling method. Face to face to interview and group discussion were used to
collect the require information. It was evaluated that peoples’ dependency on the forest for
their livelihood was the ultimate hindrance on the ways of conservation and protection of the
SRF. Respondents of both sundarban and chilla union expressed very positive attitude toward
Co-management as an altemative income opportunities respectively. Proper policy and
strategy should be developed to overcome the pitfalls and augment the opportunities to

develop co-management activities at the study area.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background and justification of the study

In Bangladesh, Sundarbans mangrove lies in the delta of the Ganges, Brahmaputra, and
Mcghna (GBM) rivers on the Bay of Bengal. It is located in the southwest corner of
Bangladesh. between 21°30' and 22°30' North and 89°00' and 89°55' East, covering 580000
hectares (Islam. 2010). Most notable services of Sundarbans are acts as barriers against winds
and storm surges (Rahman, 2009), serves as coastal defense and reduces coastal flooding and
coastal erosion. provide livelihoods of coastal people as well as contributing to the local and
national economy (Rahman, 2009; SCBD; 2009, Biswas et al., 2007). Sundarbans is
threatened by both anthropogenic and natural factors. Among the natural processes, In this

study the major anthropogenic threats were considered.

Millions of peoplc representing a great variety of cultures and land-use practices live in or on
the edges of forests. Apart from the fact that they are somehow dependent on natural forest
products, these people oflen do not have much in common. In recent years, however, a large
number of them have experienced increasing difficulties in gaining access to local forests and
their products owing to deforestation, logging, population pressure or increasing government

regulations including declaration of state forests, national parks or wildlife reserves.

With respect to forest protection, participation is often associated with community forestry,
which means that a forest is managed or co-managed by people who live close to the forest.
Legal, political and cultural settings within which community forestry is practised vary
considerably and accordingly, the term covers a range of different experiences and practices.
Community forestry is often associated with South and Southeast Asia but it is also found in
other regions (Wily 1997). While local participation is important in forest protection, there
are situations where it is absolutely necessary, i.e. under high population pressure and
resource use conflicts, under communal ownership, and in smaller protected areas because of
their vulnerability (Roche and Dourojeanni 1984). In such cases, protection without local
participation is doomed to fail. Nevertheless, participation itself provides no guarantee of
success. This is because the outcome of participatory processes often depends on additional
factors such as an institutional and legal framework or the education and interests of local

people and other interest holders. As the case stories presented in this paper show,
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governments and their agencies play significant roles in participatory processes by providing
- or by not providing — the 'enabling environment'. Indeed, many studies suggest that the
optimum formula for conservation is joint

control and management by the government and local people (e.g. Singh 1996; Hirsch et al.,
1999).

participatory forest management plays a vital role in meetingthe needs of rural communities
(Adhikari, 2005; Chhetri, 2010). The sustainability of heavily used forests is primarily
dependent on the structural characteristics of local forest-governing institutions(Gautam and
Shivakoti, 2005). The physical properties of resources have bearing on local people's
participation in forest conservation (Smith et al., 2003). Active forest management by local
users canincrease the regular supply of forest products without degrading forestresources
(Chhetri et al., 1993; Nagendra and Gokhale, 2008). Participation can stimulate an ongoing
learning process by increasing the awareness of collective responsibility within a community.
The greater the control by outsiders, the less local communities tend tobe involved at critical
decision-making stages (Agrawal, 2001). At the earlier stages of community forestry policy
development, there was a general assumption that people at all socio-economic levels would
benefit from forest resource conservation activities. Indeed, this assumption has been found
unreliable (Upreti, 2000; Jacksonand Ingles, 1995). Forest resources have generally improved
and continue to do so but conditions for poorer groups have not significantly improved
because protection activities do not address broadersocio-economic and institutional issues
(Varughese and Ostrom, 2001; Malla, 2000; Upreti, 2000).

Co-mangement is regarded as a tool for natural and cultural resources conservation and
protection and it is closely associated with community involvement for community
development. Co-management emerges from community development strategy, using local
e the forest along with forest officials. It provides alternative Income

people as a tool to mang

opportunities which are in essence in rural areas. It has the potentialities to create jobs and

generate income opportunities for people from variety of backgrounds, skill and experiences,

including rural communities and especially women. It has been implemented in many

developing countries often in support of wildlife management, environmental protection and

development for indigenous people, protection and conservation of biodiversity.

In Bangladesh co-management come into light through the tropical forest conservation fund
Agreement, United States transferred first debt for mature funds in 2004 to protect and ensure
the sustainability of biodiversity of the tropical forest in Bangladesh (Khan et al, 2004).In



2004 co-management based project named by Nishorgo Support Project (NSP) was jointly
implemented by the Forest Department (FD) and the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) aimed at improving the management and Governance of PAs of
Bangladesh (Khan et.al, 2004). Government of Bangladesh adopted community based co-
management for the first time in the history of Sundarbans management in 2010 for
managing the PAs of the SRF. But, there is no separate management plan for the three PAs
(Wildlife Sanctuary) in the SRF. In 2010 a draft integrated management plan was prepared
for the entire area of the SRF. The main objectives of present management plan of SRF has
been set to: 1)restore, sustain and enhance the biodiversity of the SRF and its surrounding
landscape, 2)Provide for resilience-based food security through provision of a variety of
subsistent uses , values, benefits, products and services, while ensuring the sustainable supply
of these resources for future generations, 3) provide for and enhance ecotourism and
recreation opportunities,4) support and improve community based co-management

approaches for the activities taking place in the SRF and its surrounding landscape (FD,
2010).

To succeed in incorporating protection commitment in planning and practice, one must be
aware of and involved in the concerns of others. The relationship between forest officials and
local people should be developed as well as they need to understand each other. For example
success in protecting a landscape in a nation or region depends not just on Government
support and local management organization, it also depends on the reaction and involvement
of the local population. There are various co-management organizations such as village
conservation forum (VCF), people’s forum (PF), co-management committee (CMC) and co-
management council (CMC) which also stimulate co-management activities. These
organizations provide local people with a substantial membership and give opportunity to
come closer with higher authority of Forest Department and local administration. These
organizations arrange several meeting at weekly basis or monthly basis on some
predetermined agenda and discuss how to solve the existing problem based on their own

experience. Every member of these organizations has equal scope to talk in the meeting and

express their decision making power.



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an extensive literature review of collaborative management. It starts with the
definition of participation, the need of participation for local people etc. The later part of this

chapter is described about what is co-management, evolution agnd why co-management is
required.

2.2 What is participation:

The concept of participation originally grew out of a radical criticism of the mainstream
development projects in the 1960s and 1970s. Critics asked why development projects often
did not lead to the expected results and came to the conclusion that lack of people's
participation was the problem. Too many projects, it was argued, were designed and
implemented without debate and co-operation with people whose lives were affected by the
projects. Since then, participation has become one of the buzz words of development jargon.
Now it seems that every project descriptions and plans use a "participatory approach”, often
because this is required by donor organisations for political reasons. Unfortunately, project
planners and implementers frequently use the word ’participation’ while they continue their
traditional style of management without real involvement of local people (Wily 1997).

Nonetheless, real participation may lead to more effective conservation of forest resources.

When developers and conservation planners use the term participation, they often mean very

different things. Adnan et al. (1992) have defined three basic meanings of participation:

1. Participation is a process in which information on a planned project is made available to
the public. This type of participation often involves only community leaders. These people
are listened to but the decision-making power rests with the outside planners and project

implementers.

2. Participation includes project-related activities rather than mere information flow. This

might involve labor from a community or a longer-term commitment by local groups to



maintain services or facilities or even to plan for their future use. However, people are
involved but not in control.

3. Participation means that a project is a direct outcome of people's own initiatives. A famous
example of this is the Chipko movement, which began in the Himalayas in the 1970s when

women mobilized themselves to protect the trees that were vital to their economy (Shiva
1988).

Of course, we find many intermediate forms between these three categories. Some people
have also claimed that participation has in reality become a meaningless term, which too
often serves to disguise a continuation of top-down planning (Rahnema 1992). Others have
argued that it is not reasonable to describe a process as participatory if local people are
merely asked to supply information or labor to a project already designed and decided by
planners (cf. Gardner and Lewis 1996). In line with these arguments, we only consider
participation as real when local people are involved in the planning, organization and

decision-making of a project from the very beginning.

2.3 Participation as a social process

If effective participation in conservation means involving people throughout the organization
and decision-making processes, the question then arises how to create this kind of
participation? To begin with, it is helpful to think of participation as a process. Participation
is communicating and working together with different people and groups in order to achieve
commonly defined goals. Participation is learning from each other's knowledge and mistakes.
It is a process made up of different steps or phases, each of which presents new insights and
challenges. Participation is sometimes difficult but the rewards of truly participatory
processes are ofien impressive, as more effective forest conservation is achieved(Wily 1997,
World Bank 1996). Conservation of forest resources requires that interest holders trust one
another and commit themselves to the task of sustainable forest use. Legal or administrative
procedures may have to be changed or power redistributed to build up relations of trust.
Mutual trust often needs time to develop, especially if interest holders have no previous
experience of sharing decision-making power and management responsibilities. It is the
concrete actions made by interest holders in relation to each other - rather than their words or

promises - which ultimately determine whether trust evolves or not.
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It is important to consider how a conservation process itself may or may not help to catalyze
relations of trust and commitment among interest holders. An ambitious timetable of
insutficient duration for a given conservation activity may, for example, make it difficult to
ensure the trust and commitment of all interest holders. This is not least the case if
conservation activities involve outside project personnel. Often, such projects are envisaged
to last just a few years before the ‘outsiders’ leave an area again. If local people have no
previous experience with participation and co-operation or if tenure rights are insufficiently
secured, the process of building up trust and commitment may take much longer than such a
time frame permits. Likewise, if project personnel depart before the positive effects of

conservation activities become visible for local interest holders, then the latter are less likely

to remain committed to the conservation process.

Donors' preference for large-scale rather than small-scale projects can also inadvertently lead
to barriers to trust and commitment. This is especially true if project managers (be they local
people or ‘outsiders’) want other interest holders to commit themselves on a level beyond
their capacities and aspirations. Such an approach can make other interest holders insecure,
leading to minimal commitment or no involvement at all. In order to avoid such situations,
conservation activities need to be organized so that interest holders can commit themselves
gradually, task by task, and progressively build up relations of trust. All key interest holders
should be involved in conservation activities from the very beginning of the planning process

to the actual implementation of forest co-management.

2.4 Why the participation of local people needs to be supported

Recently, it has been recognized that participation of local people is important in the forest
management. But sometimes there is no opportunity legally for those people to participate in
this process. Even though there is an opportunity to participate in the forest protection,
sometimes people could not utilize it effectively or that process generates adverse results.
Those results caused by many reason; 100 complicated procedure, lack of awareness of social
and economic problem in the local community, disregard for traditional culture including the
management way for natural resources, tenure right etc. That is the reason why it is necessary
to support those systems implementing effectively and achieving their purpose. There is an
ideal measure already. It is an international treaty called "the convention on access to

information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice in environmental,
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matters” was adopted on June 1998 in ECE (The Economic Commission Europe). This
convention requires parties to support public participation by disclosing information related
to environmental matters. In this treaty, government can refuse to disclose information, but

people have the nght to appeal to court about this decision.

1 think this is an ideal measure to support the participation of local people, but I think that the
introduction of a such system is possible in only developed countries such as Europe. In
Asian and pacific region, the situation is difference from Europe. We have to seck alternative

way, which can support the participation effectively in this region.
2.5 Local communities and local people

In protection projects, villages or local communities are sometimes identified rather broadly
as a single interest holder. It is important to question this as well as other assumptions about

local communities. Below are some frequently held incorrect assumption-

2.5.1 Local communities are homogeneous entities:

Most local communities are, in fact, characterized more by social divisions than by equality
in terms of land holding, power, and knowledge. Women and men may have different
interests in a forest. Landless people may desire access to the forest and its resources for
other purposes than landholders. If only community leaders (who are usually male
landholders) are involved in a participatory process, there is a risk that other interest groups

within the community are neglected. Failure to consider the views of all community members

is a common source of conflict.
2.5.2 Local communities live according to traditional values:

The idea that rural communities do not change or acquire new knowledge, habits and

interests is wrong. Social and cultural traditions change as people get new options, ideas, and

technology.



2.5.3 Dependency of local people on forest:

It is true that many people living in tropical forest areas are highly dependent on forest
resources. However, in many countries infrastructure development and access to urban labor

markets have made rural people much less dependent on forest products than they were in the
past.

2.5.4 Local people like the forest and therefore want to protect it:

Indeed, in social groups there ofien exist different ways of thinking about and acting towards
forests, which to outside observers might seem unintelligible or paradoxical. For example,
while people may ‘like’ and treasure the forest in the sense that it provides them with fuel
wood, food, medicine, and timber, the forest might at the same time be associated with
negative meanings. In Southeast Asia, for example, the forest has traditionally been perceived
as the sphere of uncivilised and immoral beings including spirits, wild animals, and ethnic
minority groups. As such forests are linked to notions of backwardness and danger, and
carries a negative meaning for many people in these countries (Davis 1984, Stott 1991, Isager

2001). They may be keen to clear it and expand agricultural production, which in their view
is more civilized and desirable.

2.5.5 Local people destroy the forest because they did not care about it:

This assumption is possibly as common as the previous assumption. Both ideas rest upon the
underlying incorrect notion that people’s perceptions and feelings about forests are
straightforward and unambiguous and make them act in well-defined, standardized ways. In
reality, people’s knowledge (e.g. on forests) and the relationship between their knowledge
and concrete actions are highly complex matters and oversimplification should be avoided
(cf. Barth 1993, Bourdieu 1990).

2.5.6 Local people have in depth knowledge in environment:

This assumption is as common as the adverse assumption that local people s knowledge about
forest and biodiversity is irrelevant for protection planners. In fact, forest-dwelling people do

have considerable knowledge on forest resources and ecology. Government planners or



‘external advisors’ 100 often underestimate this knowledge. At the same time, however, it

should not be assumed that all people, labeled as local or indigenous, hold in-depth
knowledge of their natural environment.

2.6 What is Co-management

Collaborative management or co-management has been defined as ‘the sharing of power and
responsibility between the Government and the local resource users’ (Berkers et al., 1991).
But the world bank focuses on equity. The world bank has defined co-management as ‘the
sharing of responsibilities, rights and duties between the primary stakeholders, in particular
local communities and the nation state, a decentralized approach to decision —making that
involves the local users in the decision making process as equals with the nation state * (The
world bank, 1999).on the other hand co-management can be understood as a situation in
which two or more social actors negotiate , define and guarantee amongst themselves a fair

sharing of the management functions , entitlements and responsibilities for a given territory

area or set of natural resources (Borrini , 2000).

But the most restrictive definition has been given by Ansell and Gash (2007)"a governing
arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a
collective decision-making process that is formal , consensus oriented , and deliberative and

that aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets”.

There are various constraints and pitfalls in supporting collaborative forest management was

designed by Ingels et al., (1999) :

e Lack of appropriate training, understanding of CFM or commitment by convincing or
supporting organizations or individuals.

e Lack of confidence inability of local people to manage resources.

e Mistakes in starting too big and setting physical targets.

e Rushing to start CFM before an appropriate process is developed.

e Provision of CFM support programs of too short life span.

e Imposition of CFM model without adequate participation of interests group.

e Difficulty in accepting error as a learning experience.

e Tendency to overlook local institutions and local perceptions.

e Improper or unskilled design and use of participatory processes.



2.7 Evolution of co-management

The term co-management is relatively recent. Pinkerton (2003) traces the earliest use of
the term to the late 1970s, in the management of salmon under the Bolt Decision by the
US Treaty Tribes in Washington State. However, the practice of formalized power
sharing in resource management goes back to earlier times. In the area of fisheries,
the earliest documented legal arrangement seems to be the Lofoten Islands cod fishery in
Norway in the 1890s (Jentoft and Mccay, 1995), and Japanese inshore fisheries
under Japan's 1901 Fisheries Act and its subsequent revisions(Lim et al.,1995). In
the management, government-community partnerships existed in the commui Kumaon

Himalayas, India, from the 1920s and the 1930s (Agrawal, 2005), ai forests of Kirinyaga,
Kenya, from the 1930s and the 1940s (Castro and Neilson, 2001).

Indian joint forest management started in 1972 in West Bengal State as a revenue sharing
arrangement to replant degraded forest areas (Agarwal, 2001). The earliest wildlife co-
management started in the 1980s in northern Canada and Alaska (Kendrick, 2003) and in
Africa for revenue sharing from safari hunting (Getz et al.,1999)Watershed co-
management is probably most advanced in the United States (Brunner et al., 2005) and
river basin co-managementin Europe (Pahl-Wost] and Hare, 2004; Pahl-wostl et al., 2007).
There are early examples of co-management of protected areas, such as the Kakadu
National Park in Australia, but protected area co-management did not become widespread
until the 1990s (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004)). The early literature depicted co-
management as a class of relatively simple partnership arrangements, for example, in the
implementation of indigenous land and resource claims (Berkes et al., 1991). However, the
wide range of international experience accumulating since the 1980s indicates that co-
management has become more complex and dynamic than might be concluded from this

earlier literature and evolved in diverse directions (Plummer and Armitage, 2007).

2.8 Why co-management?

A major justification for co-management is the belief that increased stakeholder participation
will enhance the efficiency and perhaps the equity of the intertwined common property
resource management and social systems. According to this view, people will respond in a

positive manner to material and social incentives. A recent publication by the food and
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agricultural organizations asserts:"the promotion of collaborative management is based on the
assumption that effective management is more likely to occur when local resource users have
shared or exclusive rights to make decisions about the benefit from resource use” ( Ingels et
al., 1999).The motivation to manage a resource in a sustained manner also depends on
peoples ability to be assured of possessing long term access to it. Having security of tenure
to, and receiving  benefits from, a resource are critical variables for community involvement.
The complete devolution of governance responsibility over natural resources to indigenous
people and other rural communities offers a means of fulfilling these conditions (Banerjee,
2000). But such far reaching reforms may not be palatable to national governments.co-
management may offer a pathway for resource users to obtain a proprietary share in the
authority and decision making powers that underwrite management. However, a degree of

conflict may be necessary before the state and other stakeholders are willing to enter into

negotiations for a co-management agreement.

2.9 Power in co-management

Central to co-management is the issue of power (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997,
Meadowcroft, 1998; Jentoft, 2000). Power is the ability to control, potential to influence,
and capability to exercise authority (Pollard, 1994). Jentoft (2000) examines power in
the context of the commons suggesting power is “the preregotive of an authority such as
the state to deprive fishers of their freedom respecting harvesting practices and investments™.
Power as a critical element in co-management is identified and examined. Within co-
management arrangements power may be retained by existing agencies as cooperative
management regimes may at times be contrary to political culture (Meadowcroft, 1998).

Power held by various stakeholders is a crucial issue in the establishment and maintenance
of collaborative initiatives, because it has a strong impact on why people will or will not
participate, and how active participation might be encouraged. Power has often been
misused in participatory management contexts by particular stakeholders to ensure that
advantages are retained over less powerful groups (see Mearns et al, 1997; Buchy et al,
2000). Unequal power distribution can also exist within interest groups, based on issues
such as gender, culture, age or commercial advantage, and can have profound influences on

equity and sustainable management of natural resources (see Covers 2000; Gleeson 2000).

Pomeroy and Berkes (1997) identify the scope and Nature of arrangements occurring

between a state system of Management and a local system of management. Presented In order
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from a government-based system to a community based system, arrangement stake the form
of informing, consultation, communication, information exchange, advisory role, joint action,

partnership, community control, and inter-area coordination (Pomeroy and Berkes, 1997).”

2.10 Conflicts and how to solve it:

Diverging interests and disputes among interest holders sometimes grow into major conflicts.
As observed by Ayling and Kelly (1997) there are no more ‘resource frontiers’ in the world
and virtually every change of land use or expansion of resource use tends to involve conflict
- be it between nations, regions, districts, or individuals. Within villages, divisions along
family, gender or clan lines or long-standing personal enmities between individuals can be
fuelled by land-use conflicts. Between villages there might be competition over resources. By
promoting the interests of one village -or one group of interest holders — conservation
activities risk causing resentment among others. For example, external agents such as private
companies or NGOs holding interests in an area will often not appreciate the local population
mobilizing for purposes that go against their interests and ideas. Conflict is not by definition
negative but may lead to positive social or environmental changes. Indeed, conflicts are a
natural part of social dynamics and whether they are perceived as negative or positive
depends on social position or political standpoint. Having said that it is obvious that conflicts
can cause problems for conservation activities if they are not resolved in a constructive way.
If conservation activities affect specific groups negatively, this is likely to cause conflict. The
risk of conflict will, therefore, be minimised if all interest holders are involved throughout
conservation planning and decision-making. However, even the most careful planning will
not prevent conflicts from arising. Sometimes conflict may already be present. In this case the
conservation managers have to decide whether it is too serious to resolve and whether the site
should be abandoned for another.

In some situations interest holders can deal with conflicts without government intervention
according to local traditions of conflict management. Otherwise, the following guidelines for
conflict management are helpful. The guidelines are formulated specifically to conservation
planners by the Foundation of the Peoples of the South Pacific International (Tapisuwe ef al.,

1998),an organisation working with participation in conservation in Vanuatu (see also FAO

1994; Buckles 1999).

1. All complaints should be taken seriously by planners. Listen to the concerns of both sides,

To be sure you fully understand the concerns repeat them in your own words after listening.
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Think about the best time and place to discuss complaints. Remember that in many societies

women are not supposed to speak up in public hearings and other groups such as poor or

landless men may as well for their own reasons remain silent during hearings.

2. Planners should not try to solve the conflicts on their own. Discuss the matter with all

interest holders. Discuss why the complaint is being made. What are the underlying issues?
What is needed to solve the conflict?

3. If there are many problems or underlying issues that need to be dealt with, it is a good idea
to prioritise them in terms of a: magnitude (the amount of people, land, trees affected by a

problem), and b: importance (the impact a problem may have on different interest holders).

4. Encourage all interest holders to look for positive solutions to any conflict they meet.
Think about how to compensate those who are affected by a problem.

5. Discuss and modify the options until everyone can accept the solution. It should be noted
that these guidelines depend on the voluntary participation of all relevant interest holders.
Cultural conditions, including people’s willingness to publicly acknowledge a conflict, will
make the guidelines more or less useful in different parts of the world.
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CHAPTER THREE
MATERIALS AND METHODS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter consists of selection and location of the study areas i.e. rationale of selection
of study areas (two Unions). It also describes the methodologies used to use the research
objectives including the research approach and process, the selection of respondent, the

research population, sample size and sampling method, data analysis procedures and
lastly the flow chart of methodology used in the research.

3.2 Selection of the study area

In this study two unions® sundarbarban & chilla from chandpai range of the sundarbans
were selected. chandpai range (under Mongla Upozilla 22°29'00"N to 89°36'30"E and
22.4833°N to 89.608°f Bagherhat administrative district)is one of the four ranges of

SRF which is considered as the main entry point to the mangrove forest.

3.3 Research strategy

The research was conducted based on the social survey technique. This research involves
both qualitative and quantitative assessment where qualitative data have been quantified

through coding for analysis and representation.
3.4 Reconnaissance Survey

In order to get insight into the prevailing situation, a preliminary visit to the site
was conducted prior to the field survey whilst importance was given to the
realization of the problem through candid conversation with local people and direct
observation. This was done ID conduct the questionnaire survey appropriately and to
identify the variables to be measured with a view to avert digression from the research

objectives.
3.5 Unit of Analysis

The chief earning members of different households were the unit of analysis for this

research and were treated as the sampling unit for the research.
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3.6 Sample size and sampling method

objectives of : _
The obj the study require getting information about the perceptions of different

1 peopl e
local people and key stakeholders on potentialities of co-management at the study area.

To fulfill the objectiv
To fulfill the objective and to get the answers of the research questions it is needed to

collect the overall perceptions and expectations of the local people of the area. so the
local people were the target group for collecting they require information. The sample
size was 100 individuals/respondents (50 respondents for each union). According to Yen
(1992), 60-120 samples are handsome enough foe evaluating a fact in social survey, the
ultimate target of interviewing 100 individuals should be adequate to accumulate
significant information from the field. In this study, the sampling units were selected

randomly concentrating to the individuals living on the periphery of the sundarbans who
arc largely dependent on the forest for their livelihood.

3.7 Questionnaire Designing

A semi-structured Questionnaire was designed for the field survey. Prior to preparing the
Questionnaire, an extensive review of the literature was carried out with a view to making

the Questionnaire appropriate and avoiding any digression from the objectives of the
study.

3.8 Data collection
The data collection was done by the following ways:
3.8.1 Primary data collection

3.8.1.1 Interview

Face to face interview technique was followed to collect the required information (as per
the Questionnaire) from the respondents. Firstly they were given a short brief by the
interviewer in a way that they understand the topic and can facilitate the interview. It may
be noted that the brief was neutral to avoid any bias in the interview. From this point of
view, though the interview was carried out following a semi -structured Questionnaire, it
was frank, tactful and not rigid to make the respondents guileless and free. The interview
was flexible following issues that were raised by the respondents to get a clear idea about

strengths, weaknesses, Opportunities and threats on co-management at the study area.

15



3.8.1.2 Group Discussion

Group discussion was carried out to have a view to the response of the local people in
groups to express their perceptions and feelings freely and to make consensus. For

each of (he villages, one group discussion was conducted and these groups were
organized with the help of a local member of the Union Parishads.

3.8.2 Secondary Data Collection

Data of secondary type were collected from different literatures, internet sources,

newspapers and government offices (Forest Department) for this study.

3.9 Data Processing, Analysis and Interpretation

Data collected for the study were compiled, tabulated and analyzed in accordance with the
objective of the study. After completion of data collection, the responses to the questions
of interview schedule were transferred to a master sheet to facilitate tabulation. The
qualitative data were converted into quantitative form by means of suitable code and
score whenever needed to facilitate analysis of the data and its presentation. Data
obtained from empirical studies were interpreted methodologically in the light of

existing theory in the way to explaining feasibility of co-management in the study area.
3.10 Report Preparation and Presentation

Final report (Thesis paper) has been prepared by using the results of the analyzed
information obtained from the research in accordance to the objectives and research

questions of the study.

3.11 Conclusion

In fact co-management is a new concept to the respondents. Very few were familiar with
the concept, is benefits and pitfalls. So before face to face interview they were given a
neutral brief by the interviewer so that they can response easily. The same strategy was

followed while conducting group discussion to have meaningful response from the

respondents.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1Introduction

This chapter reveals interpretation of the perception of the local peoples regarding co-
management, assessment of relationship between co-management and natural resource
conservation and protection of SRF. For this study information were collected from the
respondents through questionnaire survey to study the feasibility of co-management as an
approach to facilitate the protection and conservation of forest.

4.2 Comparative dependencies of respondents on SRF

The people living around the SRF are dependent on the natural resources of SRF either
directly or indirectly. A few educated people especially who are in service and other
people belonging to the profession of business, day labor etc are not dependent on forest
for their livelihood. According to the respondents there is no opportunity for permanent
work in both the study areas due to lack of cultivable land, electricity , small scale
industries to provide them with a minimum income to live a sustainable life .so they have

no other way to go to SRF to harvest natural resources to earn their livelihood.
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m Chilla
10

Dependency on SRF

Figure 4.2: Comparative dependency of respondents on SRF
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It was found from the study that 68% and 64% respondents are fully dependent on natural
resources of SRF at sundarban and chilla union respectively. Overall results of the two
union shows that 66% are fully dependent, 45 almost, 3% half, 5% little and 22% are not
at all dependent on SRF. Apparently the percentage of dependent people on SERF at
sundarban union is higher because have settled down to the union from outside and hence
found SRF as their ultimate source of their income. The lower income respondents are in
the profession of fishing, bawali, moulli day labor mostly dependent on SRF for their
livelihood. People like businessman, service holder have their little dependency on SERF
because of their higher income level. Thus co-management may be an income generating

tool for this lower income people that will ultimately reduce their dependency on the
natural resources of the sundarban.

4.3 Relationship between nature of collection of forest resources and primary

occupation of the respondent

People can not but depend on the natural resources of SRF for their livelihood due to
extreme poverty and insufficient job opportunities in the study area. During the study
while interviewing the respondents they did not hesitate to express the actual cause of
their illegal entrance into the forest. According to them legally they are permitted to enter
into the forest after collecting the pass from the forest station for which they have to pOay
considerable amount of money fixed by FD taka 147 and 165 for fish and crab
respectively for duration of one week. Now a day’s pass is being issued only for fishing
and honey collection. People who get pass for fishing illegally extract forest resources
like fuel wood along with fishes and crabs as compensation at the charge of the pass. The
same thing happens to the mouali who often becomes unrestricted to exploit forest

resources when they getting adequate honey that is beyond the cost involved in issuing a

pass.
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Figure 4..3: Relationship between natures of collection of forest resources with primary
occupation

It was found from the study that people who illegally collect forest resources most
frequently (88%) are under occupation of bawali. They collect forest trees illegally such
as fuel wood, pole post fencing etc. since there is no pass for fuel wood extraction they
use the pass issued for fishing in this purpose. In the fishing category 72% respondent
collect forest resources as legally and 28% collect forest resources as illegally. 78%
respondent under mouali collect forest resources as legally and 22% collect forest

resources as illegally.

4.4 Respondents dependency on SRF and hampering the conservation of natural

resources

Respondents of sundarbnan and chilla consider SRF as an important source of natural
resources. All respondents of both union agreed that SRF was deteriorating in terms of
forest health, marine resources (shrimps, crabs and other sea fishes etc). 88% respondents
of sundarban union believed that protection and conservation was at risk due to their
dependency and they explained that it was due to their extreme poverty, lack of job
opportunities in the village. Of the respondents only 2% people were not agreed with this

and 10% were confused to respond this regard.
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Figure 4.4: Respondents dependency on SRF and hampering the conservation of natural
resources

Of the respondents of chilla union 84% considered their dependency as casual factor for
deterioration of SRF forest while 4% were not agree with that and 12% were confused to

respondent this regard. This confusion portion of people claimed Forest Department for
it's destruction through their ambitious attitude for making money. People of both the

union thought that only way to conserve the natural resources as well as protect the forest
was create alternative job opportunities in the locality.

4.5 Response of people regarding co-management to reduce dependency on forest
through creating alternative income opportunities.

It was found from the study that people’s dependency on forest for their livelihood was
the ultimate hindrance on the way of protection and conservation of the forest. So it was
important to evaluate their perception regarding co-management as an alternative income

opportunity to reduce their dcpéndency on the forest.
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Figure 4.5: Response of people regarding co-management to reduce dependency on forest
through creating alternative income opportunities.

It was found from the study that 94% respondent of sundarabn union consider co-
management will create income opportunity to reduce forest dependency on the forest but
6% respondent of sundarabn union confused about the co-management either can create
income opportunity or not. On the other hand  96% respondent of chilla union consider
co-management will create income opportunity to reduce forest dependency on the forest
but 4% respondent of chilla union confused about the co-management either can create

income opportunity or not.
4.6 Comparisons of responses about the importance of co-management

It was found that most of the respondents have enough knowledge about co-management
through various training and motivational program of various organizations. Today they
realize the concept of co-management and its ultimate lomg term benefits they become
optimistic and responded rigorously. About 72% and 73% respondent of sundarban and
chilla union respectively felt co-management is strongly important. They perceived co-
management with it’s potentiality of involving themselves in community activities
through creating alternative income opportunities rather than traditionally depending fully
on the forest. A considerable portion 20% at sundarban and 16% at chilla union of the
respondents considered co-management as important for their overall livelihood
development. So, total 92% and 90% respondents of sundarban and chilla union

respectively perceived co-management is important in this regard.
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Figure 4.6: companisons of responses about the importance of co-management

On the other hand, 4% and 2% of the union respectively perceived co-management as
unimportant. 2% and 4% people in these unions respectively were neutral as they were
confused about the prospect of co-management to develop their livelihood at their unions.

In both unions , the percentage of people considering co-management as strongly
unimportant were 2%.people who felt co-management as strongly unimportant for their
livelihood development believed that co-management would never be developed to
w*wmammmdpeopk“wuldﬂinagcand
they argued that in the past various income gencrating initiatives were taken by several
NGOs but all were vain. They were not also satisfied the performance of co-management

o

4.7 Opinion of people to consider co-management as 2 promising alternative income
seurce

Most of the shows their camest willingness to keep themselves away from extracting
natursl resowrces of SRF if they were provided with a promising alternative income
source.in this regard , a considerable portion of the respondents of both the unions
showed very positive response towards co-management (72% and 64% at sundarban and
chilla umion respectively). Particularly sundarban union was more interested and
optmestic about the prospect of co-management.

)
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Figure 4.7: opinion of people to consider co-management as a promising alternative
income source

According to few respondents, several NGOs (both national and international) and co-
management organizations took several initiatives to create alternative livelihood
opportunity but due to lack of institutional linkage and different attitudes of local
Government those were not successful. From this point of view 6% and 8% at sundarban
and chilla union respectively showed pessimistic attitudes towards co-management. Some
respondents have no idea and confused about the prospect of co-management categorized

as others.
4.8 SRF is deteriorating

It was found from the study that all the respondents agreed that SRF was deteriorating.
Most of them considered frequent illegal entrance of people into the forest as the most
important reason for its destruction. Extraction of woody materials from SRF has been
banned since 1989 by the Government to keep the natural balance of the country. But it is
not good enough to keep the poor people away from collecting minor forest products like
goran, golpata, honey, fish, crabs etc. people are supposed to issue a pass for collection of
fish and crabs that costs Tk.147 and 165 respectively for duration of one week. It is the
official money fixed by FD. When they do not get enough fish crabs they collect fuel
wood or other forest products as a compensation for the pass. Seasonal natural calamities

and corrupted forest officials are also responsible for the overall deterioration of forest.
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4.9 Lack of job opportunity

The study depicts that both the union chilla and sundarban are located very close to SRF
and there is no touch of development yet to provide the poor people with sufficient job

opportunity all the year round. The overall livelihood condition is very poor. There is no

work facility for the local community people all the year round.

Among 50 respondents of chilla union, 78% considered lack of cultivate land as the most
important reason for their extreme poverty, 19% people considered lack of industries,
mills and other business enterprises as crucial reason for unavailability of permanent job
opportunity. Of the respondents, 9% people mentioned that the production of agricultural
crops was not possible due to excessive salainity. Again the devastation of natural

calamities like sidr, ayla have added to meet their daily needs. They always seek
alternative work facility to earn their livelihood.

The scenario was also found at sundarban union. Based on the comments of the
respondents, It was found that most of the villagers had settled down from different parts
of the country, so a vast majority of people had no land of their own. Therefore they were
not able o lead their life with agriculture. People had some seasonal jobs like day labors
when any project was being implemented. Afier that they remain jobless until next project
launched and the rest of the time they had to depend on SRF to earn their livelihood. No
small scale mill or industry was established at that area due to lack of electricity and good
communication problem. Ultimately, almost all the respondents in both the unions

believed insufficient job opportunity as the most important reason for the destruction of

forest.
4.10 Reduction of entrance into the forest

The people from both the unions were optimistic to reduce their entrance into forest by
involving themselves in alternative job opportunities. They argue that they collect forest
resources to earn their livelihood taking high risk and even sometimes they had to
sacrifice their lives. Therefore obviously they had no hesitation to be involved in

alternative job facility so far as their lives.
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4.11 Knowledge regarding co-management

Though co-management is a new concept in the context of Bangladesh, almost all the
people around the forest are very popular about this concept. The local people are well
known about the formation and objectives of co-management organization. It is possible
through various community based support project like NSP (Nishorgo support project),
IPAC (Integrated Protected area Co-Management) and CREL (Climate Resilience and
Ecosystem Livelihood) whose are funded by USAID. These projects arranged a lot of
motivational program to aware local people about co-management. Motivational program
has not finished yet. Along with forest officials, various NGOs also encourage local
people to go for co-management. FD, community based support project and various
NGOs also organizing lot of training program to enhance local people knowledge and

capabilities to work with them.
4.12 Funding and incentives for co-management development

During the study FD, union parishad, NGOs and other donor agencies were also
considered as important stakeholders as they can play a vital role in co-management and
their perception regarding co-management was also studied to have a consensus. All of
them show positive and supportive attitude ensuring financial and logistic support,
capacity building and motivating the local people. A number of NGOs named Sushilon,
Uttaran, World Vision, Rupantar etc were interviewed in the study area to get their views
in this regard. It was found from the study that funding is not good enough for creating

alternative livelihood as well as improves the life standard of local people
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Chapter Five
Impact of co-management on livelihood of community people.

5.1Introduction:

This chapter reveals the impact of co-management on community involvement in forest
protection. Here most of the people are involved with forest department through regular
meeting , resolution implementation procedure by the assistance of co-management
organizations and co-management related NGOs.This chapter also reveals Discussion of

proper distribution of livelihood option to the right people ansd AIG involvement status.

5.2 Regular meeting:

Co-management organizations have arranged regular meeting at regular interval. Local
people get real opportunity to communicate directly with forest department. Main themes of
these co-management organizations and co-management related NGOs to motivate local
ple how to alleniate dependemcy on forest and to create alternative income opportunities.

peo
Those meetings were hold at certain place at certain date.

5.3 Resolution implementation procedure:

Every meeting has definite agendas to discuss during the meeting period. These agendas were

determined before the meeting started. In my field survey I obtained that the date of meeting,
the agendas of meeting, the person who conducted and attented the meeting were recorded in

a khata properly. These khatas are preserved at safe places provide it when it is necessary.

5.4 Empowerment of local people:

irement and ask the questions about something in which they
kind of hesitation. Local people can not face any obstacles
rather they are stimulated by the higher authorities (both
ment organizations). The local people can realize their

g. While they feel anything that occur problem for forest

Local people display their requ
dont know directly without any
while they express their opinion
forest department and co-manage
responsibilities through the meetin

and suffering from own problem communicate at once to the responsible authority without
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waiting for meeting. In this case they select a representative who deals with above matters.

Opinion of every member considered equally in the meeting.
5.5 The pattern of participation in decision making:

The member of the co-management council and committee they are assigned to carry some
specific job like preparing six-monthly plan of action, meet bi-monthly to review the status

of the planned activities, problem encountered etc. The survey on the pattern of participation

in discussion on 6 specific agendas like planning (year planning), implementing the planned
activities, financial-budget matter, benefit sharing discussion, community development and

conflict resolution finds that their participation varies agenda to agenda.

The informations were given by the respondent reveals that members are relatively less
active and less influential in the financial and budget related discussions than the other
discussions like year planning or community development. But overall the process (in
average) the majority of the respondents (30.73%) think the members of the committee can
actively participate in the meeting but ultimately they cannot influence the decision-making
process. 16.1% respondents think they actively participate and also can make influence.
7.85% participants think the members have nominal or no participation, 8.35% think they
have passive participation. 28% of the respondent did not answer as they don’t have enough
idea what actually happen in the meetings.

5.6 Public opinion on the proper implementation of co-management

The informations were given by the co-management authority that livelihood option is
properly distributed to the right people. But, when I went in the field, I obtained that some
people were said something different from that opinion. In sundarban union, 64% people are
agree, 16% people are moderately agree and 10% people are disagree about that opinion. In
Chilla union, 68% people are agree, 14% people are moderately agree and 18% people are
disagree about that opinion.
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5.7 AIG involvement status:

According to FD and co-management organizations at past most of the people of Sundarban
and chilla union are heavily dependent on sundarban for their livelihood option. But the main
goal of FD and co-management organizations are to minimize the dependency of heavily
dependent people on Sundarban through co-management by finding alternative income
opportunities. In these way, at one hand reduce dependency on forest and other hand obtain
lot of alternative income opportunities. At first co-management authority select a person from
VCF who was well experienced and renowned person in that area. By the assistance of that
person they constructed a farmer group and producer group. They provide lot of technical
training to both farmer group and producer group for their skill development. Then co-
management authority distribute loan for the poor farmer for their cultivation. They also
provide microcredit to the enterpreneur. They also encourage the poor women to prepare
handicrafts for their selfemployment. They also create a market for buying and selling the
product which are produced by the local people. In my field survey I obtained that before the
activity of co-management in that area 84% people were dependent on sundarban and 16%
people were dependent on alternative income in sundarban union and 72% people were

dependent on sundarban and 28% people were dependent on alternative income in chilla
union respectively.
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| also obtained that after the activity of co-management in that arca 36% people arc
depondent on sundarban and 64% people are dependent on alternative income in sundarban
union and 18% people were dependent on sundarban and 82% people were dependent on
alernative income in chilla union respectively.
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5.8 Forest health:

£7% of the respondents espressed that there is a significant positive changes in regard of the
forest health such as reducing deforestration, forest degradation, enhanching bio-diversity
during the last several years and they have active involvement to bring this change. The FD
officials also expressed that Sundarban was heavily deforested and degraded but after the
laration of PA and the enhancement of co-management activities there is significant
changes in this area. Forest coverage has increased significantly especially with the active
- « of the community people. But the forest users also expressed that the positive
cvation is not continuing, illegal loggingand other unsustainable extraction have increased
agan if the co-mansgement ogganizations can not provide adequate livelihhod option for the
kol poople.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION

6.1 Conclusion

Considering the overall discussion about feasibility of co-management to conserve natural
resources of SRF, it may be assumed that except a few, most of the people in both the
unions have very positive attitudes towards co-management as an alternative livelihood
opportunity. peoples of both the unions were very optimistic and they showed their
camnest desire that if they were provided with minimum working facilities in locality they
would no longer go into the forest in spite of high risk of their valuable lives. From this
point of view, there is an indication of protection and conservation of SRF through co-
management.

In reality both the villagers are characterized by extreme poverty, lack of cultivable land ,
natural calamities , human-tiger conflict, lack of electricity , lack of pure drinking water ,
poor transportation system, high population growth, river side are some of the common
severe problem prevailing very badly in both the unions. No effective initiative has been
taken so far to generate alternative livelihood opportunity and incentives given by the
concerned organizations are also negligible. That is why an effective initiation of
alternative income generating tool like co-management is a demand for which people are
eagerly waiting for.

Though co-management has not created alternative livelihood for all people yet, rather it
has a great prospect to make people employed. Co-management based support project,
co-management organizations and various NGOs work with consolidate to strength co-
management. Proper policy and strategy should be developed to overcome the pitfalls and

augment the opportunities to develop co-management.
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6.2 Recommendations

Government should take a holistic approach to uplifiing the quality of life of the
people living around the SRF. The priorities of the people should be reflected in
the following policy reviewing process. Based on the policy forest law should be
amended supporting collaborative management in the SRF.

A sustainable funding source is very urgent for the sustainable CMC.CMC should
be provided with more rights instead of merely consulting about the issues around
the forest. The ambiguity in the revenue sharing process should be removed and
brought in to the light .Moreover, some tourist spot can be established according
to the need of the local people.

Sustainable livelihood for all people has not created yet. It is very difficult to
reduce dependency without creating full employment opportunity for the local
people. various organization should be taken necessary steps for creating
alternative livelihood to enhance forest protection.

Uniform representation of the stakeholder is very urgent, unless the total picture
of the SRF will not be presented in the CMC. It might be an obstacle for co-
management SUCCCSS.

The conflict between forest officials and NGOs should be mitigated. It is very
important for success of co-management 1o maintain friendly relationship between
them. They should co-operate each other in their particular work.

A skilled mediator is essential for building trust among the key stakeholders of the
SRE. Without trust all the effort is undermined.

There should remain equitable distribution of products to the stakeholders. No
biasness is accepted in the beneficiary selection. Those people need to be selected
as beneficiaries who have litde opportunity to earn.

Accountability of the forest officials, employee of NGOs and co-management
based project and higher authorities of co-management organization (PF, VCF,
and CMC) should be ensured.

No patrolling groups are found in the SRF for direct protection from illicit cutting,

poaching etc. Though some people go to protect the forest as a labor, this

particular

for forming a community patrolling group for forest protection.

involvernent is not good enough for protection. So it is very important
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APPENDIX

Part- A (For local respondent)

General Information

Name of the respondent
Male or female

Address of the respondent
Education

Age
Occupation
Income level

1) To what extent you are dependent on Sundarbans?
1. Fully 2. Almost 3. Half 4 Little 5.Not at all

2) other professions of local people who are not fully dependent on forest:

Pattern of profession Number
Agriculture
Fishing
Boating
Business
Others

Average

3) Which kind of product you extract from the Sundarbans?

Utilizatio | Gora | Golpat | Gras | Hone | Wa | Fis | Shrim | Pole | Crab | Timbe | Fuel
1 i o S y X h p S S T W00
stick d
s

Collect

Househol
d

Market

Both

4) What may be the monetary value (Yearly) of the forest products that you collect from the
Sundarbans?

5) How do you collect resource from forest?

1. legally 2.Illegally
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6) Is sundarban reserve forest is deteriorating?
1. Yes 2.No
7) What do you consider the most frequent reason for degradation of sundarban and why?

8) Do you think your dependency on SRF is hampering the protection and conservation of
natural resources of sundarban?

1. Yes 2.No 3.Not sure/ Confused

9) Do you have sufficient job opportunity all the year round?
l.Yes 2.No

10) If no, why?

11) Do you think insufficient job opportunities surrounding the sundarban as an important
reason for its destruction?

1. Yes 2.No

12) If you are provided with alternative job facilities in your locality , will you reduce your
entrance into forest?

1.Yes 2.No 3.Not sure/ Confused
13) Have you any idea about co-management and co-management organization?
1. Yes 2.No
14)How much you know about co-management ?
1. Very well 2.well 3. Moderate 4. Little 5.not at all
15) Do you know about VCF?

1. Yes 2.No

If yes, do you know how it is formed and what are the activities of it?

16) Do you know about PF?

1. Yes 2.No

If yes, do you know how it is formed and what are the activities of it?
17) Do you know about co-management committee?

1. Yes 2.No

If yes, do you know how it is formed and what are the activities of it?

41



18) Do you know about co-management council?

1.Yes 2.No

If yes, do you know how it is formed and what are the activities of it?

19) Have you any interest about Co-management?

1.Yes 2.No

If yes, do you know how it is formed and what are the activities of it?

20) If yes, why you are interested

Reason Number Average

Aesthetic value

Employment opportunity

Food & fodder supply

Protection & conservation

All

21) Does co-management organization take any awareness raising programme?
1.yes 2.No 3. others
22) If yes, then please explain?

23) Do you think co-management has an impact on forest protection and conservation?

1. Yes 2.No

24) If yes, then please explain how?

25) Do you think co-management can reduce such dependency on forest through creating

alternative income opportunity?

1. Yes 2.No 3.Not sure/ Confused

o - 5
26) Do you consider co-management as 8 promising alternative income source?

I.yes 2.No 3.Maybe 4. No idea 5. Confused

l.yes 2.No | b f
izati rage their members to go for
i t organization can encou
28) Do you think co-managemen

. 2
protection and conservation of forest!

l.yes 2.No
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28)Do you consider co-management can ensure proper allocation of resources?
l.yes 2.No

29) What do you think about the prospect of co-management in your area?
1. Excellent 2.Good 3.Satisfactory 4.unsatisfactory 5.Not at all

20) Do you have any suggestion about co-management in forest protection and conservation

Part B (For NGOs & GOs)
1) Do you appreciate co-management in your area?
1. yes 2.No
2) If yes how can it facilitate?
1. Financially 2. Technically 3. In other ways
3) If no , why?
4) Is your institution interested in co-management?
l.yes 2.No
5) Is your institution continuing co-management activities?
1.yes 2.No

6) Is your institution aware people about the importance in forest protection and
conservation?

1.yes 2.No

7. Is your institution ake any initiative to reduce forest dependency?
1.yes 2.No

8) Is your institution interested to spend money for creating alternative livelihood?
1.yes 2.No

9. Do you think local people are interested about co-management as well as participated in
co-management activities?

1. yes 2. No
10) what do you think about the prospect of co-management?

1. posistive 2.Negative 3.no comment
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I1) If positive how can you contribute to co-management?

1. Through financial support  2.through capacity building of the local community
3.motivating local people 4.In other ways.



