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Proceedings of the Regional Consultation  

on  

DEVELOPMENT OF NTFP SECTOR IN NORTH EASTERN INDIA 

Venue – Hotel Lilawati Grand, Guwahati 

Date – 27th February 2014 

A warm welcome and acknowledgement by Bikash Rath, the organizer representative, of accepting the 

invitation to the consultation initiated the discussion. This was followed by a round of introductions. The 

list of participants is annexed to this report (annexure 1). 

 

After the round of introductions Bikash Rath of RCDC opened the discussion by sharing a 

presentation(vide annexure-2 with a background note in annexure-3) around the different aspects of 

Non Timber Forest Produce (NTFP). He began by quoting Ms. Sunita Narain’s statement that India’s 

poorest people live in the richest forests, which in fact implies to the fact that we have not been able to 

properly harness the huge potential of our forest resources in livelihood security. The richness of the 
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forests is chiefly due to the diverse non-timber forest products available.  In context of the North 

Eastern (NE) region he specifically stated that the NTFP policy scenario here was more or less the same 

as in other parts of the country despite the fact that many forest areas of NE are under private or 

community ownership. He added that depleting resources are a reality and NTFPs are being neglected 

even in community managed areas. In the context of NTFP disaster he went on to share about the 

flowering of bamboo in the NE region and also mentioned the relief work done by NEICORD in Arunachal 

Pradesh. He shared of late NTFP has received specific attention which is why the Right to Food 

campaign, a pan India process, has added NTFP into their agenda whereas the Planning Commission has 

prepared a paper for the development of NTFP sector in the 12th 5-year plan.  

Discussion opened up around the issue of bamboo flowering(which is a major concern of the bamboo-

rich NE states) when Bikash stated that the government(s) has(have) been quite active at the policy level 

to handle this situation. It was stated by one of the participants Mr. Peter Laubmeier that no such action 

was known to him in the state of Tripura where his organization has been working. This means that at 

ground level the government agencies were perhaps not very active to handle the gregarious flowering 

of bamboo. Mr. Amba Jamir revealed another fact that since most of the bamboo areas in the NE lie 

under private/community control hence the Forest Department did not feel encouraged to actively 

engage itself in the matter. He further said the the State response in the context of bamboo flowering 

has been more towards addressing and managing the famine/disaster related aspects. Mr. Jayanta 

Sarma however added another perspective to the discussion that since huge production of bamboo 

seeds leads to a havoc(by increasing the rodent population and attack) hence a better option to handle 

the problem can be making effective use of these seeds which are actually used as food(by some 

communities) and have medicinal properties.  

Bikash also presented short videos on different binding practices of hill broom in Odisha with the 

objective of explaining how best practices of different regions can be shared among each other. In 

response to his queries as to the natural binding materials used in binding hill broom in the NE region, 

he was informed that species such as oulata, shitalpati, and even cane are used for this purpose here.   

The presentation was made by Ms. Snehlata Nath who shared about the work of NTFP EP India. She said 

that the NTFP Exchange Programme started in 1998 and was registered in 2003 having its international 

headquarters at Manila. It is a network of NGOs and CBOs working with forest-based communities in 

South and South East Asia. Its Indian part has 8 NGO members from Western Ghats, Eastern Ghats, and 

Central Indian region.  The network works for promotion of sustainable harvesting of NTFP and forest 

management, tenurial rights of the communities, value addition, enterprise promotion and market 

linkage, and also for adequate policy changes. She stated that NTFP EP is not only looking at income 

generation but also intervening to positively improve the quality of life of the people dependent on 

forests. She added in her presentation that NTFPs should not be seen in isolation but should be 

understood as part of the landscape and how land use is affecting NTFPs.  

Mr Peter remarked that NTFPs could be critical key indicators in the climate change debate and hence 

positioning of NTFPs in this context is very critical. Mr. Jagannath Rao added that in context of NTFPs the 

biodiversity value is linked with the conservation value. 



NTFP Exchange Programme India Proceedings of the regional consultation at Guwahati 

4 
 

Based on the presentation made by Sneh, Mr. Amba Jamir remarked that while it is critical to work with 

the communities, commoditization is a real fear. He also added that in the context of NE the shifting 

cultivation fallows are the places from which the NTFPs are harvested and hence we need to look at a 

holistic way of planning and management of NTFPs. In this regard it is imperative to understand the 

community management systems versus the State systems of management of resources. He explained 

further with an example that the National Horticulture Mission(and other such programmes of 

horticulture) has posed a big threat to forest areas as the plantation under that programme results in 

mono-cropping(of non-forest species) and community/private forests are being converted into such 

plantation areas. Sneh remarked that land use management is a key element in this regard and so is the 

empowerment of the community. 

This was followed by a presentation on the advocacy concerns of the NTFP EP as a network. The 

presentation was made by Krishna Srinivasan, consultant, RCDC in which he highlighted the presence of 

unclassified forests1 in the context of the North Eastern states. These unclassified forests are largely 

under the control and ownership of communities. He shared the advocacy concerns in all the four 

dimensions of the NTFPs viz. social, ecological, legal and economic. 

The presentation opened up the discussion around the imposition of the JFM model of management in 

the NE context which is not helping the forests and again the focus is on timber, not on NTFPs. Mr. 

Jayant Sarma pointed out the increase in rubber plantations on community forest lands which was 

leading to spoiling of the biodiversity along with community lands being taken up for plantations.  

The importance of understanding the local social and cultural systems, and combine it with the legal 

domain was also discussed in the House.  

The next presentation was made by Mr. Jagannath Rao of FRLHT. He shared the trade related aspects of 

NTFPs especially the medicinal plants, with the following highlights:  

 Global market for all categories of herbal products estimated at $ 62 Billion. Of this, the 

international trade in medicinal plants(botanical materials) is estimated at $ 1 Billion. 

 India ranks second amongst the exporting countries, after China, recording an annual export 

valued at USD 180 million (2001- 02). 

 Over 8000 manufacturing units are operating in the country in herbal products with a turnover 

of around Rs.4200 crores/ year. 

 Out of 8,000 plant species recorded in medicinal use in India, more than 1000 are estimated to 

be in commercial trade as plant raw drugs. FRLHT has listed 880 botanical entities out of them. 

Of these, 750 native species have been recorded in commercial trade, which include species like 

                                                           
1
 These forests are neither Reserve Forests nor Protected Forests(as per the Indian Forest Act), and their ownership and access 

regime varies from state to state. In the NE, a substantial portion of the total forest area belongs to this which means that the 
State Forest Department has but limited area under its control. This is one of the reasons why the Department has been 
reluctant in these states to allow conversion of forest villages(forest land under Departmental control) into revenue 
villages(revenue land out of Forest Department control).  
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Aquilaria malaccensis, Coptis teeta(endangered),Taxus wallichiana(endangered) from the NE 

areas.  

 The high traded species from Arunachal Pradesh include cane and bamboo, Rubia, Paris, Illicium, 

Swertia, and broom grass.   

 Those from Nagaland include amla, Taxus, Paris, and Rubia 

 Those from Manipur include Smilex, Paris, and Cinnamom. 

 Those from Assam include cane and bamboo, Homalomena, Citrus macropter, myrobalan, amla, 

and Messua ferrea.     

 Those from Tripura include Smilex, Homalomena, and amla. 

 Those from Meghalaya include broom stick, C. tamala, Acorus, Piper, and amla. 

He suggested the NTFP-EP network to work for the following: 

 Policy advocacy for handling for banned species (ex. Sauserrea costus), transit issues, and 

royality. 

 Community capacity building for good collection practises, grading, post harvest management. 

 Institutional development, like at JFMC level – micro plan, bank accounts, Common facility 

centers.  

 Technical support for identification of species/ raw drug, development of harvesting protocols – 

species specific, post harvesting management, cultivation of RET species, and 

development/promotion of agro techniques.  

Mr. Shahnabaaz Hussain, who has been trading in medicinal plants in close collaboration with FRLHT, 

shared the model initiatives created by his company Vista Agritech in Arunachal Pradesh. Vista procures 

select medicinal plants(such as Zanthoxylum spp., Rubia cordifolia, etc.) and spice(the Indian 

counterpart of Star anise, Illicium griffithii) from community lands(forests) on fair dealing basis, taking 

the ecological sustainability factor into account. In response to queries Mr. Hussain explained that the 

quantification of the item to be procured is done with the help of community assessment, and that 

usually the procured quantity is less than the potential estimated(for instance, in case of Star anise the 

potential was assessed to be around 6 MT whereas the procurement was done for 2-4 MT). He further 

said that his company tries to ensure better economic benefits for its community suppliers, and shared 

the example of Star anise again whose procurement price was initially fixed at Rs.50/kg, but when the 

market value got increased it was reassessed at Rs.62 and the additional amount was then given back to 

the community. However, the House felt that these potential business models should be further 

developed so as to ensure proper ecological security and sustainability of the extraction, as well as 

remuneration for the concerned communities.   

The contentious issues to address vis-à-vis NTFP trade are handling of banned species, inter-state transit 

rules, and royalty collection. The discussion veered towards the community governance system which 

has been in place for e.g. the Anchal reserve forests in Arunachal Pradesh as pointed out by Ms. Nandita 

Hazarika, who also remarked about the limited applicability of Forest Rights Act in the region. Mr. Amba 

stated that in context of the community rights over forests the rights are in place but the delineation of 

power is not in place which creates the confusion. Both Nandita and Amba explained how the local 
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governance systems vary from state to state, like in Arunachal the 3-tier panchayati raj system is 

working whereas in Nagaland there are village councils, chieftains, and elected representatives as well. 

In Mizoram, instead of any constitutional authority the Young Mizo Association has rather been more 

influential in local governance.  At this juncture it was brought to the notice of the august gathering that 

the community governance systems of their natural resources need proper legitimization which is 

lacking presently.  

The discussion also focused on the functioning of the Autonomous District Councils which are very 

different in the four States where 6th Schedule areas are demarcated. In the context of the regeneration 

of the forest species it was discussed that under the integrated watershed development programme it is 

critical which species are being planted as 25% of the budget is for plantation. This led to the debate 

around JFM, and Mr.Amba Jamir shared how the Nagaland Forest Department has tried to persuade 

private land owners to have the plantations in their lands too. JFM has also focused more on timber 

than NTFP, and its advantages and disadvantages have been experienced already. Bikash clarified in this 

context that JFM itself has no legal basis, and that the JFM resolution of Odisha have been revised in 

2011 because of civil society interventions (and also the interest of the pro-people Forest Secretary of 

that time) so as to overcome some of the critical and objectionable limitations of previous 

resolutions(such as the Forester being made the Secretary of the VSS).  

The next sharing in this session was made by Professor B.K.Tiwari from North Eastern Hill University. He 

brought into the debate the two broad nomenclatures on our theme of discussion, NTFP(non-timber 

forest produce) and NWFP(non-wood forest produce) so as to point out that even animal products are a 

part of NTFP and hence NTFP conservation as well as policy advocacy should not ignore the faunal 

products harvested from the forest. He also focused on the type of forests especially in the context of 

NE, i.e. community forests and government managed forests so as to explain how it affects the NTFP 

trade regime. The salient points of his short discourse have been given as under: 

 The contribution of NTFP in livelihood is less in NE. 

 There are policy issues discouraging NTFP sector development, like the government 

charges royalty even on private bamboo which discourages the private growers. 

 The Forest Department doesn’t have much control over the NTFP supply from 

community/private areas, which is why rampant exploitation has been possible from 

such areas(such as Pinex spp. from West Khasi hills). 

 Significant income to the tribal communities comes from hunting, the drivers of which 

are actually the rich people(local/SE Asia). Meat and other animal parts are traded 

across the sub-continent.  

 Some of the items have localized production and market, such as the ‘Packing leaf’2 of 

Meghalaya, which limits their trade potential. 

 About 70-80% of the products in national and international market are illegally 

collected. 

                                                           
2
 Phrynium capitatum 
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 Primary collectors price their collection in terms of wage rate. Accordingly, the price of 

an item may vary significantly from day to day depending upon the labor invested 

versus the quantity harvested.  

 Certain NTFPs have been domesticated, like broom grass(mostly from former shifting 

cultivation lands), bay leaf from forest gardens3, and toku in Arunachal.  

 An experiment to establish small and medium forest product based enterprises(SMFE) 

was carried out at two places, which initially showed a positive trend but finally failed 

because of NREGA which diverted the primary collectors engaged in the enterprise.  

 

Prof. Tiwari suggested to conduct study on NTFP distribution/potential on the basis of altitudes, and also 

to focus on the unsustainable collection of molluscs, fishes, amphibians, and birds, etc. .  

Responding to a query by Bikash as to NTFP management in the community REDD+ project area(about 

27000 ha) of East Khasi hills, Mr. Tambor Lyngdoh, who leads this project, said that no such 

management actually exists there. He expressed interest to receive technical support as as to address 

many of the problems of this project area, such as absence of wildlife, and protection of indigenous 

traditional knowledge(ITK) on medicinal plants. When Bikash pointed out that the concerned District 

Council already has made laws to protect the ITK, he was explained that although different laws were 

there but actual/effective implementation of the same had been lacking.  

Mr.Jayant Sarma explained why the NE communities have been dependent in animal protein such as 

meat. He said the region is not favorable for cultivation of pulses, the plant source of protein; and hence 

people have to depend on animal protein. In this context, the practice of domestication of frogs and 

snails in Nagaland was also discussed.  

Mr. Shovan Dattagupta highlighted some of the critical issues of the Borak Valley area in Assam, where 

an inventory has identified about 67 species of NTFP. There are different communities in the area, and 

illicit trade of forest produce takes place using permits or cultivation certificates from the neighboring 

states (which makes it difficult for the Forest Department to check the practice).  

Mr. Bimala Prasad Basumatary shared the issues related to insurgency in forest areas, with examples 

from the Bodoland Territory where he is heading network of forest-protecting groups. He said it is quite 

difficult to implement our approach of holistic forest management in such areas because the insurgency 

has made things very unstable there. He further said that although the local people have been using 

forest products, but a conscious focus on NTFPs could be developed for the first time when Bikash Rath 

visited the area and explained the matter to the local village heads. Therefore, he wanted more close 

interactions from the NTFP-EP side so that the approach can be properly and effectively built up in the 

area.  

                                                           
3 Such gardens have all the useful species in them with a look of forest. What Prof. Tiwari wanted to highlight was, many useful NTFP species 
have now been domesticated in the forest gardens. Wild pepper is a good example of this.  
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The post lunch session was largely toward consolidating the ideas, thoughts and comments gathered in 

the morning session. On the broad question of how should NTFP EP India go ahead in the NE and what 

steps need to be undertaken the following ideas emerged  

 Foreign direct investment and the EU trade agreements need to be understood in the context 

of NTFPs. 

 The traceability of the NTFPs is critical especially in the context of the huge trade which is 

existing in case of medicinal plants. 

 The issues of NTFPs need to be taken up with the village councils under the ADC’s in the 6th 

schedule areas. These are different in the different states in the NE hence each state has to be 

addressed differently. 

 Building partnerships with local CBOs, NGOs, research institutes etc. The process has to be 

driven by the people here instead of the NTFP EP doing it from outside. 

 There is a need to identify a pan NE understanding and then work with Stat specific nodal 

agencies who would bring in the unique situation in each state at the forefront of the 

intervention. 

 It was offered by Mr. Peter that if specific principles as common denominator are established 

then funding related aspect could be discussed with the German government. 

 The sacred groves are present as a community based institution which could be utilized for this 

kind of work to be initiated with the community. 

 Certain steps were suggested for taking the work ahead – identify 2-3 pilot areas or key NTFP 

species, conduct a value chain mapping, and build case studies; existing projects of the NGOs 

could be tapped for dovetailing the NTFP agenda e.g. SDTT projects in the NE or IFAD projects, 

the GIZ projects in Tripura, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Sikkim; prepare an inventory especially in 

areas like Borak valley, Assam.  

 Mr. Jayant Sarma offered publication support, research support, preparing master trainers in 

certain NTFPs like grass and herbs, etc. 

 Exchange of best practices, feeding the NE issues into the national scenario. 

Bikash shared with the House that the two important areas in which he thought NTFP-EP might 

immediately intervene in the NE were orientation of the ADCs, community/private forest 

owners/authorities for a holistic management of the forests under their jurisdiction, and also facilitating 

an action plan to address the issue of gregarious flowering of bamboo.  

The consultation ended with a vote of thanks. 

_______
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Annexure-1 

List of participants in the regional consultation on Development of NTFP Sector in NE India at Guawahati on 27-2-
14 

Sl. No. Name of the participant Designation E-mail 

1 Jagannath Rao Sr. Programme Officer, FRLHT,Bangalore 
 

2 B.K.Tiwari 
Professor, Department of Environmental 

Studies, NEHU, Shillong bktiwarinehu@gmail.com 

3 Dr. Shovan Dattagupta 
Asst. Prof., Deptt. of Ecology & 

Environment, Assam University, Silchar shovandg@gmail.com 

4 Tambor Lyngdoh 

Chief Community Facilitator, Khasi Hills 
REDD+ Project, Mawphlang East Khasi Hills, 

Meghalaya tamborlyngdoh@yahoo.co.in 

5 Lewis Nongbri 

Community Facilitator, Khasi Hills REDD+ 
Project, Mawphlang East Khasi Hills, 

Meghalaya 
 

6 Peter Laubmeier 

Project team leader, Empowerment of 
Tribals and Rural Poor Project, Agartala, 

Tripura peter.laubmeier@gopa.de  

7 Lalthansungi Darlong 
Empowerment of Tribals and Rural Poor 

Project, Agartala, Tripura sungidarlong@gmail.com 

8 Lashaibha Marpan 
Empowerment of Tribals and Rural Poor 

Project, Agartala, Tripura lashaibhamarpan@gmail.com 

9 Khanmung Kashung Programme Officer, NEICORD, Guawahati khanmung.neicord@gmail.com 

10 Bimala Prasad Basumatary 

Chairman, United Forest Conservation 
Network, Bodoland Territory Council, 

Assam 
 

11 Kingshuk Das 
Asst. Secretary, Nature's Foster, 

Bongaigaon, Assam kingshukdc@gmail.com 

mailto:bktiwarinehu@gmail.com
mailto:shovandg@gmail.com
mailto:tamborlyngdoh@yahoo.co.in
mailto:peter.laubmeier@gopa.de
mailto:sungidarlong@gmail.com
mailto:lashaibhamarpan@gmail.com
mailto:khanmung.neicord@gmail.com
mailto:kingshukdc@gmail.com


NTFP Exchange Programme India Proceedings of the regional consultation at Guwahati 

10 
 

12 Shahanbaaz Hussain MD, Vista Agritech vistabusiness@gmail.com 

13 Ubedur Rehman Marketing Manager, Vista Agritech vistabusiness@gmail.com   

14 Amba Jamir 
Policy Analyst and Development 

Practitioner ambajamir@gmail.com 

15 Nandita Hazarika Ecosystems India, Guawahati nanditah@ecosystems.in 

16 Jayanta Kumar Sarma 
Freelance consultant(Env. & Dev.), 

Guwahati jayanta.sarma@gmail.com 

17 R Alem Jamir Mynsong 

Sr. Consultant(Gender & Social Inclusion), 
Meghalaya Rural Development Society, 

Shillong alemjamir@gmail.com 

18 Snehlata Nath 
Director, Keystone Foundation, Kotagiri, 

Tamilnadu sneh@keystone-foundation.org 

19 Krishna Srinivasan Consultant(ELDF/NTFP-EP), Pune ecological.advocacy@gmail.com 

20 Bikash Rath 
Sr. Programme Manager, RCDC, 

Bhubaneswar bikash.rath@gmail.com 

mailto:vistabusiness@gmail.com
mailto:vistabusiness@gmail.com
mailto:ambajamir@gmail.com
mailto:nanditah@ecosystems.in
mailto:jayanta.sarma@gmail.com
mailto:alemjamir@gmail.com
mailto:sneh@keystone-foundation.org
mailto:ecological.advocacy@gmail.com
mailto:bikash.rath@gmail.com
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Annexure-2 

INDIA’S NTFP SCENARIO IN THE NE :  

A presentation by Bikash Rath 

NTFP- An ignored resource? 

 The annual turnover of NTFP market in the country is supposed to be more than Rs.5000 crores. 

 More or less 20 crore people are supposed to be dependent on NTFP-based livelihood.  

 NTFP is a major source of living in the backward areas of forest-clad and mountainous regions. 

 Women assume a primary role in NTFP collection, unlike in agriculture.   

NTFP supports a green economy for about 20% of the country’s population sustaining about 20-40% of 

their annual income, and can be promising in a still greater way if developed properly. 

Major issues 

 No national policy, no consistency in governmental stand on NTFP regime. Rules change from 

state to state resulting in differential taxation and other systems, affecting inter-state and 

export business.  

 Depleting resource base. Poor attention to production, conservation and regeneration issues. 

Climate change worsening the situation. 

 Institutional strength inadequate in the country to push up the matter. 

 Overall management attention very poor. Working Plans mention NTFP management as if for a 

namesake. Community forestry is also timber-oriented.  

 Inadequate infrastructure for local value addition. 

 Poor  attention to R&D  

 Volatile and unorganized market 

 Inadequate resource inventory 

 The whole sector remains unorganized particularly at primary level.  

 Impact of generation gap and welfare schemes. 
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Recommendations of the Planning Commission in the 12th 5-year Plan 

 Resource augmentation through in-situ plantation and ANR / ex-situ cultivation 

 Identification, Prioritization, Standards, Certification and Value Chain Development, 

Infrastructure / Enterprises/ Marketing/Minimum Support Price 

 Awareness, Social Mobilization and Capacity Development 

 Research & development 

 Enabling policy & institutionalization 

 Total budget for NTFP sector development in the 12th Plan: Rs.6590 crores. 

The NE context: NTFP species 

 The NE has been a rich resource base for NTFPs, including bamboo, cane, hill broom, thatch 

grass, etc.. 

 Some exclusive NTFP products of the NE include the agar wood oil, tobchini(Smilax spp.), wild 

pepper(Piper peepuloides), certain varieties of bamboo, cane, and orchids, etc..  

 The habitat of some highly valuable Himalayan species like Talishapatra(Taxus baccata) is also 

shared by the NE.   

 

The NE context: NTFP regime 

 Land and forest management in the NE has provided ample scope for private as well as 

community management. 

 Autonomous Councils have their own laws regarding land and forest management.  

 However, these laws are fundamentally guided by the principles adopted in the forest/land 

regime applicable to the country as a whole(like, the Indian Forest Act).  

 Specific local exceptions such as provision of declaring medicinal plants sanctuary by the 

Autonomous Council make the local regime more interesting. 

 However, for practical purposes the commercial aspect of NTFP dominates in the form of transit 

rules whereas the conservation aspect prevails in discontinuation of the mahal(lease) system by 

the  Forest Department.   

 Working Plans, as usual, are less serious about the NTFP management.  
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 Overall management focus is timber-centric with some exceptional attempts for medicinal plant 

conservation and cultivation. 

NTFP supply chain 

 The Assam-Tripura belt supplies the major part of the raw bamboo stick required in agarbatti 

production. 

 NE also supplies a major part of India’s cane.  

 Certain other items such as the glutinous Baghnala(Litsea bark) had also been derived from NE 

on a large scale. 

Issues common with rest of the country 

 Land use changes: Conversion of forest lands or resource-rich lands to non-forest areas(as in 

case of cane). 

 Unsustainable harvesting 

 Unorganized sector 

 Timber-centric approach. 

NTFP disasters 

 NTFP disasters range from crop failure and crop damage to adverse effects due to bumper crop.  

 NE faces the disaster due to gregarious flowering of bamboo.  

 The Right to Food campaign demanded in 2010 to provide relief to persons affected by crop 

failure. 

 NEICORD provided relief to people affected by bamboo flowering in Arunachal. 

Scope of mutual collaboration 

 Sharing of knowledge and skill on best practices in harvesting, value addition, enterprise 

building, and conservation/propagation.  

 Policy advocacy 

 Joint research  

 Propagation of exclusive species such as muli bamboo(Melocanna baccifera). 
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Annexure-3 

Introductory note on regional consultation 

Although the true definition of forest, an ecological entity of socio-cultural importance, has been diluted 
in the Marrakesh Accords under the Kyoto Protocol; for the indigenous communities the perception of 
‘rich forest’ implies not to timber but to diverse ecosystem services it offers, including wildlife. The most 
common and closest-to-the-heart perception of a rich forest is that of diverse non-timber forest 
products(NTFPs) that support both life & livelihood in many ways. In fact, for forest dwelling 
communities these forest products are seen as nature’s permanent reserves, unlike agriculture, that can 
support life as if perpetually.  
 
In India, usually the disadvantaged communities belonging to the scheduled castes and scheduled tribes 
have been the most dependent on NTFP-based livelihood. A proper estimation for their exact number 
has been lacking, but the projection of a figure of 275 million(Malhotra & Bhattacharya, 2010; 
Bhattacharya & Hayat, 2009; quoted in Planning Commission:2012. Report of the Sub‐group‐II on NTFP 
and their sustainable management in the 12th 5‐year Plan) may not be so reliable anymore because of 
the rapid changes in the scenario during the last few years. On one hand, the resource base is 
disappearing fast while climate change is further worsening the situation by affecting the productivity; 
and on the other hand, the generation gap supplemented with pro-poor schemes such as MGNREGS and 
heavily subsidized rice is fading away the natural intimacy between indigenous communities and forest. 
Unlike the old generation people, who lacked education and knew forest collection as the most 
immediate and viable option of livelihood, the new generation is focused on the urban way of 
sophisticated life, and hence the acrid tubers from wild no more appeal to them. Even ‘forestry’ is losing 
its wilderness with exotic monocultures such as Eucalyptus that yield timber but do not normally 
support wildlife and NTFP-based livelihood. Teak plantation has replaced many forest areas, but that 
means a critical loss to the food security of wildlife, resulting in many troubles.  
There is no national policy to ensure a sustainable land use. An integrated and comprehensive vision to 
ecosystem management is also lacking. This is why, piecemeal approaches like creation of Protected 
Areas and conservation of water bodies do not much help in addressing the overall degradation and loss 
of ecosystem balance and services.  
 
It is high time that the Government of India decided to focus on developing the NTFP sector. The first 
major step in the direction was taken by constituting the Haque Committee by the Ministry of 
Panchayati Raj which submitted its report in 2011 with a recommendation to provide Minimum Support 
Price on more than 13 NTFPs. The next important but a more comprehensive initiative was the Planning 
Commission’s report of the same year exclusively focusing on NTFP sector development. Unfortunately, 
these recommendations are yet to be implemented. If the government is really keen on harnessing the 
vast potential of this sector, then it must adopt and implement a comprehensive policy that not only 
makes NTFP collection remunerative through the MSP, but also takes complementary measures such as 
banning environmentally polluting and economically challenging competitors(like, thermocule plates 
which threaten the market of leaf plates) of NTFP products.  
 
With the changing times, NTFP-based entrepreneurship also needs some upgradation such as quality 
control and environmental sustainability. Corporate buyers can have an element of social commitment 
in their commercial tie up with such local producer groups by recognizing them properly/formally, and 
supporting insurance, health care, and other facilities for the members of these groups. This way the 
challenges posed by the generation gap and easy alternatives can be  addressed successfully, atleast to a 
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good extent. After all, MGNREGS or subsidized rice neither gives dignity not supports a sustainable 
livelihood. Even industrialization doesn’t offer sustainable livelihood. With rich forests on the other 
hand, we can promote a truly sustainable livelihood provided we upgrade and upscale the conventional 
NTFP-based formal and informal entrepreneurship/profession, and make it dignified.  
 
The NTFP Exchange Programme is a collaborative network of non-governmental organisations and 
community-based organisations in South and Southeast Asia, working with forest-based communities to 
strengthen their capacity in sustainable management of natural resources. Over the years, the NTFP-EP 
has grown into a dynamic network, with over 40 partner organisations and major contacts in India, the 
Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam and Cambodia(more details at ntfp.org). The NTFP-EP India is 
a network of Indian NGOs working at present in the Western Ghats, the Eastern Ghats and the central 
Indian states. EP-India works among several tribal communities, developing and implementing local 
initiatives, while respecting the integrity of cultural traditions. The shared goal of the partners of EP is to 
empower forest-based communities to sustainably use and manage forest resources. The network is 
striving to engage with many more indigenous communities and NTFP issues and build a holistic view of 
indigenous people and the forests(more details at ntfp.org.in) ; and hence it looks forward to expand its 
outreach to the north-eastern, northern, and north-western parts of the country for a more productive 
and diverse exchange of ideas, information, and experiences alongwith a united action on the policy 
front .  
 
Rich Forests is an alliance of Both ENDS(the Netherlands) and two international networks: the NTFP-EP 
and the International Analog Forestry Network (IAFN). This alliance works in more than 20 countries 
with local producers and entrepreneurs to enhance the livelihoods of local communities living in and 
around the forest. The objective is to link local farmers and entrepreneurs in developing countries to 
social enterprises, and the alliance promotes partnerships that have a positive impact on small 
producers and forests(more details at http://www.richforests.org).  
 
Keystone Foundation, Kotagiri, Tamilnadu(http://keystone-foundation.net) has been coordinating the 
Rich Forest network programme in India, and Regional Centre for Development Cooperation(RCDC), 
Bhubaneswar, Odisha(www.rcdcindia.org; www.banajata.org) is leading the Policy desk of this 
programme in India as a partner. Both Keystone and RCDC have rich and diverse experiences in the NTFP 
sector, and believe in the huge scope of mutual collaboration amongst the like-minded civil society and 
other agencies(government/semi-government) active in the NTFP-sector in the country.  
 
Regional consultations are the first formal step to establish this collaborative relationship. These are 
supposed not only to increase the network’s outreach, but also to identify the areas where 
local/regional issues can be addressed through the network action. For instance, hill broom is common 
to both NE and central India, but there may be differences in respect of value addition, harvesting, and 
conservation practices. Which is then the best practice available? Can be it adopted every where? 
Similarly, can Taxus baccata or other such valuable Himalayan species of conservation concern be 
propagated in suitable parts of the Eastern and Western Ghats?  
 
Let us work together for a green economy and sustainable livelihoods; let our network be the voice of 
the country for ecological harmony and justice.  
 

For any information, please contact: Bikash Rath, Sr. Programme Manager, RCDC  

E-mail: bikash.rath@rcdcindia.org    Cell: 9437202970, 8018053375 

http://www.richforests.org/
mailto:bikash.rath@rcdcindia.org

