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INTRODUCTION 

India is a va..l, ecologic.aUy and culturaUy diverse, and densely populated country. While 
the ~rct:ntage of forest cover i.5 not very high (l~19 per cent) and many pans of 
these foreslS are in various .tages of degradation, forests arc: a viw resource: for many 
communities. Stale policies on forests, other common land and NTFPs, and the imple­
mentation of these policies. t.herefo~ have a significant impact on rural livelihoods as 
wen as forest condition. A changing agrarian and indlatriaJ context further influences 
the role that NTFP coUection can play in ruralliYelihoodJ. Analysing CUfTl:nt policies 
and practices provides imponant insights about the possible role for N1'FPs in rural 
developmenL This chapter leeks to do 10 by wing macro-tevel analyses acrou several 
SCites and deWJ.ed case studies. 

The tenn 'NTIP' can mean different things to different people, I In south Asia. it iI 
useful to distinguish between two broad categories: high-bulk. low-value products such 
as firewood, grass and leafy matter that are important as inputs to the domestic.liveslock 
and agriculrur.al seeton; and relatively high-value. Jow-volume products such as speciflC 
fruits. nUl!, leaYeS and herbl that are important in food products. medicines. coameoa 
or other applicariOfU. t Although, in ubiqwty and ecological impact. the former are more 
important, mostdiJcussionson 'NTFP policy' tend to focus on the latter. The reason couJd 
be that high....aJue. low.yolwne products can pn:Mde significant direct incomes, eyen to 
marginal landholders or the landless., and their collection is simultaneousty Ittn as poten­
tially less ecologically 'damaging'. Reconciling livelihoods and COOSCJv.ltion through such 
Nn'P4laJed enterprises has thus elicited much debate. Further focus ill gi...en to these: 
high-v.llue income-gener.uing NTFPJ by the shorthand • com.merdal NTFPs'. 

Policies on commercial NfFPs may led. very different o~ (or a balance 
between them): the genel'2tion of revenue for the state, meeting the demands ofNTFP· 
based industries. protecting harvesters from exploitation by tlliddlemen. enhancing 
the livelihoods of poorer communities. promoting resourtt sustainabUity and meeting 
• .- ....... hirvtiversitY conservation goals. The instruments deployed to acrueYe these 



ol~e<"[rves include' the'" mannl:':r in whi.ch harvc;ung md markeung nghb are assignttl. the 
organizational ~t-up through which haJ'vesungand marktting arc carried OliL, rl5Ca1 strat. 
egies such as taxallOn and subsidiM. ::Iond in\.'C'Stment5 made in hanl~lIIg U ddiuonal and 
modem knowledge and Itenerating market infonnation. Our anal~ or NTFlJ policies 
in India $ttks to critically examine the objt.'Ctives PUnlued (both staled and implicit). me 
lnSU1.Iments used and the impacts on collector livelihoods and ecologica1 sU!tainability. 

\\e begin this chapler 'wir.h a brier summary or the role orNTFPs in mr3llivC'lihOO<i5 
ill India that indicates how importanu:ommercial NTFP collection is. rorwhom and in 
which regions. Mlt:r gl"ing a broad hl5tory or State' lnte'nention 111 the NTFP ~ctor in 
India. we foclU on twO major re'gions - the central-easte01 dry forest region that strad· 
dies me stales of Orissa, Madhya Pradesh (induding Chhalusgarh) I Andhra Pradesh. 
Jharkh::lond :.md ,null parts of Ikngal and Maharashtra. and the Westem Ghats moist 
forest region Lhat spreads across the states ofMaharashtra. Coa. Kam.uaka. Keral .. and 
·n amil Nadu (Figu~ 3.1) For the cemrnl-canc:m forcsll·cgiun. we cO\"er ~ral SUt~. 
but focus on Orissa and Madhya Pradesh. For the Westem ChalS region. we present 
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Figure 3. 1 Location of untral dry Jomt npm and \~ultm ChtJlS rqion HI. InduJ 



c~ slUdies rrom twO parts or Karnataka that highlight issues specific LO a miXed tribal 
and non-tribal context. in one case providing insighlS into the ecological complexities 
around NTFP eXlraction. 

SIGNllCANCE OF NTFPS IN RURAL UVELlHOODS, 

REGIONS AND THE NATIONAL ECONOMY 

Some 3000 wild plant species in India an: used for purposes including food. fodder, 
medicines, spices and condimenlS, dyes, fibres, gums and resins, essences and oils, 
plates and furniture (Tewari, 1994). Estimates of the contribution of NTFPs to rural 
inCOllles vary widely. Tewari and Campbell (1995) estimate that a.bout25 per cent of 
India's rural labour force derivet up to 50 per cent of ilS income from NTFPs. which 
translates into around 1~150 miUion persons. Berween 55 and 70 per cent of the 
wage employment in the forestry sector i5 attribUled to NTFPs (Cupta and Culeria, 
1982) . Other eSlimalet of the rura1 employment obtained through NTFP collection 
and processing ... .tnge from 3.3 million person-yean (Mitchell et al. 2003) to 'signifi­
cant' employment for 50 million persons a year (MOEF, 20(1) . What accentuates the 
importance of NTFPs i5 t.he fact that their coUecuon often complemenlS agriculture­
balled li\'elihoods, as it is largely carried out during the dry se350n. 

NTFPs play an eyen more important role in the liyelihoods of communitiet near 
or in forests. 111cse communities, invariably among t.he pooretl. may be broadly 
called 'forest-dwelling tribal communities', a subset of the ethnic groups designated 
as Schedulw Tribes in the Indian constitution.' They depend on NTFPs nOljusl for 
income (Malhotra et aI., 1991; Prasad, 1999; Hegde et al .• 1996), but abo for subsist­
ence (MoEF, 2001). and forests are an integral part of their cu lrurc~s. 

The region where commercially valuable NTFPs play the most. significant role in 
rural livdihoods is undoubtedly the central-eastern forest bell, where the dry decid­
uous forests are rich in various indwuially important oil seeds (such as sal) , soap nulS 
(myrobalam) and cigarette leayes (tcndu), and where most. of the counuy's uibal 
population is located. 

Finally, il is worth noting that these SO<a!led 'minor' forest produclS represent a 
significanl source of revenue for certain govemmenlS. Ln 1986, NTFPs aCcounted for 
nearly 40 per celll of the revenue of state foren deparunenlS and 75 per cent of net 
exporteamings from the forest sector (MhcheU etal, 2003, quoting M. P. Shiva) . With 
5Cvera1state5 banning the felling of timber in narural forests. the importance ofNTFPs 
as a source of state revenue may be increasing. 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW' 

Historical shifts in NTFP policy 

S),!!lematic stale intervention in forestry was initiated by the BritiJh colonial goo.'t:m­
ment. The objective of British forest policy was primarily lhe maximization of state 
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Figure 3.2 CoIJ«tiDn of KalahhaliD: S«d by ~ lIillafm of KaJasulia, BotuJA 

revenues, mttting the need! of Briruh industries and expanding state control over 
the counuy. It was effected by reserving large chunb of forest for exclusive state 
use and declaring vaJuable products off-limits to loca.J U5e1'5. The main focus was on 
timber (and later softwood) extraction. but where NTFPs had significant commercial 
value, the objective of rC!\'Cnue maximization was clearly visible, such as in pine !'eIin 
extraction in the Ilimalayas (Cuha. 1989) or in tree gum or AcacM: rokChu eXlnIction 
in peninsular India (Cadgil and Chandran, 1988). FoUowing protests, some conces­
sions were made regarding firewood collection and grazing. but commercially valu­
able NTFPs were k.ept under state control. In the central fO!'ell bell. the objective 
of supprosing tribal rebellions and establishing stale control was also a priority, for 
which forest control was one instrument. 

In the decades immediately follo~ing independence. forests conunued to be seen 
as a resource that IUpponed industrialization and nation-building. ForesLS were thus 
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managed to maximiu: th~ production of commercially valuable products to provide 
the raw mat~riaJs for industries and urban areas and revenue for the st.lte. Exploitation 
of the forests for bamboo, resin and other 'minor' producu continued and expanded. 
R~vcnucs did not nt"c~M<Uily increase:, lx-cause many of these product! were given to 
industries at highly subsidized prices, as in the case ofbarnboo in Kamataka (Cadgil 
etal,1983). 

The role of NTFPs in the livelihoods of forest-dwelling communities began to 
gain attention In the 19505. Sporadic protests against exploitative or ~'Cnu~rienled 
state policies occurred, such as t.he reprrsentations by 1000 tribal ,",'Omen to the alief 
Minister ofO.-wa in 1953 (Das, 1996). In 1961, the Dhehar CommiMion urged state 
govemm~nu to provide for intensiv~ collection and local processing of MFPs (Col, 
1961). The Committee on Tribal Economy in foresl Areas also recommended the 
establishment of forest corporations and tribal development cooperative corporatiom 
for the collection. processing and l11ark~ting of NTFPs (Gol. 1967) as did the aawa 
Committee on Cooperative Structures in Tribal Area! (Col, 1971). 

These pressures resulted in a more proactive state policy on NTFPs. Legal and 
administrative initiatives were taken in different states to reguJate and support NTFP 
collection and trade. The ostensible goals of this policy, as summarized by Prasad 
(1999). were to: 

• reduce exploitation of NTFP collecLOn and ensure fair returns to them; 
• maximize the collection of produc~ and ensure supply to industries using th~m; 

and 
• incr~ rC\-enues to the state.' 

There was no explicit commitment to 'sustainable harvest'. 
Over the next twO decades, these initiatives led to the creation of complex insti­

tutional arrangements around the collection and marketing of different NlTPs, 
including laws and administrative orders, NTFP-related organizations and financial 
support policies. These are particularly prevalent in the states of the central forest belL 
Nationally the main direct intervention was the fonnation of the Tribal Cooperative 
Marketing ()eo.'Clopmcm Federation of India Ltd (TRJFED) in 1987 for marketing 
NTFPs and other agricultural produce harvested by uiba! communities. TIlCSC were 
the core arrangements conceming NTFPs for 5e\Ierai decades. As we shall see below, 
the non-implementation of subsequent legislation in the context ofNTFPs means that 
these are sull largely the de facto arrangements. 

The new National Forest Policy of 1988 marked a significant change in forest 
policy rhetoric. TIle goab of maintaining 'ecological balance' and meeting the need5 
of villagers. especially tribal communities, ,",'Cre given top priority. The involvement of 
local communities in forest management W"dS also considered, leading to the centtal 
circular in 1990 that initiated 10int forest management' (IFM) in th~ country. 

The implications of th~ new policy for the suuctures and fonns of NTFP collection 
have been mixed bUllimited. Under JFM programmes,some attention has been given 
to increasing incomes from NTFPs.JfM orden issued by many states' have increased 
the villagen' shares in NTFPs from bolh regeneral~d and standing forests. The prac­
tical irnplemenGation of these orders is 5011 highly contingent upon the overall set of 



N'IrP policies in each sUle (sec ~.g . Ute etal, 20(5) . At th~ same: time, restrictions at 
the collection of NTFPll from muional parkJ and wildlife :w1ctuanell have been tight~ 
encd, especially sillCe 2004, as a result of the Supreme Court's strict (overly so, i.n OUr 
view) interpretation orlhe Wildlife Protection ACL 

Olher changes in the wider gO'o'ernance S)'$l~m since the 1990s could also influ­
ence NlTP rights and managemenL The landmark. 7~rd Constitutional Amendment 
in 1992 prescribed that stales should enact legislation creating three additional tlel'l of 
go ... emm~ntatlhe district. subdistrici and village level. Ownerllhip of.scveral resources. 
including fuelwood and fodder, social foresuy planmtions and NTFPs. should \est in 
the lowest tier. Although most .... tes have passed lhe necess;uy laws. the transfer of 
control has not happened (Mathew. 1995; Malhew, 2000; Mathew. 2(04). 

A Olorr radical law passed in 1900 - the Panchayats (Extension to Scheduled Areas) 
Act. 1996, or PESA - seeks to give wide-ranging pov.'ers to llie village general bod)' in 
SchMuled AreAS (Le. lribal maJonty dIStricts). PFSA makes the radical provision of 
granting 'ownership of minor forest produce' (and several other muural remuJ"CQ) to 

the Gr.ull Sabha (village general body). Butagain.lhe provision has been rendered inef­
fective by state governments leaving ambiguity aOO1l1 which foreslS Lhe righu are to be 
ext:rosed tn, making the provision subservient toJFM rules and other MFP·rdated rules 
and lav.'3, or completely ignoring Lheprovision,:lS in Madhya Pr.tdesh (Upadhy.ty, 20(4) . 
Even at th~ cenuallc:vel. the l\.{inisuy of Environm~nt and Forests has undennined the 
provisions by excluding bamboo and cane from the definition of 'MFP' and by recom· 
mend1ng against any change in fOre5lrighu (MoEF, 1998). Perhaps lheontysQ.tc: in .... 'hich 
PESA ha'! had som~ impacl is in Oli~. where me government recenliy framed a nav SCt 
of rules t.ra.nsfening rights OYer some NTFPs to Cram Panchay.tUl (village council!) 

A very recent la .... - the Scheduled Tribes and Other Traditional Forest Dwellers 
(Rttognition of Forest Rights) Act. 2006 - confen NTFP righL' on the hamlet-level 
bodies offol"e!lt-dweUing communities. This. act i5 yet to ~ implem~nted and its impli· 
cations uill need to ~ considered. Due to the similarilie! in the MFP·rclated rights 
conferred under thi5 act viH..om the PESA, the impacts are likely LO be similar unless 
larger issues are addressed. 

Thus. in mOSt cases, the main pohciesand structures that shape NTH use continue 
to be those Jet up in the 197~ and 19805. 

Basic elements of current policies 

According to existing forelit law, the state 15 the 'owner' of all NTFPs.'J The state may 
grant 'lease righu' or 'usufructory rights' of collection and possibly of tr.;uupon and 
sale 10 certain individuals, organi7.ations or state agencies. Depending largely on the 
commercial value of the NTFPs, the Stale ,aries the rxtenl of its direct involvemem in 
and control of the collection, procurement and sale of the flffFPs as follows, 

The most valuable NTFPJ are 'nationalizM' " that is, the ~50W'ce iJ lftated as 
enllrely state property and its harvesting. transport. Sl0r.lge and sale are carried out 
entirely by statt: agencies or are very smclly regulaled. In practice. state agencies such 
as forest development corporations declare a state-wide procurement price, and all 
COUe<:tOfS ar~ required to "II the produce to the state ag~ncy or iu appointed agents 
at this price. 

I 
\ 

I 
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Olher commercially v,tlllable NTFPs arc 'cOlllrolled' or 'specified' - that is, less 
slringl!ntly regulated - with I!xtraction rights being granted to agenci~ or individuals 
in diffen=nt locations or years, with no restrictions on storage. but some monitoring of 
u-ansPOrL Typically, the 5late 'auctions' the rights of extraction for a particular forest 
area. The one who wins the auction getS the lIOle rights of extraction for two yean in 
the fonn ora lease and pays a royalty to lhe Slate forest depanmenL This 'contractor' 
lhen announces a procurement price. Actual collection may be done by local ho~ 
holds, butlhey mustsell the produce only to till! contractor atlhe procurement price 
specified. The contractor may bring in outside wage labour to carT}' out the collection. 

Other less valuable NTFPs are completely unregulated, and may be freely extracted 
and consumed or sold by any individuals. The we may be in tile open market or to 
traders. There mayor may not be any tax on the sale (typically not). Finally, some 
NTFP species might be declared as ' lease-barred', which mearu that their extraction 
is not penniued due to fean of their extinction. In all cases where extraction takes 
place, the forest deparunent, as the custodian of the forests, is supposed to enforce 
sustainability nonns. 

The immediate implication of these differences in Slate control is a difference in 
tlle capacity of the state to extract the surplus produce. For unregulated produce, this 
capacity is virtually zero. For controlled produce. the state can extract lIOme of the 
surplus as royalties, with the rest going to the contractor. For nationalized produce, the 
state can extract the entire surplus, since it is, in effect, also the con trActor. 

Creater control need not necessarily translate into greater surplus eXl.J'3.ction by 
the state iI.SC:Lf. Much depends upon how prices are set and what structures are set up 
for improving prices obtained by collectors. In many cases, the state created primary 
collector cooperativ~ - often called 'wge Area Multi-Purpose Societies' or 'Large-­
Scale Adivasi Multi-Purpose Societies' (LAMPS)i - and gave them exclusive harvesting 
rights in specific forest areas and the mandate to carry out collective marketing or the 
products. In lIOme cases, state--Ievel federations oflhese primary cooperatives were also 
created, and they had to market tlleir produce through the federations, ostensibly to 
obtain economies of scale and thereby ensure higher returru to collectors. Andhra 
Pradesh went the furthest in this direction , creating the Cirijan Cooperative Corpora­
tion, a state--level and state-supported triba] cooperative with no lower-level primary 
cooperatives. In some cases it was made mandatory to sell the produce through the 
national-level TRlFED. In other words, a coercive 'cooperative' was pursued by several 
stat~ in parallel with state conU'ol. The policy of leases to private compani~, state 
forest corporations or other bodies continued in lIOme pockets. 

How these policy shifts and variations in structures have worked in practice is 
what we will now examine using three case studies. The first case explores 'national­
ized' and 'conU'olled' NTFPs in the central Indian forest belt, specifically Orissa and 
Madhya Pradesh. Second, we examine a cooperative NTFP collection in Kamat.aka. 
Third, we investigate a 'non-nationalized' and 'non-cooperative' NTFP in the Westem 
Chats, ror which detailed ecological studies are alllO available. In all cases, we seek to 
understand what the ostensible policy goals are, what has been done to achieve them, 
and their impacts, particularly in tenus of collector livelihoods and (where pos"ible) 
the sustainability of use. 
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CASE 1: NTFP POUCIES IN THE CENTRAL FOREST 

REGION: LIP-SERVICE TO TRIBAL INTERESTS? 

The context 

The central forest region is perhaps the most important region iu the country in 
Lenns of th~ availability of commercially valuable NTFPs and also the ~lCiS(~nce of a 
large. forest~weHing. largely tribal popuJation that h3..'l been hinoric.aJly engaged in 
collecting these NTFPs. II is estimated that 70 per cent of NTFP collection for sale 
takes place in this region. About 77 million people reside in vilfages that ha'~ forest 
area within their boundary. These villages constitute 20 per cent (Andhra) to '10 per 
cent (Orissa) of the total ,·mages in the state. 

The most important NTFPs across these states are tendu or k.endu leaf (KL) 
(DWspyros ~lnnOXJltm), sal seeds and leaf (SIwrta robusta). mahua no,",'ers and seed 
(Madhuca rndiaa) and bamboo (including Dmtil'f)C(l/Dmus !tricttLS, &mbusa arundinaua, 
&mbusa nlAtarLJ and &mbwa IlAlda) , Tendu leaf, sal $«d. mahua and bamboo were 
'nationalized' in most of these states in the 1960s and 19705. Olher products were 
brought into the 'controlled' category and, in a few~. the 'lease-barred' cat~gory. 
The exact lin of NTFPs in each cau=gory. lhe dates when they were so categorized and 
the pertinent legislation are gi~n in Table ~.I. LO 
~ mentioned above, many policies and institutions have been ~t up and modi­

fied over the past few decades to collect, ~U and otherwise regulate NTFPs in each 
category. The impacts of these policies and institutions are described below wing a 
detailed history of some NTFPs in each of the 'nationalized' and 'controlled' catego­
ries in Orusa and Madhya Pradesh , The case of tendu leaf shoVo'S how much the Slate 
continues to covet the rC''enurl from this very valuable resource, but aIM) the variety of 
approaches adopted. The history of other resources highlightS the complex interplay 
in the institutional arrangemenl3, but aI50 the halting progress on the ground with 
long-term changes in the status of the NfFP collectors. 

Tendu leaf: A coveted resource 

The leaves of DWspyros melarwylon (family Ebenaceae), called ' tcndu' in Madhya Pradesh 
and 'kendu' in Orissa, are used as wnlppers for bidis (Indian cigarenes). They are the 
most valuable NTFP in the central forest region. in teITJl.! of total revenue generated. 

Orissa pioneered the Slate control of Lendu lea\·cs. Some control was introduced 
in 19'19 through the K.endu Leaf (control and distribution) Order under the Essential 
Commodities Act. Partial nationalization took. place Ln 1961 with lhe Orissa Kendu 
Leaf Act (see Table ~.l), and full nationalization in 1973. Under nationalization. the 
procedure has now been set as follows. The procurement price is fIXed every year by 
the government. The procu~ment of KL from the collectors or gI"O"''el''S. and prelimi­
nary processing such as drying, binrnng and storage, are done by the KL department, 
which falls under the slate forest deparunent. Many KL procurement ('collecLion') 
centres ha\~ been ~t up in lIle KL producing districu for thi! purpose. SeasonalstafT al'e 
engaged as agenlS of the KL depanment La carry out the procurement. KL mo ... emenlS 
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1.ble .5.1 NTFP catq:rma and rtkvnnt kgulmian 
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''''' 
tuictly monitored. Marketing of the procured KL i, done by the OriMa Forest 

""':Iol,"", nl Corporation Ltd (OFDC) through bulk auction. orne now gelS 5 per 
commission on !.his work. which covers costs and profits. Around I million people 

rngaged in plucking KL for about 20-45 days and some 6 million pe:rson-days of 
b~:~~;;~a~r:e created for the processing of KL in a season. From !.he mid-l990s to 
~. nate eaminp from the we of KL generally ranged from R5400-700 

(USSl()-17.5 million) per year,n KL is estimated to have contributed around 
cent of the state', total earnings from forests during this period (Government 

""' .... 2005). 
Collectors were supposed to benefit from nationalization in at least two ways: high 

and guaranteed prices regardless of the amOUnl collected. However. neither 
accrued in practice. The $late (or its agents) had the authority to reject 

KL offered by a collector if not satisfied with the quality. More importantly, the 
paid to the collectors were dramatically lower than the price at which OFDe 
auctioned the produce. Table ".2 gh-es the price received by the collectors as 



Table 3.2 Pm:entagr sharf! oj wlbdtm In fin," KL auction. pria 

"" 0,;, .. MlJdhp PrId .. 1t 

198,..'" 7 " , ...... , 
" " 1991-92 " 32 

1992-93 21 

1993-9< " , ....... 37 

SOUff:. VUWldh.fllncl VrUlpl. ,. 

.. .. 
.. 
71 

a IX-I"centage of lhe price obtained by oroe at itS auction. Ov~r Iht' tcn-y~ilr ~riod 
( 1984-1994), the avenge share of me final auction price received by the collectors was 
an appalling 16)Xr cenL EvC'n setting aside trallsport..ltion, storage and handlingcosl.S 
and losses (estunated at around 28 ~r ccm), it turns out thaI thr statr got a hdty 56 
peT cent of the final aucnon pnce O\"U the same period. 

The state was aware t'arly on lhal retaining most of the profits for itself ",ould nOl 
be a popular policy. It passed ortleB in 1986 under tht' Krndu Leaf ACllh,J.l 50 ~r 
cent of the profits [rom the KL trade would be shared with local gO\-emment bodies 
(Panchayat Samilis and Cram Pa.nchayolu). In practice, however, the govcmmem has 
persistenLly claimed thai it cannot calculate the profits [rom KL tr .. de and hence it has 
om rckased these ·KL grants' 5)'Slcmatically. Only R..lOO million (USS2.5 million) ha!l 
been released annually in lhe form of ad hoc Kl.. gnlllu to the Panchayau, whereas 
the actuaJ amounts that should have been ret~a'lffl. were of the order DC Rs 160 million 
(US$4 mi.llion) [0 Rs290 million (US$7.25 million) a )'earduring the period 1992)93-
1995/96.1z No Vasundhara and Vikalpa (1998) .say, it iJ indeed 'appalling thai for the 
last over 15 yean Lilt Government has ... used (nol be.ing abl~ to WOI k OUt the profitsJ 
as an excuse to forf~it iu legal commitment to share KL profits with local peoplt" 

There arc further problems with the very concept of KL granl.S. First, Llle grants 
made to the Panchayal.S are not proportional to the colle<:tion of KL from those anas. 
For exam pit, although Bolangir district contributed 25 per cent of the ~Ialt"s total KL 
mllt"f"tion from IOOS to 1996, its shart of ad hoc KL granu givtn to Panchayal.Sduring 
lhat period was 14 per cent. Ser:ond, and more impollant, even jf KL granu had 
been proportional to the KL contribution of each Panchayat, the Cram Paneha),315 
r<"'presenl all the rcJidcnts within tht Panchayat boundary, both collectors and non· 
collectors. Transferring profits to Ihe PanchayaLS IOlSlead of paying high prices to the 
collcclon amounu to Lransferring il1com~ from LIle collectors 10 Iht' non-colieclon in 
a Gram Panchay.lt. 'fYpically, the latltr are the better off hOU5eholds and elite in the 
\illages. Even the recent order to increax: the KL grants to 90 per cent of the profits 
does not address this unfair transfer ofincome. 

Finally, tllc implementauon of the Kl. Act even as it rxisu has several shortcom· 
ings in practice. Oda}'t"d paymenl to the eolleclon is common, leading to the collec­
tors borrowing funds from the KL department agenl.~ Also common i. thesc ctgCHIlI' 

pracuc~ ofunderpaymg the colleclon by demanding mort' leaves in a bundlr than the 
official measure. 

; 
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In Madhya Pradesh. lh~ structures ha~ rvolved some\O\'hat differently. Madhya 
Pradesh was quick to follow Orissa in nationalizing tendu lea~ in 1964. The initial 
approach retained many elemenUi of the contractor system and hence failed {O yield 
the desired results. Payments to collectors were delayed and collection undervalued. 
1n 1984, the Madhya Pradesh government set up the Stale Minor Forest Produce 
(Trading & De"o'elopmem) Co-operarive Feder-uion (SMF'PCF) as an apex body that 
would pool the individual collections of the LAMPS and primary cooperative societies 
(PCSS) that were set up in a few districts. In 1988. the government further rationalized 
the amangements by selting up primary forot produce cooperative societies (PF'PCSS) 
at the bouom, district forest produce coopcrati~ unions (DFPCU!I) in the middle 
and the SMFl>CF at the top. At pre!tnt, Madhya Pradesh ha5 1066 PFl>cSs and 58 
district unions, \Ooith nearly 1.5 million members in the PFPCSs. After an initial period 
of nominated offic~bearers. the first elections for a president and other office-bearers 
were conducted in 1995. The forest officer at the territorial forest division acUi as the 
managing director of the DFPCU. Similarly, the chainl1anship and all other tOP execu· 
tive positions in the state federation are held by state officials. 

Since 1989 Lhe PF'PC$s have been engaged in the procurementoftendu leaf. Each 
PFPCS covers approximately 10-12 phads (coUCi:tion centres) . The collection of leaves 
is done with the involvement of local forest officials, The U'ansponation and storage of 
the leaves is done by district unions. The fund!; for variOlU operations are made avail­
able to the district uniON by the state-level MFP federation. The district unions pfO\-ide 
funds for procurement to the PFPCSs. The phad munshi of primary society and phad 
abhirakshak, who is a government employee, purchase the lea\'eS. The manager of the 
primary coopc:ratlve society and Lhe nodal officer. who is a g()\'Cmment !trvant (moslly 
deputy Ranger or Forester), withdraws cash from the society's bank account and the 
nodal officer carries the C35h to the collectio:n centreS for payments by the phad munshi 
or phad abhirakshak.. Each family is given a collector's card. The phad mUJlshi enters 
the collCi:lOr's daily collection on the card. Payment for the collCi:tion of leaves is made 
weekly and the paylllelll made is entered on the card. The sale of the leaycs is done by 
the MFP federation, generally through either a nationwide tender or an auction. 

The primary cooperative societies initially rCi:eived commission at RsIO (USSO.25) 
per standard bag. TIle di.51rict unions were paid at R.sS (US$ 0.07) per standard bag, 
The SMFPCF received a commi5.sion of 2 per cent on lhe amount recehoed from the 
sale of leaves in the whole state. The govemment laler reduced the commi.ssion of the 
SMFPCFand the DFPCUs to Ral perannurn (a token amountofleu than 3 US cents), 
The idea was that the primary collector cooperatives and their upper-level federations 
would have a strong interest in ensuring timely and appropriate payments to thei.r 
collector members, 

The ultimate impact of these structures on me returns received by the collectors 
seems to have been slightly, but perhaps not dramatically, different from that in Orissa. 
at least until the mid·I990s. The data in Table 5.5 show that although the collectors' 
price increased substantially in absolute terms, their share remained in the range 
of 16-45 per cent of the final sale price received by lhe state-level federation. E\'en 
allowi ng for handling costs, the state made a significant profiL For example, in 1995-
96, the state made a profit of R.s!40 (US$8.50) per standard bag (42 per cent of the 
final price), while the colleclors got R.s310 (USS7.75, or 38 per cent of the finaJ price). 



Table !.! CoIJ«wr dum", final sale flrul of ,,"Ju wJ i" ModAy" Prtuk$h 

Y •• f Cohelor prlc. Fin., u!. pnc. CoIMCfor W,.. ,_ 
'50 .., 

"" , ..... , 250 '" "" 1991-92 250 '" "" , ....... 310 110 "" 
ru the state's profiusoared. pressure to share this profil ~ith the collectors mountt"d. 
The sune put in place a system of disuibuting some ofl.ht" profits bad:. to the col1cctors 
III the form of ·lllcenuves '. In 1989. following a bumper profit, the Slale distribuI('d 
Rs1500 million (USS37.S million) b;u;k to the collectors. Subsequent years saw much 
lower incentive disLribution. This payment was disconunued in 1990 but restaned in 
1995. For the I9'J5-1997 seasons. nea.rly 20 per cent or net income wa.:s paid as ' incen· 
tive wages' . 

Al a consequence of the 73rd Consuwtlonal AmendmCDl of 1992 and PESA., the 
Madhya Pl1Idesh government decided, in 1998, to pass on all the net profit from the 
trade of tendu leaf to the primary collector cooperntives. The cooper,u.h:e5, in turn. 
have to distribule 60 PCI' cent of this to the: tendu )(:af COIl«lOr!i as incenti\'e wages 
and spend 20 per cem on NTFP de\.-elopmellt and 20 per cent on mfrastructure devel­
opment. U The Madhya Prndesh Forest Deparunent continues to repon revenues 
reeeh'ed from tendu leaws, indicating that perhaps nOt all the profits are being passed 
on to the cooperath'eS, More<lver, as in the case of the KL grants. the: sharing of profil 
isfuced allhe tOp, nOlb)' the owners of the produce (which are now supposed to be- the 
Cram Sabhas) . This rea:u11S in a sense: of pate mal Ism and insecurity about the proceu 
and a general delay of one or twO years betw~n collection and p;ayment of IIlcentive 
wages. Furthennore. the functioning of the: primary cooperatives is not parueularly 
democratic, with c1ecuolu nOt having been held for a long time, the foresl department 
remaioingin control in practice, and Ihe improved prices being offset by the manipu­
lallon of quantities (Ranu BhogaJ. personal communication, ba.'led on unpublished 
slUdy conducted for CIFOR). 

A polentially positive t:lement in the Madhy .. Pradesh govenlment's pohcy has 
been the setting up of a group in.'Ju.r.mce scheme for the KL collectors since 1991 . 
This scheme covers around 2.4 million collectors. Collectors do not pay fees for this 
insurance, and gel different level:! of compcnlation for death, disability, etc. For the 
period 1991-2005, the federation reported that 150,820 claims were seuled and Rs56J 
million (USJ I4 ollillon) was paid to the nominees of deceased collectors. II There is, 
however. at l~a.u anecdotal n'idencc of some amount of mismanagement of thi5 system 
also (JUnu BhogaJ. penonal communication). 

On the whole, the tendu leaf polq in Madhya P",desh is Klmewh,u mQre IUpportiYC 
of the l\TFP collccton than thai in Ori.'Jsa. Another my of looking at it is th<tt Orissa is 
s1o~ly mo\oi.ng along a trajectory that Madhya Pr.ulcsh has already tr.l\rened. Madhya 
Pradesh state also staned out extracting signiflcant fractiom of the profil from tendu 
lea\.u. But Madhya Pl1Idesh has moved more quick.ly to a somewhat better sharing of 
the pro6ts in the posi-PESA period. while Orissa tried a conceptually faulty KL-grants 
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approach. The common fearure in both States is that control is entirely top-down and 
even administrath'c funcuons at the lower levels are manned by government servants, 
with significant im'ol~ment of lhe forest deparUllent. This raises serious qUClItions 
about the level of democracy and aUlonomy in the functioning of lhc SO<alled collec· 
tors' cooperatives. TIlis issue is funher highlighted in the analogous case of lAMPS 
in Kamatab. 

ControUed products: Fuzzy organizational arrangements 

The approach in Orissa to the management of non·nationalized NTFPs has been 
characte:rized by the presence of multiple organizatiorus and shifts and variatiolU in 
arrangements. lAMPS were set up in Orissa and elsewhere in the mid·1970s. By the 
19805, there were 222 LAMPS. There are a few other cooperatives also involved in 
NTFP collection and marketing, such as the agency marketing cooperative societies 
(AMCSs) and the Orissa RuraJ Marketing Society (an autonomous agency under the 
Deparunent of Panchayati Raj, involved in the foonation of self·help groups for micro­
enterprise development). The government also set up the Tribal Development Coop­
erative Corporation (TDCC) in 1973 as an apex cooperative, of which 202 lAMPS, 35 
other cooper-nives, 47 panchayat samilis and the state government are memben. 

Orissa go\'Crnmem policy toW"Jrds these cooperatives and their federations has 
been wavering. pau:malistic and not well thought out. For instance, the TDCC was 
give n rights to sal seed procuremelll in 1984 following the 'nationalization' of sal 
seeds. However, this right was taken away in 1991 and handed over to the OFDC. In 
1990, the foUowing complicat«t allocations were made: 

• The TDCC was given lhe exchuive right to four MFP itenu: tamarind, hill broom, 
honey and malma in all 27 forest divisions of the state. 

• Utkal Forest Products Lld (UFPL), ajoint sector company, was given the exclusive 
right to coUect 29 oth~ NTFP items in all the forest divisions of the state:. 

• AMCSs were given le~ to operate in three divisiorus for all products except the 
ones given to TDCC and UfPL. 

• TDCC was additionally given righu o\'Cr all producu except those given to UFPL 
in 19 divisions. 

• The orne was given rights over all products in five divisions not allocated to 
AMCSs,meTDCCorUFPL 

This policy ensured that there was only one buyer per product in a division . It was 
assumed that since lhese \\-'C:re also state or Stale-colllro\led agencies, they would not 
misuse their monopsonist position. But neilher efficiency nor lIuppon to collectors 
could be achieved. The agencies either did not buy al1 the produce or set unrealisti· 
caDy high procurement prices. thereby incurring losses. For aample, the TDCC was 
given sole rights to mahua £lov.'Cr procurement in 1991. The procurement price was 
set at Rs3 (US$O.07) per kg plus overheach. Traders in Orissa purchased mahua flowers 
from neighbouring Bihar state at Rsl (less than U5$O.03) per k.g and sold !.hem to the 
TOCe at Rs3, lht'reby making a large profit and leaving the TOCC with a huge loss. 
The government dMpecified mahua flowers in 1992 (Vasundhara and Vi.ka1pa. 1998). 
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Not surprisingly, the mcc, which W'dS created to protect tribal collectors from 
exploitation, has ilSelf turned out to be: a liability to the government, with huge losses. 
At !he end of March 2000, the accumulated loss of the IDee was Rs410 million 
(US$10.25 million). According to the balance sheet of 2004/05 the accumulated loss 
was Rs611 million (US$15.275 million). As a rouh ofthe~ losses, the TDCC seems to 
have be<:ome largely defunct and is now not involved in the procurement and trade of 
NTFPs in Orissa. 

In Madhya Pradesh,!he arrangements are different and the ultimate impact seems 
even less favourable to NTFP collectors. The three-tier organization for tendu leaves 
does not seem to be involved in the collection and marketing of other produce. 'Speci­
fied' products such as sal seeds are regulated by putting quantitative restrictions on 
transport and sale. Licences are required for the growing. transport or sale of quan­
tities beyond the specified limits. A price-5pread analysis (Vasundhara and VikaJpa, 
1998) indicated that the col1ecton got significantly lower prices than those at which sal 
seeds sold in local towns, although such analysis ignores the transaction COSts incurred 
for transport and marketing. 

Al mentioned above. the post-PESA period saw changes in policies regarding the 
sharing of profits for nationalized produce in both Orissa and Madhya Pradesh. In the 
case of non-nationalized NTFPs, the most significant post-PESA change occurred in 
Orissa. The changes were announced in 2000 but were legally implemented in 2002. 
with the new Orissa Cram Panchayats (Minor Forest Produce Administration) Rules 
~ing framed under the state's Panchayati Raj ACL TIle key features of this policy 
change were: 

• 

• 

The royalty .sys(em was abolished, as was the system of assigning monopoly buying 
righLS to individual contractors or organizations, and also the tranSit pennitsystem. 
The Gram Panchayats were to be given !he power [0 reguJate the procurement and 
trading of MFP, whether produced in government lands and forest areas within 
the limits of the village, or collected from the Reserved Forests and brought into 
the viUage. This regulation would take the following form: 

An traders would have to register themselves with the Cram PanchayaL Unreg­
istered traders would not be able to procure NTFPs. 
The trader:! would have to pay at least the minimum price specified by !he 
Gram PanchayaL 
The ecological aspect of collection would be regulated by the Forest Depart­
ment, which could impose temporary bans on collection if collection was 
found to be unsustainable. 

(For more details. see ReDe. 20(7). 
These changes were encouraging. as !.hey established greater control by the local 

communities over lhe product and resource and Iibera1ized the trade and movement 
of the produce. But many details and nuances are still being worked OUl and the final 
outcome of these changes is yet to be understood. 



CASE 2: lAMPS IN KARNATAKA: WHOSE COOPERATIVES 

AND WHOSE PRODUCE? 

The state ofKamal3ka in south-west India contains the largest portion of !.he Western 
Chats - a hilly, forested region considered to be a global biodiversity hotspoL A1though 
the population in this region is predominantly non-tribal, lherc arc many pockets in 
the Karnataka portion of the Wenem Chats with a signifiC'dn( tribal population . 

Following tlu' adoption by me government of India in 1971 of the recommenda­
tions of the Bawa Committee mentioned earlier, the ftrst LAMPS (in this state, the 
expansion being Large-scale Adivasi Multi-Purpose Society) ..... '3.5 set up in Karnataka 
in Hunsur taluka (subdistrict). Five more were set up in other parts of Mysore district 
during 1982 and 1983 (Kamalh, 1988) . There are now 20 aCbve lAMPS in Kamalaka. 
covering more than 100.000 adult uiballl across four districts. Each lAMPS typic::ally 
covers one taluka. and its membership is supposed to be open LO all aduh uibab in 
that area. The general body elects a tribal as p~ident and five to ten other tribals to 
the board of directors. Several other government officials are ex~fficio members of 
the board and, more important, the sccrel.al')' of the tAMPS is provided by the Oepan· 
menlofCooperath-es. 

NTFP collection and marketing is supposed to be the major activity of the lAMPS 
and the only income--generating activity undertaken by it. Each LAMPS applies to the 
Kamataka State Forest Oeparunent (KFD) for grant of a least: to collect NTFP from 
fore3ts in that taluka. The KfD grants the lease for some designated areas in rerum 
for royalties. The LAMPS auction the produce to !.he highest bidder. Other activities 
include acting all a channel for the public distribution system, selling subsidized agri· 
cuhural inputs and channelling government soft loans to members. Until a few years 
ago. thel'e was no state-level NTFP marketing federation. Although such a federation 
now existS. the 1~M:PS are not required to sell to it alone. Karnalaka thus represents a 
simation in which NTFPs were not 'nationalized', but rather rights of NTFP collection 
and sale were given to primary cooperatives, with no compu15ion to sell the NTFPs to 

higher level fedcrdtiOIlJl or stale corporations. 

Performance of Karnataka LAMPS15 

flow well have the LAMPS functioned as NTFP marketing cooperatives, which was 
their primary goal? This question needs to be aJl!Vo'ered from an economic. organiza. 
tional and ecological perspective. Economically speaking, the pcrfomtance is gener· 
ally poor. First. as Table SA shows. the LAMPS pay their coUector members only 
40-70 per cent of the final sale price. Collectors acknowledge that the presence of the 
LAMPS ha.'J made private traders offer higher prices than they would have otherwise. 
but they are bittcr at such a large proportion of what would be: their legitimatc income 
being lost to the LAMPS. Second. even after retaining such high margins, the majority 
of the l.AMPS show allnual operaLing losses in most years and a1most all show long· 
lenn accumulated I~s (which have been periodicaUy wriucn oITby the government) 
(Thble 3.5) . Third. from time-series data it is apparent that the range of products sold 
and the total revenues From MFP sale Oucrual.e wildly and are declining in several 
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LAMl-"S, while increasing in oth~rs. One might thus conclude thai while the forma­
lion of LAMI>S has benefited me mba] collectors to some exlent in some locations. 
me cooperatives are not financi:dly sustainable. Moreo\'er, the gams are far below the 
potential gains. are not consistent from year to year, are pouibty accompaJlied by a 
shrinking product base and have come at enomou! publiC COSI (a! the SUIte hu In 
intenniuenrJy writ/! ofT the losses). 

An organizational anal),sis of the lAMPS showed that they ha.rdly funcuoned as 
ploper cooperatives. Membership rolls had not been rcvUed forycan, ;lnrl so current 
members corutitUled only around half the lOla) number of uibal collectors in the 
localilf. Decision-making wa... nOt transparent or democratic. with the Presidents 
often being uneJected non·Lribais (government officials). Non-tribal sccretanC3 ale in 
control in almOSl.:tlllAMPS. 

The ecological pt'rfonnance of the L\MPS is difficult to judge in th e absence 
of any quantitative data on NTFP avaiJabiJiry. Qualitative diKussiollli wit.h collecLors 
suggest tllat facton other than harvest, such as shrinkage in forest area. destruction 
of certain habn:':Hs and inYlUion by wews may ~ more significam faCtors affecting 
avaHabtlity in most cases. Some case.!> of extracuon-dri\lcn extinction may also have 
occurred. g;ch as a Cmnamomurn species uso:1 for making e.ue:nce--sucb. 

Explaining the perfonnance 

Th is poor r'ronomk performance is! inked to th e organ izali on of the LAM PS. AJ though 
a cooperative IS meanl lO be own~d and operated by lIS members, the palernalistic 
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stipulation that the secretary "howd be: an official assigned by the Deparunenl 
of Cooperati\'e5 completely undennines this concept The non·uibal. educated 
government official who comes as a secretary to the society wields aLI the power 
and almost invariably mismanages the l.AMPS for penona) gain, c().()pting some 
of the elected directors or the president in the process. There have been many 
cases of obvious swindling of funch. but. in this paternalistic arrangement by which 
the Deparlrnt"nt of Cooperatives still controls the lAMPS (and annually luwidius 
them) , the tribal members ha,'e no recourse beyond requesting that a particular 
secretary be replaced. 

Furthennore. the tAMPS nave actually internalized some of the t"xploitative prac­
tices of the trader world . A lAMPS will appoint a few tribals as ·commi.ss.ion agents', 
both for procuring the forest produce from members and for advancing AC'UOnai 
Crt'diL Their functionmg LS not tr.lJ1sparent or accountable, and in lome cases they 
have become the new money-lenders. Finally. in several places. the forest department 



ball abo Ulo\."Cd into the pme: Ln relUrn for their 'cooperation', forest officen h:n'f' 
insisted 011 ~oming we p rc.:sidclllS of these=: cooperatives. 

The Ian point relates to largcr insututional questions and u.bo OILelS of ccolog­
icaJ susoonablhty. In theory, the ~iPS are required to en~ure lhat h:uvesling is 
within suswnability norms, but these norms Me never prescribed or debated openly. 
Moreover. a necessary condition for the sustainable harvt'St of any product is lhal the 
hal"\."Csten h:l\'e secure and clear tenure over the resource. This is complelely missing in 
the I..A.\1PSarrangemenl The KFD conlrOb the foresl land and the NTFP resources in 
iL The l.AMPS do nOl have a staUtlonly <U.'ligned nght to t.hi~ remulce; lhi$ iJ granted 
by the KFD on a lWG-year lease. The renewal of the lease almost invariably requires 
majoreff"ons on the pari oflhe tribal commullIly, making it clear that this is not a !ighl 
but a 'privilege' that can be di5continued an) time. Indeed. it ha~ been discontinucd 
in many LAMPS. offand on. 

The KFD a lso decides how much forest area 10 lc-dSe lO the l..AMPS, and in se\'eral 
cases only parts of the forest have been so assigned, while other parL~ h"vc been allo­
~ted to pri\"ate trndcns. The assigned areas have alJo shrunk o\.'(r time, largely in lhe 
name of wi ldlife conservation mnsu~5, bul ",ithout any proor mat NTfP collection 
lS hannful to wildlife. Eigh( OUl ohhe 20 LAMPS do not ha\lt: any forHt area :wigned 
to them and hcnce do not have significam NTFP collection going on. The KFD also 
inlerfercs in the day-to-day process of NTFP extraction, by dictating areas 01 extraction 
and entry pennilS for individual collectors. 

In other words, the inuh'idual tribal collecton neidler have secure righu over 
the resource thc)' harvest nor adequate control over 'their' coopcr.nive that has been 
ostensibly created to facilitate marketi ng. Lack of secure rights over the resource 
creates a laC'\:. of incentive to gCl involved in resource management and ensure sustai n­
able ha,,·esting. Lack of concrol over their cooperative means they are often subject 
to almost the same level of exploitatio n as in (lie pre-lAMPS period. TIle d~king 
of lhe resource fmm the coopcnnive in some cases means that the main function of 
NTfP marketing is impossible, and lhe members rit hr r mo\'e to non-foreu activities 
or let the LAMPS he defunCL 

CASE 3: UPPAGE (GARCINTA GUMMl-GUITA) 

IN THE KARNATAKA WESTERN GHATS: 

ECOLOGICAL COMPLEXITY 

The Wes~ Chats forests harbour a great diversity of plant and animal speaes. ~'eral 
of these are coUeered and sold for mf!'Ciic.inai, culinary or olher purposes. The case of 
Gamnia gumnu-gutta extraction from a certain pan of the Western Ch"u highlighu the 
complexities tho'll may c;unfront. makers of NTFP pollcies in tropicAl developing regions, 
particularly regions ",;th a long history of forest U&e thaI arc luok.ing towards txpanding 
markelS for NTFPs. Ecological factors, fOroil righ b and markers ha\'e togC'mer shaped 
the mlmner in which the economic gams from this NTFP ha\'e been distributed over time 
and across different pla~I'$, and resulted in K.ological imPa(;u across the landJcape, 



N'f1.1'S IN INDIA - IUlET'Omc 1t,..'D II£Mm· IO~ 

The species and the product 

Garci1tia gum17U-gulta (L) Robson (family Cuttiferae), locally known as uppage, is 
endemic to the Western Chats of India and Sri Lanka. II is found in evergreen aud 
lower 'shola' forests up to a height of lOOOm. Uttara Kannada district in Karnataka 
state is at the northern e nd of iLS range and seems to have the highest density of 
uppage trees. Before the commercialization of the product, uppage seeds, which are 
rich in fat. were used by some locaJ households for making a kind of margarine. The 
main consumption of uppage is in the state of Kerala, where the dried rind is used 
extensively as a souring agent in fish curries. 

The commercial collection of uppage rind in UUara !<annada commenced ill the 
late 19705 with the realization that a market for the rind existed in Kerala. The price of 
the dried rind stmed at around Rs3 (US$O.07) per kg and increased slowly to Rs12-16 
(USS3--4) per kg in the early 1990s. At tJle5e prices collection hovered around an esti· 
mated 5O,OOOkg for Sirsi forest division, one of the three forest divisions in UUara Kannada 
district that repon a significant uppage harvest (Shiv.lOnagowda and Gaonkar, 1998). 

Uppage economics, local livelihoods and markets 

As with other commercially valuable NTFPs in Kamataka and elsewhere. once uppage 
became valuable, iu collection was controlled by the Slate forest deparunent. which 
wanted a share in the profits. Since tJIe late 1980s, rights to uppage harvest in different 
administrative units (typically forest ranges) have been auctioned for twl>year periods 
by the forest department. Those who win such auctions (the leaseholders) can either 
send in their own labourers to collect the product or insist that aJl local collectors sell 
what they collect to Ihem at pdces Ihey set. The forest department, having auctioned 
Ihe righ IS. pia)'! a mostly passive role. not identH}ing or enforcing swtainability nonns, 
and only occasionally ensuring thaI 'leakages' (villagers selling produce to persons 
other than the leaseholder) do not occur. 

Uppage is traded through complex private channels. which further changed 
during the boom period (see below). The final sale price of uppage is therefore not 
easy to detennine. However. it is clear that the state is extracting a substantial royalty. 
The royalty paid by contractors to the forcstdepanment for Sirsi forest division alone 
increased from RsS88,300 (USS9707) in 1989 to Rs3,545,600 (USS88.640) in 1995 
(Rai, 2003, and Saxena et ai, 1997, quote a somewhat higher figure). Unfortunately, 
the slate docs nOI reaJly utilize these funds to ensure resource sustainability or other 
conservation measurcs. On the olher hand, the contractors are clearly making a hefty 
profit, around Rs20 (US$O.50) per kg (Saxena et ai, 1997), which is a margin of 25-30 
per cent. It may be noted that the state practice of auctioning NTFP rights to the 
highest bidder has not changed, not even since the introduction of JFM in this forest 
division in 1993 and the explicit statement in 2000 that NTFP rights in JFM areas 
would belong to the village·level committees. 

Boom and bust 

Many NTFPs show a boom-bust cycle. Typically, the boom is because of some unique 
application and the bust is a resull of domestication, or substitution with aJtematives. 



In the casc of uppage, the SIOry is slighLly diffe-relll. hUI no less dmmatic. In the: 
I<ltc 1980,. somc stuili~s (!>ergio. 1988) showed that h),droxycitric acid (HCA). a 
secondary compound present in the I illd of uppage fruit , might 1x c:ffeClh'C: in 
weight loss and therefore a natural solution 10 oi>csity (Majeed el ill, 1994). Over­
lhe-cuumer drugs derived from uppage, such as Cilrin and Cilrimax, were: aggres­
sively m:lrkclcd. ~ a resuit, lhe price of dried uppage rind received by the collectors 
increased rapidl", reaching Rs7!)-90 (US$1.87-2.25) per kg at its peak in 1998. The 
annual extraction of uppagc: in Sirsi Division shot up to 1.600.000 kg in 1999 (RaJ, 
2004) . From being a specialized activilY carried out by a few households in t'ach 
village located in the evergreen fon::us, uppage collection and drymg became a 
booming industry in which people from across the socioeconumlc spectrum and 
f ... r-off villages participated, Kouring deep in the: forCIU. har\"f~~ting fnlil before il 
was fu lly ripc, cutting branches and sometimes even felling emi.e lTees 10 harvest 
the Couit. 

The Shllky claims .egard ing the effectiveness of HCA did not ,talld up to SCnl­
uny. More:: l e.search showed that HCA did nOI provide the claimed weight ln~ benefits 
(Hcymsfield el 31, 1998). The price of HCA In the imenlational market dropped from 
US$30-35 in 1994 lO US$9-11 in 2000. The price of riud paid to cotlectors in UUara 
Kannada d ropped dramatically from about R.s60 (U5$150) per kg in 1099 lO R:!28 
(US$O.70) per kg 1Il 2000 Processors of uppage also point to [\\,·0 additional reasons 
for the drop in pric~~: Lhe: low quality of rind due 10 the har.'esting of unripe fnlit, and 
the importing offnlit from Sri Lanka at che:tper ratCl. 

What was lhe govemment·s response to the boom and bust? The: Slate foresl depan­
menl did little more lhan c.ash In on the boom - royalties from auctioning the lict:nce 
to collect uppage went up tenfold from 1989 10 1999. The energles of the de::partmem 
\to'ere devoted to policing the mow:menl of uppage - nOi to keep il sust..:Uuable, but 
rather 10 c nsure that the: conu-AClOrs who had won the auction (or a particular :\re:l 
then got all the produce from thalarCil. E,'en quality contrOl was missing, res:ulting in 
a fall in prices Cor uppage from Uuara K.annad:l (as compared tu tllat from Sri Lanka) 
Funds generated from the royalties simply went into lhe state treasury, with no addi· 
lional allocation forforcSl protection or conservation. After lhe bust, the response was 
equally in eITc:ctual - th~ collectors were left to ft! lId for themselves, while some forcst 
officers wert!: relieved that the busl had n::duced the' h:trvesL 

Uppage ecology, harvesting practices and harvest impact 

Lppage i5 harvested wh ole by humans, so the seeds are remo'·cd from the foresl. In 
principle. high levels of such seed removal mighl result in inadequate rege:nention, 
which shou ld be visible in lower seedling numbers. Rai's detailed siudy of uppage 
rc:generation (Rai, 2003), however, sho .... 'S thai this impacl is nOldiscemible. The size­
c.l.w disuibuCJon of individual plan IS sho .... 'e:d the ' reverse J pallem I)pica1 of slablc 
plant popu lations (Figure S.!). The scedlingdemitywas high at all siles. with even sites 
Ulat experienced high han'cSi in lensiryshowlIlg high sec:dhng numbers. This might be 
due LO harvesters Ilotcollecting fruit from inaccessible p:r.ru of trees, 01· from 1J"ee5 thai 
art: difficulllU climb or have nOI producC:d enough fruit 10 Jwtifv the effon 1111~ fruits 
lhus left behind arc ~ten by animals. which disperse the seeds, 
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A feature of the harvesting process that might, however, result in negative impacts 
on fULure uppage avaiJabilil)' and population growth itself is destructive harvesting 
practices.oWhile the impact of light pruning m:lf be ambiguous, that of cUlting ofT 
major branches and felling whole adult trees (which harvesters do when in a hurry to 
extract the fruit) is deleterious to the availability of the resource in subsequent years 
and to long·tcnn uppage population growth (Rai, 2007). Whether such desuuctive 
harvesting takes place or not is a function of the tenuriaJ anangemenu (see below). 

Forest tenure and harvest practices 

What is Lhe pattern of uppage harvest today and why? Our observatioTl5 suggest that 
the pattern varies significantly and is clearly the combined result of the extent of 
competition among collectors and the nature of forest tenure. The semi~e-rgreen 
forests of Uuara Kannada are typically under one of three regimes. The majority is 
reserve forest, where rights of local communities are very limited, although enforce­
ment varies. Other pam have been declared minor forests , which are meant for local 
use and are, in effect, open-access. There are, however, pockets of forest where indi­
vidual farmers or groups of farmen have been given exclusive rights to the harvest 
of fire:wood, leaf manure, fodder and other products. These patches, called soppina­
bellaS. are generally adjacent to cultivated land and are often fenced offby the Cannen. 
Whereas the reserved foreslS and minor forests are de facto open.access for harvest. 
the soppinabeua holders can prevent anyone else from extr.lcting NTFPs from those 
lands, and thq are thus de facto the sole NTFP colleclors in those patches. 



NO! surprisingly. it has been obsel"\'ed thal harvesting pr.tctices vary significanlIy 
ix'(ween 5Oppinabeu.a. .. and other areas, especiallv in urnes of high demand. In many 
soppinabeuas, colleclo" arTually wait for Ihe fn.lll to ripcn ;uld fall to the !,'l'Ound 
or for the rind to be discarded by frugi\,ores. In such ~s, it is of len the women 
members of the household who pick up the rind. obviating the need to climb the trees 
or to beat or cut the branches. 

When uppage prices were low, collection methods in o~n-access areas ~'ere 

also somewhat similar. When, however, the price of uppage increased dramatically 
during the boom in lIle mid to lale 1990s.local coUectol1 began scouring deeper and 
deeper in the fon=sl. Peoplt" from vil1ag~ f:ar away came to these foresl3 to hanest 
uppagc. Contractors also began ~nding in their own 'gangs' of labourers. Whatever 
caution "tradiuonal' harvesters may have exercised was thrown to the wind, as collec­
tors grabbed whate\'er they could as fast as they could. CoUecton routinely climbed 
tre:es and beat branches, cut the branches and even occasionally cut down whole trees. 
Parikh et al (1999) reported that the percentage of undamaged trees dropped from 
97 per cent in soppinabeuas to 86 per cent in open.access areas. Rai and Uhl (2004) 
reported an even higher pt:rcentagt- ('If trt"~ .. (up to 50 per c.~nl) experiencing brandl 
cUlting or felling in opcn-'dccess patches, 

Furthermor~. Parikh et al (1999) also report more 'impatient' beha"iour in the 
open-access foresu (93 per cent of collectors reported unripe frwl harvests) than in 
lhe: pl"ivate--access forests (only II per cem reponed unripe fruit harvest) , ru cited 
above, harvesung unri~ fruil is one of the factors contributing to the fall of prices 
for uppage from Uuara Kannada. Moreover, harvesting fruit (rather than collecting 
empty rind) means that the fruit pulp and seeds are transported out of the forest and 
are unavailable: for regeneration or for ani mal consumption. 

Conclusions 

TIle ca.s.e of uppage is both typical and unique. Typical are lhe stale's lOtaUy revenue­
oriented and sustainability-neglecung NITP approach. its lack of auention LO what 
might constitute fair returns for collectOrs and to quality control issues, and its refusal 
to tl'3mfer ha~ting rights to local communities C\'en when overarching policies ha\'e 
ostensibly changed. Abo typical are the thin marketS Lhatare susceptible to boom-bust 
and me presence of stue-backed monopoly purchasing systems. 

But the case i'l ooil"(1It' in ill ecology, which offcrs the possibility of almU5l 'lo~lIy 
sustainable:' rind extraction while leaving fruitandseed forpredalOn and for the future 
regeneration of the resource. It i. .. also unique in the unusual existence of exclusive 
privalC'-access regimcs in this region, which demonstrates how exclusive and secure 
tenurial arrangements can result in sustainable extraction, although the current ineq­
uitable distribution of such secure tenure resul15 in an inequitable dislribution of thc 
gains from uppage. The detailed ecological studies carried out on uppage. the like of 
which are not available: for mos. other i'ITFP species, also highlight Lhe complexity of 
the life C)'des of NTFP species and the possibility !.hat such species can survive high 
1C\'C!s of extrnction, but also the possibiliryofnegati\,c side effects that NTFP managers 
and policy-makers need to be aware of 



SUMMING UP: THE GAP BE'IWEEN 

RHETORIC AND REALITY 

NTFPs in central and peninsular India are clearly important for the livelihoods of 
several million people. The diversity of the NTFPs available also speaks to the diversity 
of the foralS from which they are collected. Slate policy towards NTFPs has, hOWevt!f. 
combined indifference and the favouring of stale interests (revenue maximization or 
suppon to industries) for a long time. starting wilh the British period bUI extending 
several decades into the post-independence period. 

In response to pressure from lribal development groups, various arrangements 
were introduced in the 1970s to improve t.he relurns to tribal forest d .... 'Cllers from 
NTFP collection and sale. But even then, the major changes in NTFP policy appear 
driven by a desire to appropriate the maximwn possible surplus for the Slate (espe­
cially for high-value produce), while paying lip !l(:rnce (0 the interests of the NTFP 
collectors. 

For medium-value NTFPs, where collector livelihoods were perhaps given greater 
priority than state revenues, several arrangements ha\'e been initiated. Cooperatives 
and cooperative federations have been the fonns of organization promoted by Lhe 
state. Even here, the top-down and paternalistic approach of the bureaucracy has 
kept cooperatives from achieving income enhancement, let alone empowennent and 
broader lribaJ de\'elopmenL Ham-handed monopsony powers given to so-called coop­
erative federations have often worked to the detriment of NTFP coileclon and their 
primary cooperatives, while also constituting a big drain on Lhe exchequer. Lack of 
secure righu to NTFPs in a particular forest for a particular group makes unsustain­
able harvesting highly possible. 

Recently, due largely 10 changes in political devolution, some states in central 
India have initiated steps to transfer NTFP righu to local communities. One approach 
is to transfer more income to collectors within the elaborate framework already set 
up, without modifying the rights on the ground. Another approach u to try to devolve 
NTFP regulation rights to local bodies. Roth of these are overlaid on changes that have 
been introduced inJFM areas. All thu, however, pertains largely to Lhe medium- or low­
value products, not 'nationalized products'. Similarly, in peninsular India, contracting 
out of collection rights to valuable NTFPs remains the nonn, even inJFM areas. 

Little is known about Lhe ecological suuainability of NTFP harvests in India 
(Shahabuddin and Prasad, 20(4). While the open-access naoore of mosl harvests and 
the lack of monitoring and incorporation of local knowledge into their management 
suggest the likelihood of ullllustainable harvesting, Lhe complex ecology of the prod­
ucts makes impacts unpredictable. In some cases, such 3l uppage, the impacts may 
become visible only at very high levels of eXlf'acuon, and may be manageable with 
some innovative changes in tenurial arrange.ments. 

Strengthening NTFP-based livelihoods of forest-dweWng communities in an 
ecologic.aJly sustainable and economically viable manner thus continues to be a major 
policy challenge. While there are encouraging sigru of the state shifting toW"'.trds a 
more responsive mindset, tllere is a long way to go. 
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NOTFS 

Mamo- lcnn pre-nlenl in India Lli minor forMI produce (MfP). JOmctima uxtI :l}llon)"" 
mously with l\'TTPs and sometimn excluding Iirn'OQd. fodder. (;Inc and bamboo. 

2 &mboo and cane are bulky bUl abo high V4lIue. and tend to ~ treated like the olhel 

'commuclal' Nl"FPs. Smelly speaking. animal products - including meat - ~ also ' oon­
umber forest producu', Giw:n lh~ ban on hunting, howatt, onl), a few ;,animal produeu 
ale illclud~d in th~ common und~Dlanding d NTFPs, th~ main ones being wild honey 
-and d~ anders, 

3 Th~e are moR': than 250 dULlnct mba] communiues in Inch .... cooslJwungaboul 8 per am 
c( lh~ population 

4 This ovt:rview IS limned by b.elt ofinful"llIduon a.bout NTfol' policies and 1a.W! in the north· 
e15tem JUtes, 

5 For ~nmple. the act pas.W'd by th~ ~b.dhya Pradesh government to reguble l~ndu 1~;,aVft 
SlUes its goaJs to be stoppmg pilfl:rage in govemm~nt foml and other lands, providing 
defini~ value for tendu 1e2~ to ~I'l. i~:u:ing r~'enue 10 tJu: ."'.lte. providing 
~cquatc wagu to labour, improving the quality and quantity of Ita\'eS by rqular pruning 
and ensuring the supply of lea\'e$ to SJtlUJ and medium m3l1Uf:.lelUrelll of bidi) ( Indian 
C1preucs). 

6 Since 'foresu ' Me part of the conCl1JTe'1ll 1ut. i.e. under the dtal control of tI~ eentr.al 
.... d.lalc gO\'emmenl.l, the ~tates OICluaily control and man:.lge the foreslS and implement 
programmes within an O\'erallnational forest poliCY. 

j Thi. is .uppc»ed 10 chitngc under PESA., but has nOI yet happened. 
8 Although the term .uggesu !.hat the prodOCI has somehow bt:en appropriaLCd by the nation 

as:.l whole, the cenlr.ll governmcnt has atlUally no role to p\;;ly In the decision Or:.l stall!' 
govenunent lO 'nabonalilt"' my product. 

9 1bc concept orUU-fPC\ """1' mooted by !.he BaWil ColOlllittl:e In 1971 as cooper.u~'C' JOCjc.. 

tics for inl~gr.lted tribal de~topment through the marketing of MFPs and the prOY\SlOn of 
credit. agricultural inpulJ and rationt'd good~ B} 1989, 2Q12 tAMPS had bc:rn establlshffi 

across the country. more than 80 per cent of tht'm in the [j~ states or M2dhya Pradesh. 
Bihar, Mahar.uhtr:l, R:tjasthan and Orissa th2! ha\'C' 1~r'B'" tribal populations (Mllh2Iing;un , 
19Y~) . 



N111,\ I ,Y/,\'1)/A RHloTORlCJtND RI:A.UTl' IO'J 

10 'otc lIUt Ih(' 'compkldy un«guLatN ' NTfPs are not I.i5t('d h«:all~ th~ products ar~ 
PWly, V',lIying from IU{(' 10 StalC" . and i!odd up 10 a "'t'ry Imall fraction of th~ comm~rcial 
NTFI' trade. 

II On(' rup« II currentJy wonh 2.5 cena (US) , but rang~ III vall}(: from 2 to 15.5 cenu 
during the pc:riod under dllCUJlion. 

12 Profiu as pc:r Iht' fin.allzed profonna accounu we« R.s495 million (US$12.!75 million ) 
in 1992-93, Rs587 million (US$I-4.675 milllnn) in 1993-9<1, RJ151 million (US$II.2'75 
million) In 1994-95 and Rs315 million (US$7.825 milltOn) in 199~. 

15 S« www.mfpfederauon .com! conte.m/ abouLus.hunl. 
14 See- www.mfpfe.deration.com .. 
I~ Thll section IS ~ upon LCle and Ibo (1996). 
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