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Objectives:

×To review past and current forest regeneration

initiatives in the light of theFLR concept.

×To review the evolution of forest regeneration

policiesin the light of theFLR concept.

×To documentthe information regarding economic,

social, and biodiversity initiatives under reforestation,

aforestationandrestoration.



Causes of degradation of forest landscape

Reduction of forest area 
×Diversion of forest land for non forestry purposes 

×Encroachment  of forest area 

Degradation of forest area
×Anthropogenic pressure 

×Poor management 

×Diseases and other calamities 

×Over felling

Fragmentation of forest area 
×Infrastructure development 

×Natural calamities 

×Encroachment 





Effect of Forest Landscape De gradation

× Lossof Biomasslinkedwith livelihoodof rural massesspeciallytribal's

× Lossof Biodiversity

× Erodingcomplexstructuralandfunctionalintegrityof Forests

× Lossof topsoil, increasedrun off resultingin low subsoilwater.

× Lossof raw material for industries

× Environmentaldegradation

× Climatechange



×Indiaôsnatural forestsufferedseverelyduring pasttwo centuries

×Deforestationacceleratedfasterduring last 3-4 decades

×Remotesensingindicatesdeforestationrate of 1.48 million hectare

per year.

×Estimatesof goodforestcover in India with over 40 percentcrown

densitybetween9-13percent

×Per capita requirementof forestdependentpopulationsis morethan

6 timesof availableforestland.

×Millions of hectaresof forest badly degradedor in the processof

degradation.

×Communityprotectionof degradedforest is viewedas key element
to facilitate the process of ecological restoration.



STATE  SCENARIO

ODHISa

×Oneof themostimportantforestandtribal state.

×38% of land area designatedstateforest and is inhabitedby large

numberof tribal groups.

×Deforestationhashaddevastatingimpacton communitysubsistence

livelihood.

×In 1993, 10 million people affected by famine,6 districts had

recurringdraughtssince1965.

×Thereis a traditional village governancesystemamongboth tribal

andnon-tribal communities.

×Traditional involvementof communitiesin protection of forests.

Communityprotection started in 1970s. By end of 1980s 3 to 4

thousandcommunitiesestablishedcontrol over 10% of state forest

covering572000hectare.

×On August 1, 1988 Govt. of Odhisa passedthe Forest Policy

Resolutionendorsingcommunitymanagement.



×Several thousand new community groups were registered instead of

strengtheningandsupportingexistingsystem.

×Majority of new groups failed while existing traditional groups remained

unrecognized.

×By the endof 1993, 27% of stateforestwereundersomekind of community

control.

×In spite of such large scalecommunityparticipatedsatellite imageriestaken

between1983& 1987revealed10% declinein forestcover.



Madhya Pradesh

×PossessesIndia'sbestforestand22% of its Tribal Population.

×Communityprotection of forest is also found in MP, specially the

South- Centralregion

×Hosangabadis the best cited examplewhere in spite of extensive

logging,firewoodcuttingandgrazingroot stockwasviableandyoung

forest officers began organizing Tribal communitiesin protection

groupsin 1991.

×By 1992 more than 150 FPCs had been formed in Hosangabad

district bringing 75% of all forest land under protection and

communitiesstartedpatrolling the area on rotational and voluntary

basis.



×Theyimposedfineson illicit usersand evencolluding forestfield

staff.

×Grazing was banned and increased grass production was

distributed amongcommunitiesand sustainabilitywas in sight in

veryfirst year.

×The rapid growth of communityforest managementgroups in

Hosangabadgroundedin strongresourcedependenceof tribal's and

committedwork of local forestersreflectsthepossibilityof immense

opportunities for decentralized management and increased

productivityof someofIndiaôspoorestandmostbiomassdependent

rural inhabitants.



Uttarakhand

×Due to its geographicalconditionsthesustainablemanagementof soils, forest,

water,grazinglandandothernatural resourcesis absolutelyessential.

×Oncelush forestofWorldôshighestmountainrangehavebeenlargely reduced

to fragmentedpatchesonridge topsand steepvalleyslopes.

×Designationof StatesReserveForestbetween1878and 1893and declaration

of DemarcatedProtectedForestin 1899lead to agitation by communitiesdueto

loss of their rightsoverforests.

×Govt. mildly conceded so that villagers could retain some control of

neighboring forestundertheVanPanchayat.

×VanPanchayatsor communitymanagedforestscameinto existencein 1930and

today thereare 12089VPs in hill districts of Uttarakhandwith an area of 5450

Km2.



×VPs are legal bodies created under PanchayatRaj Act of UP and are

governedby VP rules of 2005whichgivesresponsibilityof their management

to forestandrevenuedepartmentsin additionto thecommunity.

×Community resistance to state controlled logging resulted in famous

strugglesin 1973andcameto beknownasñChipkoMovementò

×Healing the damagedforest of Himalayans presentsmanagementand

technicalproblemsdue to shallow and nutrient poor soils, cold climate and

shortergrowingseason.

×Natural regeneration of native species combined with enrichment

plantationsin somearea offers the promisingapproachesprovidedit is done

with communityinvolvementparticularly thatof thewomen.



Landscape Level Linkages

×For any aforestation or reforestation programme to be sustainable,overall

landscapelevelrestorationhasto beaddressed.

×In order to conservethe biological valuesandecologicalfunctionsof a forestit is

important to have corridors and connectivitiesfor genetic flow of the species,

speciallythe large mammalslike tigersandelephants. Isolationcancauseextinction

of specieslike tiger in SariskaandPannaTRs.

×Landscapeapproach will help slowing down the processof degradation and

maintainingthebiodiversity.

×Landscape level planning or linkages between patches at a forest cluster

level/microwatershedlevel needto be attemptedmixing site specificprescriptions

with some large landscapelevel planning without dictating rigid management

systems.

×Workingplansshouldcontinueits control over specificmanagementprescriptions

to those areas with very special ecological or biological fragility and to make

suggestionsregarding preferred landscapelevel linkagessuch as corridors along

ridgesor streamsor betweensacredgrovesandprotectionareas.



Socio-Economic Aspects

×Involvementof local communitiesis the key to successin all the three

states.

×A seriesof trade offsis involvedfor all stakeholders.

×Urban and industrial userswill haveto adjust to the fact that more and

moreof their needswill haveto be met from a variety of sourcesoutsideof

designatedforestlands.

×Foresterswill haveto acceptreductionin yield in timber yielding system

andsettlefor a diversemenuof biomassbasedproducts.

×Policy makersand Foresterswill have to changetheir idea about who

controlsthesaleandrevenuefromtheseharvests.

×Creatively think about assisting and promoting increasing community

involvementin management,harvesting,processingandtrade.



Various  Projects in Partner States forming part of Forest 

Landscape Restoration 

×RiverValleyProjects/CatchmentAreaTreatmentprojects.

×WatershedDevelopmentProjects.

×Externallyaidedforestryprojectswith componentssuchas

ÅTreatmentof Waste/degradedland

ÅAforestation/Reforestationof forest/non-forestlands.

ÅAssistedNaturalRegeneration

ÅBiodiversityConservation.

×JFM / VanPanchayat/SacredGrooves



×CompensatoryAforestation/CAMPA

×BiodiversityConservationProjectsin theWildlife sector.

×Eco-developmentProjects.

×StateFundedPlantationProjects

×IWDP/DPAP/DesertDevelopmentProjects.

×Restorationof Mining areas.

×Restorationof AreasHighly ErodedbyNaturalcalamities.

×UrbanLandscapeRestorationProjects.

×Effortsby individuals/communities/NGOs.



Forest Landscape Restoration- Policy Apparatus

×NationalForestPolicy1988(Revisedfrom 1952/1894)

×ForestConservationAct1980.

×Extensionof PanchayatiRaj to scheduledAreasAct: conferring authority to

GramSabhaovermanagementof natural resources.

×JointForestManagement(JFM)

1990 official circular issuedby MOEF, GOI providing guidelinesfor

the involvementof village communitiesand voluntaryagencies in the

regenerationof degradedforest.

×ForestDevelopmentAgency(FDA)

Functionsasa federationof all JFMCsandEDCs.



Others:-
Å TheIndian ForestAct (1927)

ÅForestConservationRules2003

ÅBiologicalDiversityAct,2002

ÅBiologicalDiversityRules,2004

ÅTheIndian Wildlife (Protection)Act,1972

ÅTheNationalBoardof Wildlife Rules,2003

ÅNationalActionPlanon ClimateChange2009

ÅGreenIndia Mission2010.

Specificto PartnerStates
1. VanPanchayatRulesof 2005(Uttarakhand)

2. TheForestPolicy Resolutionof Govt. of Odhisa

of August1, 1988.



Landscape Restoration Efforts in Partner States

×Workshopswereheld in Odhisa, MP & Uttarakhandon 4.03.11, 6.03.211 and

13.03.11 respectively. In all theseworkshopscertain salientpointsemergedsuch

as

×Selectionof larger areasfor reforestation/aforestation.

×Longtermapproach.

×Plantingof local species.

×Ecologicalassessmentof sitein advance.

×Findingcausativefactorsof degradation.

×Involvementof local people,stakeholdersand usufructdistribution issues

are important.

×Replicabilityof goodpractices.

×Documentationto bedoneuniformly.

×Casestudiesof failed interventionsto bedocumented.



Case Studies from Odhisa

×Cases of plantations from Berhampur Angul, Balangir, Keonghar,

Khordah, Korapnt, Kalahandi, Sundergarhand JeyporeForestDivisions

werepresentedwhereplantingwasdonebetweenyears2000-01 to 2007-

08 and Van Suraksha Samities (VSS)

wereinvolvedin protection. Most of the modelsthat werepresentedwere

successfulandmostlyreplicable. In mostcasescommunitiesgot benefitof

NTFP collection, fuel wood and fodder and in somecasessmall timber

also.

×In some areas bamboo planting helped local people to earn their

livelihood. Soil and water conservation activities, water harvesting

structures,link roads,deepeningof wells,ANRetc. werealso carried out

to helpthecommunities.

×Some presentationsincluded plantation under CAMPA, Watershed

Managementandrestorationof mangroveforest.



Case studies from MP

×Mostof thecasestudieswerepresentedon restorationworksconductedby

fundsreceivedunder 12th FinanceCommissionusing chain link fencingfor

protection. Most of the plantations were over large areas (over 100 ha).

Involvementof local peoplewaslimited.

×Casesof Urban forestry, restorationof religious sites& eco tourismsites

werealsopresentedwith limited local involvement.

×A casestudy of HosandgabadForest Division where restoredsite is the

bufferof SatupuraTiger Reserveand corridor betweenSatpuraand Melghat

TigerReservewasalsopresented.

×A casestudyof protectionof ForestthroughJFM in Dindori and Jabalpur

waspresentedin which tribal and non-tribal villagesprotect the foresteven

without the intervention of FD. Usufruct distribution has encouraged

villagersto protecttheforest.



Case Studies from Uttrakhand

×Case studies of catchmentArea Treatment in river valley projects, Van

Panchayatsand Eco- park were presentedwhere communityinvolvementwas

reasonablygoodandsuccesswasalsoencouraging.

×Somecase studies of individual plantations, bamboo plantations, Triphla

plantationwerealsopresentedwith limitedpublicparticipation.

×A casestudyof degradedOak forestbeingrestoredthoroughits root stockin

Almora ForestDivision waspresentedwherepublic participation wastotal and

which is now beingmanagedby villagers themselvesfor their needsof fuel and

Fodder.



Socio-Economic Survey of some restored sites in 
partner states

Socio-economic survey conductedby teams of ICFRE and a NGO (in

Odhisa) in the partner states through a questionnairein local language

revealsthefollowingpoints.

×Mostpeoplehadknowledgeof restoredcitesin thevillages.

×Respondentswere awareof someof theobjectiveof therestoration.

×Theawarenessaboutimpactof theprojectwasfairly good.

×40 to 50% of therespondentsweredirectlyor indirectly involvedin the

project.Theinvolvementwashigherin MP.

×Most respondentscomplainedabout the conflicts with monkeys,wild

pigs andLeopards.



×Someof therespondentsfelt that thecontrolof FD wasexcessive.

×Aboutlivelihoodopportunitiesofferedby restorationof forestnot manycould

quantifythebenefitsthougha sizablenumberagreedthatbenefitsdid occur.

×Aboutdirect benefitsthe responsewasmixedfrom NTFPto fodderand fuel

andsmalltimber& ecotourismopportunities.

×Somerespondentcomplainedabout their non- involvement,few about poor

maintenanceof plantations, small fraction also complainedabout lack of

transparency, poor planning, poor quality seedlingsand improper usufruct

distribution.

×Responseabout equity issuesand genderissuesdid not comeout clearly.

Benefit to poor, social integration, awarenessabout environmentalissuesetc

werehighlightedamongsocialimpacts.



×The strength of the restoration programmewere cited as

peopleôscooperation , FDôspositive attitude, availability of

fodderin theverynext yearandreplicability in their areas.

×Respondentswere clear about assetscreatedby the project

such as forest stock,sourceof fuel and fodder, restorationof

site,sourceof recreationetc.

×Majority of respondentsin UttarakhandandMP felt that the

protectionwasmostlybeingdoneby FD andtheinvolvementof

local peoplecouldbefurther increased.



Rejuvenation of Noona Van Panchayat  
1966-67

SOME    GLYMPSES OF  WORKS  CARRIED OUT  BY  

SOIL  CONSERVATION DIVISION  ; RANIKHET 


