
P a g e  1 | 43 

 

   
 

 
 

Integrating Community-based Adaptation into  
Afforestation and Reforestation (ICBA-AR) Programme in Bangladesh 

 
 

Co-management and benefit-sharing  
from coastal afforestation 

 

 
 

FINAL REPORT 
 

 
 

Bangladesh Forest Department 
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 

UNDP Bangladesh 
 

 
20 May 2018, Dhaka   



P a g e  2 | 43 

 

Contents 
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................4 

Deliverable 1: Draft Notification for benefit-sharing from coastal mangroves ......................................6 

1. Backgrounds ...................................................................................................................................... 6 

1.1 Geographical coverage: ............................................................................................................ 6 

2. Policy perspectives: ........................................................................................................................... 8 

3. Stakeholder Analysis: ...................................................................................................................... 10 

4. Existing benefit-sharing arrangements ........................................................................................... 12 

4.1 Social Forestry in Reserved Forests ........................................................................................ 12 

4.2 Co-management in Protected Areas ....................................................................................... 13 

4.3 Community-based wetland management in Tanguar Haor, Wetlands ECA ........................... 15 

5. Review of existing co-management initiatives in coastal mangroves ............................................ 16 

6. Recommended Collaborative management in Coastal Afforestation ............................................ 18 

6.1 Structure of Co-management: ................................................................................................ 18 

6.2 Shared responsibilities ............................................................................................................ 20 

6.3 Benefit-sharing approach ........................................................................................................ 20 

7. Conclusions ..................................................................................................................................... 23 

Deliverable 2: Operationalizing FRPGs and CMCs .............................................................................. 24 

1. Backgrounds .................................................................................................................................... 24 

2.  Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) ................................................................................. 24 

2.1 Formation of FRPGs ................................................................................................................ 24 

2.2 Responsibilities of FRPGs ........................................................................................................ 25 

2.3 Modus Operandi of FRPGs ...................................................................................................... 25 

3. Federation of FRPGs ........................................................................................................................ 25 

3.1 Formation of Federation of FRPGs .......................................................................................... 25 

3.2 Responsibilities of the Federation of FRPGs ........................................................................... 26 

3.3 Modus Operandi of the Federation of FRPGs ......................................................................... 26 

5. Coastal Forest Co-Management General Committees (CFCGCs).................................................... 26 

Formation of CFCGC (General body) ................................................................................................... 27 

Responsibilities of the CFCGC (General body) .................................................................................... 28 

Modus Operandi of the CFCGC (General body) .................................................................................. 28 

6. Coastal Forest Co-Management Executive Committees (CFCECs) ................................................. 29 

Formation of CFCEC (executive body)................................................................................................. 29 



P a g e  3 | 43 

 

Responsibilities of the CFCEC .............................................................................................................. 30 

Modus Operandi of the CFCEC ............................................................................................................ 30 

7. Conclusions ..................................................................................................................................... 30 

Deliverable 3: Capacity and training needs assessment for FRPG and CMCs ....................................... 31 

1. Background ..................................................................................................................................... 31 

2. Existing Knowledge, Skills and Practices ......................................................................................... 31 

3. Recommended Capacity-building and Training Packages .............................................................. 32 

a. Forest Laws and other regulations.............................................................................................. 32 

b. Strengthening Institutional Governance ..................................................................................... 32 

c. Biodiversity Conservation and Management Planning ............................................................... 33 

d. Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation in Coastal landscapes ............................................ 33 

e. Organizational development and leadership .............................................................................. 33 

f. Financial Management and Public Procurements ...................................................................... 33 

g. Conservation-focused Livelihoods Development Trainings: ....................................................... 34 

h. Cross-Cutting Issues: ................................................................................................................... 34 

i. Workshops/ Cross-visits / exposures: ......................................................................................... 34 

4. Recommended interventions for capacity building ........................................................................ 34 

5. Conclusions ..................................................................................................................................... 35 

Deliverable 4: Impacts of enrichment plantations and mixed species trials ........................................ 36 

1. Background ..................................................................................................................................... 36 

2. Approach ......................................................................................................................................... 36 

3. Findings ........................................................................................................................................... 37 

3.1 Impacts of Ditch and dyke plantations ................................................................................... 37 

3.2 Impacts of enrichments in older mangrove plantations ......................................................... 37 

4. Recommendations: ......................................................................................................................... 38 

References ....................................................................................................................................... 40 

Annex 1: Terms of References for the assignment ................................................................................. 41 

Annex 2: Tools used ................................................................................................................................ 42 

Annex 2.1 Stakeholder analysis - benefit-sharing arrangement .................................................. 42 

Annex 2.2 FGD Checklist - Capacity needs assessments, FRPGs and CMCs ................................. 43 

Annex 2.3 Assessments – enrichment plantations and mixed species trials ............................... 43 

 

  



P a g e  4 | 43 

 

Executive Summary 

Coastal afforestation, a unique adaptation approach on the verge of climatic stresses, along the 
coastal frontier of Bangladesh made (since 1960s) over 140,000 ha of mangroves, is also 
considered as a source for socio-economic well-being for coastal communities. However, multi-
faced anthropogenic pressures prevent the realization of its full adaptive potentials as well as 
reduced to only 61,574 ha in recent years. At this juncture Government, through development 
programme, duly approached for multiple initiatives including engagement of communities in 
conservation platforms, e.g. FRPGs and CMCs, intensive plantation approaches, e.g. mixed 
species trials, enrichment plantations, ditch and dyke plantation with fish/fruit/forest farming 
(FFF). The CBACC and ICBA-AR projects since 2009 put much emphasis in both community well-
being and conservation as a co-joint initiative through adoption of co-management model in 
selected coastal areas of the country. The ICBA-AR project adopted a focused mandate, in 
component 2, ‘to strengthen community engagement and ownership of forestry-based 
adaptation and climate risk reduction programme by developing and demonstrating effective co-
management and benefit-sharing for coastal greenbelt plantations’, which sets the premise for 
the assignment/consultancy of developing a benefit-sharing mechanism and three associate 
tasks:  
 
1. Draft notification for benefit-sharing from coastal mangroves; 
2. Guidelines for Operationalizing the co-management tiers – FRPGs and CMCs; 
3. Capacity and training needs assessment for FRPGs and CMCs; and  
4. Assess the impacts of plantation programme, enrichment and mixed-species trials introduced 

in earlier project (CBACC) 
 
Through a series of field observations, FGDs, KIIs and shared learning from other co-management 
or community-based natural resources management experiences, the study is conducted during 
Nov 2017 to Jun 2018. Findings reveals that the CBACC and subsequent ICBA-AR projects initiated 
a new journey, from mere plantation of mangroves to engaging people appreciating their needs 
through a co-management approach. The review outlined a revised structure of CMC (to ensure 
more participation of community in the structure) as well as defined potential benefits for them 
through accounting multiple potential services of coastal mangroves and other sources. 
Considering the vulnerabilities, limited livelihood options and dire needs of burgeoning 
population, comprehensive and integrated development supports from all GoB agencies need to 
invest, rather than mere a FD-led plantation initiative.  
 
The guidelines for FRPGs and CMCs focused on the structure, formation process, functionalities 
towards shared responsibilities for protecting the mangroves. To ensure representatives from all 
key stakeholders and effective flow of information and resources (both-ways), additional tiers 
are recommended including federation of FRPGs (i.e. Peoples Forums) within FD lowest 
administrative unit’s landscape and general & executive bodies of CMCs (i.e. Coastal Forest Co-
management General Committees and Coastal Forest Co-management Executive Committees). 
In order to make effective functionality the study further assessed the capacity building 
requirement of all key stakeholders (ranging from forest resource user groups, protection groups, 
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CMCs, FD personnel, local government etc.) and identified a number of key training packages 
with methods to be adopted. 
 
A narrow effort on assessment was possible to assess the impacts of enrichment and mixed 
species trial plantations which revealed that grooves with 10 mangrove associates raised land 
productivity, resilient plantation and became a source of multiple services than that of 
monoculture Keora planation. On the other hand, triple-F model in community land brought 
economic and environmental incentives for the beneficiaries, rather than in forest lands. 
Maintenance of FFF within older plantation patches are found in-adequate from both FD and 
beneficiaries ends. To make a judgement for further expansion, in-depth assessment is required 
where each component of FFF be exclusively assessed with scientific rigor. 
 
Overall, the study revealed that compared to social forestry, protected area co-management and 
community-based wetland management, co-management in coastal mangrove is rather new 
initiative which needs adaptive learning through implementation, further dialogue with key 
stakeholders and eventually improving well-being of coastal communities from all GoB agencies’ 
comprehensive investments. A people center coordinated initiative only can make the 
communities and mangrove belt resilient. 
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Deliverable 1: Draft Notification for benefit-sharing from coastal 
mangroves 
1. Backgrounds  

More than 710 km long coastline along the Bay of Bengal and comprises numerous chars and 
off-shore islands in Bangladesh (Siddiqi, 2001). In coastal afforestation program, Bangladesh is a 
pioneer country in the world, with the initiatives from the Bangladesh Forest Department (BFD) 
in 1960s. The program developed a coastal greenbelt along coastal frontiers facing the Bay of 
Bengal and in newly accreted lands envisioning a better protection for coastal communities 
from tidal surges and cyclones (Das and Siddiqi, 1985), reclaim and stabilize the newly accreted 
lands, and production of timber and fuel wood (Saenger, 1987), as well as unveiling new 
horizons of ecotourism, carbon sink and ways for communities’ livelihoods. At the onset of 
2018, a total of 498,150 ha coastal area (FD, 2018) is handed over to Forest Department under 
the Ministry of Environment, Forest ad Climate Change (MoEFCC) for coastal afforestation and 
declared as reserved forests under section 4 of the Forest Act, 1927 (Act No. XVI of 1927). 
These afforestation is distributed mostly in 5 coastal districts e.g. Patuakhali, Bhola, Noakhali, 
Chittagong and Cox's Bazar.  
 
While social forestry in reserved forests (& marginal lands) and co-management of protected 
area approach ensured active engagement of forest dependent communities and provisioned 
for sharing revenue through policy guidelines, the coastal afforestation along the coastal belt 
and off-shore islands are yet to be structured. The study, through consultation of relevant 
stakeholders, including community, management agencies and policy makers, outlined 
potential community benefits within legal frameworks to ensure development and 
conservation of unique coastal greenbelt along the coastal frontier of the country. 
 
A comprehensive review/ study conducted during January - March 2018, under the ICBA-AR 
project of MoEFCC-UNDP, with review of existing policy frameworks related to people-
orientated forest program in Bangladesh as well as consultation with target communities along 
the off-shore islands in Bhola and Noakhali Districts, with a focus to afforestation, enrichment 
plantations, and benefit-sharing aspects from coastal mangroves and non-mangrove 
plantations while conservation and protection of coastal green-belt is ensured. This concept 
note sets the premise for a potential benefit-sharing arrangement for coastal communities 
from mangrove plantation through co-management organizations. 
 

1.1 Geographical coverage: 

Most of the coastal plantations have been developed primarily with the objective of stabilizing 
newly accreted coastal lands. This land is given to the BFD for a period of 20 years to establish 
plantations, and to be returned to the Ministry of Lands at the end of this period. This concept 
note paves a guideline provisioning for potential benefits to the coastal communities as an 
initiative for developing coastal afforestation (mangroves and non-mangrove species) in newly 
accreted lands as well as old-growth mangrove plantations. This particular landmass are FD-
managed coastal forests (reserved forest or in the process) and neither included within the 
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purview of social forestry (marginal lands) nor co-management in protected area (24,000 ha) 
landscapes. The Forestry Sector Master Plan (FSMP) 2017 – 2036 pointed that due to the failure 
and destruction of coastal plantations, the actual area under coastal plantations turned out to 
be only 61,574 ha, against a planted area of more than 200,000 ha, although some young 
plantations may have escaped detection during assessments carried out with satellite images. 
Table 1 below shows the status and distribution of forest lands under coastal forest divisions. 
Except the protected areas, all coastal reserved forests can be brought under this initiatives 
through co-management approach. 
 
Table 1: Distribution of forest lands by Coastal Forest Divisions 

Sl. Coastal 
Forest 

Divisions 

Reserved 
Forests  

(sec 20, ha) 

Reserved 
Forests  

(sec 4 & 6, ha) 

Total coastal 
afforestation (ha) 

Protected 
Areas (ha) 

1.  Noakhali 29,203  124,643  153,846  16,352.23 

2.  Patuakhali 23,775  36,954  60,729  3,639.48 

3.  Borguna 12,362  18,002  30,364  4,048.58 

4.  Bhola 38,156  107,593  145,749  40.00 

 Total 103,496  287,192  390,688  24,080.29 

 
Target areas for (coastal mangrove co-management) under coastal forest divisions 

 
Figure 1a. Afforestation along the east and west frontiers of Southern Hatia island  
(Red encircled area except the Nijhum Dweep NP, NDNP). The NDNP, including Domar 
Char is already adopted co-management under PA Management Rules 2017. 
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Figure 1b. The target coastal afforestation sites are RED encircled area at Dhal Char and 
Char Nizam; (Char Kukri-Mukri Wildlife Sanctuary is a Protected Area, will be covered under 
the PA Management Rules 2017). 
 

2. Policy perspectives: 

The milestone policy approaches for community engagement and benefit-sharing from forestry 
activities in Bangladesh include Social Forestry and Co-management. The policy alignment with 
the coastal afforestation are furnished below: 
 
Table 2: Legislations concerned to coastal afforestation. 

Sl Legislations Premises Alignment with Coastal afforestation 

1.  Forest Act, 
1927 

The lands under coastal afforestation in 
coastal forest divisions (about 500,000 ha) 
are declared as reserved forests under 
section 4 of Forest Act, 1927 (Act No. XVI of 
1927) under the purview of FD, MoEFCC. 

FD raised and managing mangrove 
afforestation along coastal frontiers as 
a greenbelt to protect communities 
from extreme climatic events as well 
as land stabilization. 

2.  Social 
Forestry 
Rules 2004 
and 
amendment
s 

Afforestation along the embankments, 
roadside and other marginal lands are 
covered under Social Forestry Rules 2004 
(and its subsequent amendments in 2010 and 
2011). And the Rules (SF) were promulgated 
under section 28A (sub-section 4 and 5) of 
Forest Act 1927 (Act No. XVI of 1927). 

Along the roads and embankments in 
coastal areas, social forestry 
plantations are providing both 
intangible and tangible benefits to the 
communities. Scopes are available for 
further expansion and involving more 
communities. 

3.  Wildlife 
(Protection 
and 
Security) 
Act, 2012 

There are a number of protected areas 
(national parks and wildlife sanctuaries) in the 
coastal afforestation sites. These are declared 
under the sections 13, 17, 18 and 19 of the 
Wildlife (Protection and Safety) Act, 2012 (Act 
No. 30 of 2012). 

National Parks and Wildlife 
Sanctuaries within Coastal mangrove 
plantations are covered under this act 
and paved a way for co-management.  

4.  Protected 
Area 

The Protected Area Management Rules 2017, 
aided by the Wildlife (Protection and 

This rule explicitly defined the 
responsibilities as well as potential 
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Sl Legislations Premises Alignment with Coastal afforestation 

Managemen
t Rules 2017 

Security) Act, 2012 further stabilized the co-
management approaches in the country 
whereby peoples’ engagement and benefits 
are ensured 

benefits for communities through co-
management organizations, can be 
adopted for target coastal 
afforestation sites beyond PAs. 

5.  Forestry 
Sector 
Master Plan, 
2017-2037 

The Forestry Sector Master Plan, 2017-2037, 
in its proposed program portfolio explicitly 
focused on ‘Coastal afforestation, including 
the creation of a green belt (shelter belt)’ and  
‘Livelihood support to forest-dependent 
communities’ among others, while echoed 
with the Forest Policy (draft) 2016 as ‘to 
manage all existing forest, wildlife and other 
forestry resources, adhering to the principles 
of sustainable management and climate 
resilience; enrich degraded forest areas; and 
enhance land areas under forest/tree cover; 
to produce a wide array of goods and 
ecosystem services for the benefit of 
Bangladesh’s present and future 
generations’. 

In addition to the commitment for 
restoration and conservation of all the 
natural forests, the master plan 
explicitly proposed for  
establishing coastal plantations with 
climate-resilient mangrove and non-
mangrove species and create a 
multispecies tree formation that also 
allows accrual of some benefits to the 
neighbouring communities while 
continuing to perform its protective 
role. 

6.  Forest Policy 
2016 

On the verge of new environmental and 
socio-economic changes in the context of 
climate change and extensive loss of forest 
cover in the country, the Forest Policy of 2016 
sets milestone for ‘arresting deforestation, 
and degradation of forest resources, enrich 
and extend areas under tree cover, through 
appropriate programs and projects, to ensure 
that at least 20% of the country comes under 
tree cover by 2035, with at least a canopy 
density of 50%. 

Aligned principal policy statements 
include 
i. Ensure that all newly accreted 

land (char) is handed over to the 
Forest Department for extensive 
coastal plantation establishment 
with climate-resilient species; 

ii. Empower communities, allowing 
them to have rights and 
responsibilities and devolved 
authority, to participate in 
forestry activities for socio-
economic and environmental 
benefits, and increased forestry 
production 

7.  PA related 
Gazettes 

a. Government gazette form the MoEFCC 
for co-management committee in ICBA-
AR project vide Gazette no 
22.00.0000.079.14.071.17 9Part-1)-633 
dated: 18 December 2017. 

b. Government gazette form the MoEFCC 
for co-management of protected areas 
vide MoEF/Section-
4/Nishorgo/105/Est/2006/ 398 dated 23 
November 2009 (and 2006) 

c. Protected Area Management Rules 2017 

a. Co-management in coastal 
afforestation – a pioneer policy 
initiative in 2017 
 
 

b. Set the foundation of co-
management in forest PAs 
 
 
 

c. A comprehensive guideline for 
Co-Management (of PAs) 

8.  Developmen
t programs 
and projects 

a. Community-based Adaptation to Climate 
Change through Coastal Afforestation in 
Bangladesh (CBACC) Project (2009-2013) 
 

a. aims to reduce the vulnerability 
of coastal communities to the 
impacts of climate change 
through afforestation   
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Sl Legislations Premises Alignment with Coastal afforestation 

in coastal 
forests 

 

b. Integrating Community-Based 
Adaptation into Afforestation and 

Reforestation (ICBA-AR) Programme 

in Bangladesh (2016-2020) 
c. Climate Resilient Participatory 

Afforestation and Reforestation Project 
(CRPARP) (2013-2016) 
 
 
 

  
d. Co-management projects: NSP (2003-

3008), IPAC (2008-2012) and CREL (2013- 
2018) in protected area landscapes, in 
particular, at Nijhum Dweep NP, 
Tengragiri WS and three WS in the 
Sundarbans reserved forests. 

b. This project sets the initiative for 
co-management approach in 
coastal afforestation, this 
particular study is taking place.  

c. Set a major focus for 
afforestation in the coastal areas 
on the newly accreted coastal 
land and along the marginal lands 
and practiced participatory 
approach and co-management. 

d. A series of Co-management 
projects with particular focus to 
Protected Areas.  

 
 
 

 
The above forest policies, plans, other legislations and investments focused of community 
livelihoods through development programs and projects (considering the perspectives of CBD, 
NCS, BCCSAP, REDD+ etc.). Additionally, The BCCSAP 2009 (T1P5: Adaptation in livestock sector, 
under the pillar, Food security, social protection and health) revealed that grazing lands may no 
longer be productive due to rising salinity in coastal areas; and recommended to develop 
adaptive measures and disseminate among farmers as well as strengthen veterinary service 
systems (MoEFCC, 2009). Amongst the above policy guidelines, the Social Forestry Rules 2004 
and Protected Area Management Rules 2017 are the most relevant ones to the study since 
these two legislations directly provisioned for shared responsibilities and benefits from 
conservation initiatives. 
 

3. Stakeholder Analysis:  

Alike any other natural resources, Coastal mangroves also lies in a very complex socio-
ecological system, where many actors are active in the action arena and have many interlinked 
stakes to be considered. Hence stakeholder mapping conducted with a view to identify relevant 
stakeholders from a wide range of social segments. In-depth discussions (using tools, annex 2.1) 
took place on their stakes with coastal mangroves, concerns regarding challenges facing from 
their own perspectives as well as influence from other actors, and potential contributions for 
conserving the coastal afforestation, while consequent socio-economic well-being are 
identified. 
 
Table 3: Matrix for conservation of coastal afforestation and benefit-sharing, extractions from 
various consultation events. 

Sl. Stakeholders  Major stakes Concerns Potential contributions 

1.  Forest 
Department 

Afforestation/ 
Reforestation, 

Conflicts with other land 
use and resource users; 

FD shall lead the process with 
involving communities in 
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Sl. Stakeholders  Major stakes Concerns Potential contributions 

nursery raising, 
management and 
protection 

Lack of resources and 
management capacity 

development, management of 
forests as well as sharing 
responsibilities and benefits 

2.  Civil 
Administration 

Land management Provisions for allotment of 
Khas and often FD lands for 
settlers and local elites 

A shared consensus on forest 
management plans, zonation 
within forests can reduce land 
conflicts between FD and 
community. 

3.  Local 
Government 
(UP) 

Community welfare 
and local politics, as 
peoples’ 
representatives 

Often prioritize immediate 
benefits for constituencies 
over conservation of coastal 
belt 

Bridging the community 
expectation (of immediate needs) 
versus combating CC 
vulnerabilities – through making 
the constituency (people) realize 
the requirements of coastal 
mangroves.  

4.  Farmers More people to 
feed and new 
settlers are 
constantly 
increasing 

One-crop only due to 
salinity and less 
technological investment 

Climate-smart agriculture (e.g. 
saline tolerant, variety etc) along 
with grazing facilities in defined 
areas, intensive homestead 
gardening can reduce pressure 
on coastal afforestation; 
coordinated project/program 
from GoB agencies required. 

5.  Bathan users 
(livestock 
grazing) 

Grazing of livestock 
within the forest 
reserves 

During cropping seasons, 
only option for livestock 
grazing is sending in forests; 
Year-round grazing of large-
holders within mangroves 

For small-holders: development 
of grazing lands (stall feeding) in 
selected FD/Khas land; 
For large-holders: impose 
intensive farming with supports 
from Dept. of livestock. 
Focused initiatives/ investments 
from FD, DLS and Ag-extension, 
required. 

6.  Ultra-poor as 
forest dwellers 
/ encroachers 

High dependency on 
coastal mangroves 

For shelter and subsistence 
livelihoods, largely engaged 
in grazing, fuel, timber, fish, 
crab collection 

Comprehensive livelihoods 
improvement program can 
ensure their socio-economic 
development which in-turn 
ensure their positive contribution 
in mangrove protection.  

7.  Fishermen Fishing and crab 
collection 

Unsustainable harvests, 
destroying mangrove 
habitats, fuel wood and 
timber collection 

Local fishers: daily collection 
from nearby mangroves, rivers 
Distant fishers: longer duration 
for fishing in the seas and fish 
drying 

8.  Honey 
collectors 

Seasonal collection 
of honey 

Unsustainable harvest 
practices and quality 
assurance reduces both 
production, preservation 
and price 

Scientific knowhow in harvest 
and branded marketing will 
ensure fair price which will 
ensure their socio-economic well-
being. 

9.  Fuelwood 
collectors 

Mangroves are the 
main source of free 

The practice of cutting 
green vegetation, followed 

Alternative fuel e.g. briquette 
production and marketing, along-



P a g e  12 | 43 

 

Sl. Stakeholders  Major stakes Concerns Potential contributions 

fuelwood across 
coastal landscapes 

by taking dry fuelwood is an 
existing practice. 

with enrichment of homestead 
grooves. 
Ensuring NTFPs from coastal 
forests such as Nypa, honey, wax 
collection of fallen dead branches 
of trees, collection of dead trees 
as per CMC decision, using of 
water bodies etc. 

10.  Timber 
merchants, 
Saw mills and 
furniture 
marts 

Flow of timber from 
forests and village 
grooves 

Source of timber are less 
considered, rather invite a 
seamless flow of timber are 
ensured for business 
promotion, resulting 
growing pressure on forests 

Can invest in homesteads as 
sources with focused 
interventions along with 
alternative building materials e.g. 
plastics, Iron etc. 

11.  Tourists and 
operators 

A potential frontier 
to harness eco-
tourism 

A promising sector for 
socio-economic 
development 

Public-private partnership in 
investments can be further 
promoted through match-
financing in developing 
ecotourism    

12.  Journalists Pressure group, 
awareness and 
communications to 
conserve nature 

Behaviour-change- 
communications (BCC) have 
multifaced benefits 

Promotion of BCC and 
responsible journalism 

13.  Religious 
leaders 

Imams in Muslim 
communities 
preaching people to 
take righteous ways 
of living 

A very potential segment  Focused initiatives with religious 
leaders can bring a rapid 
transformation. 

 

4. Existing benefit-sharing arrangements 

4.1 Social Forestry in Reserved Forests 

Bangladesh Forest Department adopted Social forestry program as a keystone initiative for 
socio-economic development and poverty alleviation of rural communities in Bangladesh in 
early 1980s, through plantation program in degraded reserved forests and in marginal 
government lands. The Social Forestry Rules 2004 (and its amendments in 2010 and 2011) 
provided a legislative basis under the premise of the revised (2000) Forest Act 1927 and people-
orientated focus of Forest Policy 1994. According to FD source (FD, 2017), a total 627,627 
beneficiaries (female 114,336) are brought under social forestry program and developed about 
79,298 ha and 66,472 km afforestation. Of them, under the auspices of Social Forestry Rule 
2004, about BDTk. 2,611,449,000 distributed to poor beneficiaries from sale proceeds of 10-
years rotation plantations.  
 
Under the Rules, each participating household receives 1 acre of forest land with plantation 
raised by FD and the Social Forestry Groups are formed within an agreement – Participatory 
Benefit Sharing Agreement (PBSA) with FD. The group members are responsible for taking the 
plantation and receive a % share of sale proceeds after felling, including all intermediary crops 
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and produces from silvicultural operations. There is a 9-membered Social Forestry Management 
Committee (SFMC) formed under the Rules, responsible for smooth functionality of the 
program.  
 
The Rules has provisions for benefit sharing from Social Forestry program (Rule 20), in various 
terms, as below: 
 
Table 4: Benefit-sharing agreements under Social Forestry program (concerned ones only). 

Sl. Source(s) Parties % Share 

1 Produces from silvicultural operations, 1st 
thinning and inter-cropping agricultural crops 

Forest Department - 

Social Forestry Participants 100% 

2 Revenue from 2nd thinning and final felling in 
woodlots 

Forest Department 45% 

Social Forestry Participants 45% 

Tree-farming Fund 10% 

3 Revenue from strip plantation in non-FD 
Government lands 

Forest Department 10% 

Land owning agency or person 20% 

Social Forestry Participants 55% 

Union Parishad (Local Govt) 5% 

Tree-farming Fund 10% 

4 Char land and foreshore plantations Forest Department 25% 

Social Forestry Participants 45% 

Land owning agency or person 20% 

Tree-farming Fund 10% 

5 Controlled production of honey, fishing, 
hoglapata and grass 

Forest Department 25% 

Social Forestry Participants 75% 

 
(Lessons) 
Through several decades practice, it became evident that people only get engaged in protecting 
forests, while their entitlement on the patches are ensured and benefits (a definite percentage 
of sale proceeds) from at least one rotation is received. Further the TFF fund for subsequent 
afforestation encouraged the beneficiaries to be proactively engaged in afforestation program. 
FD, with initial success, promoted social forestry from norther districts to all over the country. 
The benefit sharing mechanism in social forestry, hence, paved a successful people-oriented 
forestry approach in the forestry sector. 
 

4.2 Co-management in Protected Areas 

Bangladesh Forest Department, under the Nishorgo Program, initiated co-management 
approach, in Protected Areas since 2003-2004 for the enhancement of biodiversity 
conservation as well as community wellbeing. Over the last decade, Nishorgo Support Project 
2003-2008, Integrated Protected Area Co-management Project 2008-2012, Management of 
Natural Resources and Community Forestry at Chunati Wildlife Sanctuary Project 2009-2015, 
Inani Protected Forest Area Co-management Project 2009-2017, Climate-Resilient Ecosystems 
and Livelihoods Project 2013-2018, Management of the Sundarbans Mangrove Forests for 
Biodiversity Conservation and Increased Adaptation to Climate Change Project 2015-2019 made 
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significant progress in strengthening co-management with 28 Co-management Organizations in 
22 Protected Areas of the country. 
 
In legislative front, Government Order from the MoEFCC on 15 May 20061, 23 November 20092 
and the Protected Area Management Rules 20173 endorsed Co-management in Protected Areas 
in the country. The recent (2017) Rules, in the schedule, explicitly mentioned the benefit 
sharing percentage from Government Revenue to the Co-management Organizations for 
conservation of the PA ecosystems as well as community well-being.  
 
The co-management organizations are formed in three tiers, e.g.  
 
A) Village Conservation Forums (VCFs) at village or Para-based bottom-most institution at the 
PA landscape, comprised of enlisted households, dependent on forests. Each household 
nominates one individual (as designated member of VCF), to be the General Member of the VCF 
and 50% VCF members are female. Each VCF has a 7-membered Executive Body with i. 
President, ii. Vice-President (female), iii. General Secretary, iv. Treasurer, and v. Three (3) 
executive members elected for 2 years. This Executive Committee have 50% Female 
representation.  
 
B) Peoples Forum (PF) is the apex body of the VCFs and forms at Forest Range level, comprising 
of all VCFs from PA landscape communities; Each VCF nominates two persons (one female) to 
be the General Member in the PF. The PF General body is the representation of no. of VCFs 
multiplied by 2 persons and 50% of PF general body member are female. PF has an 11-
membered Executive body for 2 years. Ten (10) members from PF represent in the upper tier 
Co-Management General Committee and 6 in Co-Management Executive Committee.  
 
C) The Co-Management General Committee (CMGC) is the formal Co-Management 
Organization comprising of community, FD, local administration and civil society 
representations with 38 members from various stakeholders. It’s Executive body i.e. Co-
Management Executive Committee (CMEC) again has representation from all stakeholder 
groups with 19 members. The CMEC is the functional entity of Co-management in forest 
Protected Areas, under the PA Management Rules 2017. The CMEC leads all conservation and 
community welfare activities jointly with Forest Department at Forest Range i.e. Protected Area 
level. 
 
The Rules explicitly defined the scopes, functions, responsibilities as well as benefits of Co-
Management Organizations. The schedule (below) outlined the share of benefits from co-
management initiatives at Protected Area. 
 
Table 5: the Schedule (of % share) under Protected Area Management Rules 2017 

                                                           
1 Govt. Order no. MoEF/PlanSec-4/Nishorgo64/(part-4)112 dated 15 May 2006 
2 Govt. Order no. MoEF/PlanSec-4/Nishorgo/105/Est/2006/398 dated 23 Nov 2009 
3 Bangladesh gazette for ‘Protected Area Management Rules 2017’, MoEF dated 12 November 2017  
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Sl. Income source(s) Parties % Share  

1. Eco-tourism and services in the PA 
Forest Department 50% 

Co-Management Executive Committee 50% 

2 
Non-timber forest products (silvicultural 
operations, e.g. lopping or thinning, fishing etc.) 

Forest Department - 

Co-Management Executive Committee 100% 

3 
In Sundarbans, eco-tourism and NTFPs (e.g. 
Fishing, Honey etc.) 

Forest Department 50% 

Co-Management Executive Committee 50% 

 
(Lessons) 
While the protected areas are mandated for conservation of the habitats for wildlife and least 
scope for providing cash benefits for PA landscape communities, benefits from eco-tourism and 
NTFPs became a way-forward. Co-management approach in PAs, over a decade, became more 
stabilized in the country and the recent PA Management Rules 2017 codified legal platform for 
sharing benefits for communities through Co-management Organizations and successfully being 
practiced by 28 co-management in 22 PAs of the country. This approach further 
institutionalized various tiers in Co-management Organizations, which ensured adequate 
representation of community in decision making through a seamless flow of information, 
resources and responsibility sharing modality to ensure effective conservation of ecosystem 
and community benefits. 
 

4.3 Community-based wetland management in Tanguar Haor, Wetlands ECA 

Tanguar Haor (an ECA and a RAMSAR site) is one of the best natural freshwater wetland for its 
significant richness in biodiversity, has adopted collaborative management in 2006 (NORAD 
financed Community Based Sustainable Management of Tanguar Haor Project, Phase-I: 2006-
2009 and SDC financed CBSMTH Project, Phase -II: 2012-2015) with the active engagement and 
commitments of Government and landscape community to preserve the ecosystem and 
community well-being.  
 
The Tanguar Haor Management Plan (2017- 2027) developed by IUCN, MoEFCC and SDC with 
an envision for wise use of its natural resources vis- a-vis uplift the economic well-being of the 
local people through the Tanguar Haor Management Committee (THMC) and its community 
based organizations, namely Central Co-management Committee (CCC), Union Co-management 
Committees (CCCs) and Village Co-management Committees (VCCs). Co-management 
governance in Tanguar Haor apparently is well thought-out with a foundation at the grassroots 
resource user level and linking up to the GoB's highest, policy making level. The Village Co-
management Committees (VCCs) formed at village level which is the bottom of the governance 
structure. There are 73 VCCs covering 76 out of 88 villages around Tanguar Haor and brought 
6,616 members from 4,774 out of 10,205 households into the co-management process. The 
VCCs are the bases for establishing four Union Co-ordination Committees (UCCs). The Central 
Co-management Committee (CCC) is the apex body at the ecosystem level that serves as the 
voice for Tanguar Haor community. Particularly VCC is the heart of CBOs of Tanguar Haor but 
UCC has less role in Tanguar Haor management in comparison to Central (CCC) and village level 
CBOs (VCC). 
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The Tanguar Haor Management Plan Framework and Guidelines (IUCN 2015) framed the 
distribution of earnings from permit for fishing in beels/river channel in buffer zone of the Haor 
are as below:  

• 76% amount of permit fee (community 36% and management expenses for Community 
watch group 40%) will be deposited to Central fund of Tanguar Haor community-based 
co-management committee; and   

• Remaining 24% amount will be deposited to defined code of Government treasury 
 
(Lessons) 
In wetland regime (e.g. Tanguar haor), organizing the resource users, i.e. fishers for sustainable 
fishing through sanctuary management (in the frame of spatial and seasonal ban period) made 
a rapid result, which usually was practiced through elite-capture. From village through central 
committee, fishermen are brought into as a hub for resource management and empowered to 
define rules and practices for the fellow fishers. Within five years of co-management, fishermen 
started more produces, which also triggered in changed resource harvest practices. The notable 
positive contributions from development initiatives through SDC, IUCN and local administration 
as well as policy mandates from Government (for shared revenue) was highly effective to made 
co-management model in wetlands.  
 

5. Review of existing co-management initiatives in coastal mangroves  

A significant initiative has been taken from the MoEFCC to form Co-Management Committees 
(CMCs) in selected coastal Upazilas within the Community-based Adaptatin to Climate Change 
through Coastal Afforestation in Bangladesh (CBACC) project on 06/10/2010 vide a gazette 
notification no moef/sec-2/216/cba-agreement/2010, which paved a co-management approach 
and provisioned for a 15-membered CMC. The legislation further defined the scope of work for 
the CMC, its functionality and financial management guidance. Later in ICBA-AR project 
landscape Government, vide the notification no. 22.00.0000.079.14.071.17 (part-1)-333 dated 
18 December 2017 further refined the earlier gazette and formed 8 CMCs in eight Upazilas4. 
The CMC has provision for a 12-membered committee, chaired by the UNO and concerned 
Range Officer is Member Secretary. A brief particular for these eight (8) CMCs are provided in 
table below:  
 
Table 6: information about the Coastal forest CMCs. 

Sl District Upazila Name of the CMC 
Date of CMC 
formation 

Forest Area 
(ha) 

1 Pirojpur Bhandaria 
Co-management Committee, 
Bhandaria 

31-Jan-18 
Not much 

clear 

2 Barguna Patharghata 
Patharghata Co-Management 
Commeettee 

31-Jan-18 1,797.60  

                                                           
4 CMCs formed under ICBA-AR project at Char Fassion, Monpura, Vandaria, Golachipa, Rangabali, Hatiya, 
Tozumuddin, and Patharghata Upazila. 
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Sl District Upazila Name of the CMC 
Date of CMC 
formation 

Forest Area 
(ha) 

3 Patuakhali Golachipa 
Co-management Committee, 
Galachipa 

19-Feb-18 3,492.84  

4 Patuakhali Rangabali Yet to be formed  3,000.00  

5 Bhola Char Fassion 
Charfassion Upazila Co-
Management Committee 

5-Feb-18 5,473.67  

6 Bhola Tozumuddin 
Tazumoddin Upazila Co-
Management Committee 

14-Feb-18   

7 Bhola Monpura Yet to be formed  7,160.95  

8 Noakhali Hatiya Yet to be formed  5,843.69  

 
Based on the field observations as well as discussions with few stakeholders, formation of Co-
Management Organizations at coastal forest landscapes is found be a significant progress in its 
conservation as well as community well-being initiatives of Government; however, some issues 
on the Co-Management Organizations, process of CMC formation, their constituencies and 
respective mangrove forests are furnished below: 
 

• The premise for the CMC formation, on the verge of climate vulnerability, extreme 
poverty, dwindling natural resource base, and threatened biodiversity, etc. are very 
much contextual; 

• The modality of CMC functionality is well-guided in the Gazette; 

• The two-tier structure, CMC at top and grass-root FRPGs acknowledged importance of 
community representation in co-management process; 

• Participation of major stakeholders, in particular, the grass-root communities (e.g. 
representation from FRPGs, and NR dependent professional groups, e.g. fishers) is 
considered; 

• The CMC is over represented by GoB ex-officio, and many key stakeholders are not 
included;  

• Formation of a Co-Management Committee, in normative process, bases on its village or 
para committees, as building blocks; however, CMCs are formed prior to the formation 
of FRPGs and with least consultation on the rights and responsibilities of stakeholders, 
at large; 

• Though the MoEFCC notified the gazette and recommended Forest Department (FD) 
with its ground units to lead the Co-Management process, FD’s functional units are not 
considered in defining its zone of influence, rather considered Upazila as unit; A Range-
based Co-Management structure, with active engagement of concerned Upazila 
administration. would help FD to function more effectively; 

• The experiences in other people-oriented forestry practices e.g. social forestry and co-
management approaches, under the same Ministry could be further reviewed and 
adopted as a guideline while initiating Co-Management processes in the coastal forests.  

 
Based on-ground reality e.g. representation of key stakeholder groups, linking community in 
resources management further review of the Co-management approach in the coastal forests is 
needed. In particular as an approach formation of co-management organizations needs 
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initiating from the grass-root (FRPGs or village/para based) and forming upward tiers to the 
apex body (e.g. federation) of FRPGs and finally to the Coastal Co-Management Committees 
within a Forest Range landscape. 
 

6. Recommended Collaborative management in Coastal Afforestation  

Bangladesh Forestry sector adopted social forestry and co-management as successful people-
oriented approach in afforestation and conservation programs. The social forestry, in reserved 
forests, made a breakthrough in afforestation as well as benefit-sharing practices widely 
accepted approach, which is legislatively supported by the social forestry rules 2004 (& 
amendments 2010, 2011). Similarly, co-management in the protected areas also made 
commendable progress with active engagement of non-FD stakeholders from the PA 
landscapes under the purview of Protected Area Management Rule 2017. In this context, FD 
already adopted Co-Management in its natural mangroves – Sundarbans Reserved Forests (4 
CMCs in 4 Ranges) as well as in the Coastal Protected Areas, e.g. Nijhum Dweep National Park 
(Hatiya, Noakhali) and Tegragiri Wildlife Sanctuary (Taltoli, Borguna). As a new frontier, the 
coastal afforestation program also has potentials to engage communities and other 
stakeholders in its development and conservation. Based on the existing protocols of Social 
Forestry and PA Co-management, a ‘forest-range-based’ co-management approach is 
recommended below. 
 

6.1 Structure of Co-management: 

For non-PA coastal forests, the Forest Range-based co-management organization, 
recommended since Forest Ranges are considered as operational field units in forest 
administration, often having functional and spatial alignment with Upazila, the base unit of civil 
administration. As nodal agency, Forest Department and its’ grass-root unit (Range) is 
considered to play the pivotal role in this (coastal afforestation) front of co-management. From 
the base, it will initiate as  
i. Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) – village committees,  
ii. An apex body or federation of the FRPGs, within the Forest Range landscape, to bridge 

the dependent community with the upper tiers Coastal Co-Management Executive 
Committees (CCECs)  

iii. Coastal Co-management General Committee (CCGC), as general body, and  
iv. Coastal Co-management Executive Committee (CCEC), as executive body for the co-

management organizations.  
 
Though the Co-management Organizations, the coastal communities are expected to form co-
management platform to lead harnessing the prime/intangible benefits e.g. ecological services 
including protection from extreme weathers, eco-tourism promotion etc. In fact, considering 
current level of dependency on coastal forest lands from landscape communities, there exists 
little scope for cash benefits from forest produces, to be provided to the communities. 
Additionally, forestry sector investments through development programs and projects 
alternative livelihoods interventions can be mobilized to the grass-root communities. 
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The representation in the Coastal Co-Management General Committee (CCGC - General body) 
and in the Coastal Co-Management Executive Committee (CCEC - Executive body) can further 
be reviewed considering active engagement from all concerned stakeholders and their 
representatives, as below.  
 
Table 7: Representation from stakeholder groups in co-management general and executive 
bodies. 

Sl. Stakeholders Representatives Position in 
GB 

# Position in 
EC 

# 

1.  Civil Administration Upazila Nirbahi Officer (UNO) President of 
GB 

1   

2.  Local Government 
Representatives 

Upazilla Chairman Advisor    

3.  Forest Department DFO, Coastal Forest Division, 
……….. District.  

Advisor  Advisor  

4.  Forest Department Assistant Conservator of Forests Member  1   

5.  Forest Department Concerned Range Officer Member 
Secretary 

1 Member 
Secretary 

1 

6.  Forest Department Forest Beat/Station Officers of 
concerned Forest Range 

Member  5 Member 2 

7.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Agriculture Officer Member  1 Member 1 

8.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Fisheries Officer Member  1 Member 1 

9.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Livestock Officer Member  1 Member 1 

10.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Youth Officer Member  1   

11.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Social Welfare Officer Member  1 Member 1 

12.  Line agencies (GoB) Law enforcing agency (Police and 
Coast Guard) 

Member  2 Member 1 

13.  Local Government 
Representatives 

Representatives from Union 
Parishad 

Member  2 Member 1 

14.  Civil Society 
Organizations 
(CSO/NGO 
representatives) 

Executive Directors or nominated 
by CSOs/NGOs 

Member 2 Member  1 

15.  Apex body of FRPGs5 Representatives from FRPGs Member 10 President 
and 
members 

5 

16.  Apex body of FRUGs6 Representatives from FRUGs Member 7 Member 3 

17.  Specialized groups  Indigenous people, youths, 
journalists, teachers, religious 
leaders and others, as applicable 

Member 5 Member 2 

 Total   40  20 

 

                                                           
5 FRPGs, Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) – village committees; each village (FRPG) will nominate one male and 

one female representatives for the GB as member (e.g. if the Range landscape has 30 FRPGs, total members will be 60. 
6 Forest Resources User groups (FRUGs) - e.g. fishermen, farmers, grazing, honey, and other NTFP collectors, eco-guides (1 from 

each group) 
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6.2 Shared responsibilities 

At legal contexts, Government has transferred newly accreted coastal areas to the Forest 
Department (FD) under Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEFCC) through 
declaration of Reserved Forests (RF) under section 4 of the Forest Act 1927 for coastal 
afforestation. Hence the prime responsibilities lie with the FD for development and 
conservation of coastal afforestation. In peoples’ perspectives, the forest range-based co-
management organizations (CMOs) and their functional wings e.g. multi-stakeholder Coastal 
Co-Management Executive Committee (CCGC), Coastal Co-Management General Committee 
(CCGC), federation of the FRPGs and village-based Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) 
will ensure active facilitation in development and protection of coastal afforestation with FD. 
Specific functionalities and responsibilities of these CMOs, towards coastal afforestation, may 
include:  
 
i. Ensure functional engagement of coastal communities in development and conservation 

of coastal afforestation with concerned local units of Forest Department; actively 
participate in formulation and implementation of Forest/Wildlife/Protected Area/Eco-
tourism Management Plans, developed by Forest Department. 

ii. Facilitate FD and other GoB agencies in formation of village-based FRPGs, based on 
demographic and socio-economic situations, as building block for coordinated (all GoB 
initiatives) development program; The FRPGs will act as hub of all development 
programs/projects and the grass-root functional units to ensure protection of coastal 
afforestation. 

iii. Ensure selected volunteers from FRPG member-households act as community patrol 
groups to facilitate local FD offices and other law enforcing agencies (Police, Coast 
Guards etc.) in case of emergencies e.g. forest offence and wildlife protection etc. 

iv. Develop annual operational/development plans and implement (with local development 
initiatives) to ensure both conservation of coastal afforestation as well as community 
well-being;  

v. Define and priorities locally suitable and sustainable livelihood enterprises for 
households heavily dependent on natural resources. To make effective and 
comprehensive investments, coordinate with FD, other GoB agencies (e.g. Agriculture, 
fisheries, livestock, social welfare etc.) and NGOs.  

vi. Within GoB rules and facilitation from FD, develop and sustainably harvest non-timber 
forest products, including honey, nypa, fish, crab, medicinal plants etc. 

vii. Ensure and prioritize households who are actively engaged in forest offence and heavily 
dependent on coastal afforestation for their subsistence livelihoods – while 
development initiatives (from any agencies/organizations) are available. 

 

6.3 Benefit-sharing approach 

Depending on the contexts of coastal afforestation landscapes, communities’ socio-economic 
profile, scopes for ecosystem services as well as the responsibilities shouldered by different 
stakeholders to ensure development and conservation of coastal afforestation, following share 
of tangible and intangible benefits are recommended for further discussions. With the 
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endorsement from Government, a subsequent consultation for wider stakeholders’ consensus 
can frame a basis for legislative process through a Government Order as well as Coastal 
Afforestation Rules 20YY for subsequent implementation around Coastal Forest Divisions. 
 
Potential benefit-sharing mechanisms from Coastal Afforestation landscapes: 
 
Table 8: potential benefit sharing from various sources to co-management bodies 

Sl. Source types Source of Income / benefits  Name of parties % of share 

1.  GoB revenue Ecotourism services Forest Department (FD) - 

2.  GoB revenue Ecotourism services Coastal Co-management 
EC (CCEC) 

100% 

3.  GoB revenue Non-timber Forest Products (e.g., fishing, 
honey collection, etc.) 

FD 50% 

4.  GoB revenue Non-timber Forest Products (e.g., fishing, 
honey collection, etc.) 

CCEC 50% 

5.  Social Forestry At marginal lands (Embankment, road-side 
plantations etc.) 

FD 45% 

6.  Social Forestry At marginal lands (Embankment, road-side 
plantations etc.) 

CCEC 45% 

7.  Social Forestry At marginal lands (Embankment, road-side 
plantations etc.) 

TFF 10% 

8.  At source Forest Products from  
silviculture operations, such as: pruning or 
thinning, etc. 

CCEC 100% 

9.  At source Grazing land for livestock at identified 
FD/Khas land 

CCEC 100% 

10.  At source Outside Coastal Afforestation: Other 
GoB/FD development initiatives for 
community well-being (AIGAs, Climate-
smart agriculture, NTFP based enterprises 
etc.) 

CCEC 100% 

11.  Intangible 
benefits 

Reduced vulnerability from extreme 
climatic events, and other ecosystem 
services 

immediate communities 
at coastal frontier 

100% 

 
 

Ecotourism services 

Responsible tourism, in natural ecosystems, has been profoundly expanding in the country 
while middle class Bangladeshis, in particular, youths are increasingly being engaged in 
adventure tourism. Coastal frontiers are home of numerous scopes for tourism development 
and would be a significant approach for coastal communities to be involved in. Amongst the 
potential ones, boat-based day trips within wild and serene beauty of nature, promotion of 
eco-tour guides, home-stay, private investment in transportation, eco-lodge etc. within 
Government framework, are significant.  
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Compare to protected areas e.g. Tengragiri WS (Borguna) Char Kukri-Mukri WS (Bhola), Nijhum 
Dweep NP (Noakhali), Sonadia (Cox’s bazar), the Coastal Afforestation/ Reserves are less 
promoted tourist destinations. A massive program through this project and subsequent 
investment would be required along with ensuring private sectors. This substantial investment 
would be required to promote eco-tourism here engaging Coastal Co-Management 
Organizations and recommended 100% Government revenue from visitor fees to be provided 
at source. Participation of FRPG members, active in forest conservation with Forest 
Department, would be ensured and developed as entrepreneurs.  
 

Social Forestry  

Alike other marginal lands and khas, promotion of social forestry in coastal islands, chars, 
embankments, rural roads are highly recommended to provide benefits to the dependent 
communities. Intensification of species-combinations including fruit and timber spp. would 
bring immediate cash for the beneficiaries. Selection of beneficiaries from active FRPG 
members as well as ones guided under the Social Forestry Rules would be ensured. 
 
Forest Products from Silviculture operations 

Under the Co-management framework, multiple services from coastal ecosystems can be 
provided to the dependent communities including the harvests from silvicultural operations 
e.g. thinning, lopping, pruning and salvages from old-growth plantations. On the verge of ban 
from reserved forests, these produces from silvicultural operations can supplement to the 
livelihoods of active FRPG households. It is anticipated that Forest Department will, at source, 
provide to the coastal communities as their share.  
 
NTFP based enterprises 

Mangroves are the sources of various renewable resources or non-wood products e.g. honey, 
nypa, fish, medicinal plants and wild fruits. These have huge potentiality to cultivate, grow and 
sustainably harvest for subsequent value-chain products. Coastal communities can develop 
enterprises out of these NTFPs whereby initial investments for their scientific production, 
product-making, branding and marketing can be ensured from (development) projects along 
with linking private sector.  
 
Grazing land and Stall-feeding 

In the off-shore islands, coastal afforestation is predominantly considered as common-pool 
resources or open access resources for livestock grazing, which is considered to be a prominent 
threat to regenerations. In particular, during cropping seasons, livestock are deliberately sent to 
the forests, whereas the buffalo herds graze round-the-year in the forests. To mitigate these 
conflict, FD or Civil Administration can earmark special zonation for grazing in Khas or newly 
accreted land parcels with special efforts for intensive forage cultivation. This intervention will 
create employment opportunities for growing fodder as well as stall-feeding with scientific 
livestock farming will make the livestock more productive. 



P a g e  23 | 43 

 

 
GoB development initiatives 

Integrated efforts from various line agencies e.g. projects and programmes of Forest 
Department (FD), Department of Livestock (DoL), Department of Agricultural Extension (DAE), 
Department of Fisheries (DoF), Department of Social Services (DSS), Department of Disaster 
Management and other directorates needs to recognize the Coastal Forest Co-management 
Organizations in channelizing their resources whereby Forest Department can be vigilant. 
Round the year, each Government agency have multiple projects, programme, innovation with 
livelihood improvement elements, can be harnessed for coastal communities. These inputs are 
significant, since there are limited resources in coastal afforestation to provide cash and income 
for the massive coastal communities for their subsistence livelihoods.  
 
Initiatives from Development Partners 

Development partners have been promoting sustainable development, green growth as well as 
environmental conservation program along with GoB supports and encourage private 
investments with mission to eradicate poverty. In order to reduce dependency on natural 
ecosystem, within the community landscapes, initiatives like Alternative livelihood 
development, promoting climate-smart agriculture, intensive farming-aquaculture-livestock, 
development of these enterprises through value chain approach can result in a win-win 
situation for community well-being and conservation of these unique coastal ecosystem.  
 

7. Conclusions 

A functional co-management needs well-functioning through mutually benefiting associations 
or tiers from resource users at the grass-root to the highest co-management tier CMC. Again 
ensuring representatives from key stakeholders in all tiers of co-management as well as 
platform for discussion amongst each stakeholder groups, self-selected representatives from 
each stakeholder groups are the cornerstone in making co-management functional. To ensure 
this , the CBACC & ICBA-AR project initiated CMC structure is rigorously reviewed, with the 
experiences from co-management in other contexts e.g. Protected Areas and Wetlands, four 
layers of institutions is recommended, e.g. FRPG (FRUG), Federation of FRPGs (Peopls Forum), 
Co-management General and Executive Committee, with specific roles and mode of operations. 
To be mentioned that through facilitation and adaptive learning, a self-evolved structure will be 
found which will exhibit a functional co-management model for coastal mangroves in the 
country. 
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Deliverable 2: Operationalizing FRPGs and CMCs 
 

1. Backgrounds 

The village-based grass-root community organizations alias the Forest Resources Protection 

Groups (FRPGs) are the building blocks in Coastal Forest Co-Management Organizations 

(CFCGCs and CFCECs). Each household in coastal communities who are dependent on coastal 

afforestation represents in the FRPG. Preferably, the member of the household, who are 

involved in harvesting resources and/or in forest offence (irrespective of age, sex) will be 

designated member in the FRPG. During the registration process, a 50% female membership 

will be ensured from each village/FRPG, which will be reflected at upper tier, Federation of 

FRPGs. Eventually, the representatives from stakeholder groups form the Coastal Forest Co-

management General Committee (CFCGC) and its executive body (CFCEC) in a particular Forest 

Range landscape. Following features are provided as a guideline for effective operationalization 

of these bodies within the co-management framework: 

2.  Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) 

This is the village-based conservation-focused organization of natural resources dependent 

population in and around the landscape of a coastal forest range. Each household of the village 

/ para represents as member of the group and purposively 50% female representation are to be 

maintained during formation. Biodiversity conservation in the coastal afforestation is one of the 

major mandate of this group, actively coordinate with FD personnel in forest protection. 

2.1 Formation of FRPGs 

Within each coastal community in the char land, at the closest proximity of coastal 

afforestation, are considered to be the members of Forest Resources Protection Groups 

(FRPGs). In rural settings, villages and/or para are the basic conglomeration of households and 

hence traditionally an FRPG can comprise of 50-70 households within a cluster, who can be 

earmarked as dependent on natural resources or within a similar vulnerability context. This 

group is expected to create a forum for grass-root discussions, voice and actions to conserve 

forest resources as a habitat for wild flora-fauna, shelter-belt from climatic extremes, source of 

community well-being. Basic steps for FRPG formation include: 

1. Identify the landscape of a Coastal forest range and the villages within (5 km) 

2. A vivid census of the households within each village (for socio-economic status) 

3. Series of awareness program in each of FRPG village/para; specify their roles and 

benefits; 

4. Identify, select and register members (50% female) for the FRPGs 
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2.2 Responsibilities of FRPGs 

• Assist Forest Department and other GoB agencies in conservation of coastal 

afforestation 

• Assist Coastal Forest Co-management Committees (CFCGC and CFCECs) in forest 

protection 

• Extend supports to FD in any forestry programme or activities 

• Democratically select the representatives for the upper tier, the federation of FRPGs 

• Ensure communal harmony and unitedly participate in all development process. 

• Inform FD and other law enforcing agency regarding any forest offence and persons 

involved thereof; 

2.3 Modus Operandi of FRPGs 

The village units of Coastal Forest Co-Management Organizations, i.e. the FRPGs will maintain 

village / para level regular discussions, organized by local FD personnel (preferably Forest Beat 

Officers) at a suitable location (namely bazar/ hat) in a suitable time (e.g. afternoon). 

Representatives from each household within the FRPG will be the members of the FRPG. The 

FRPG discussions will be held at every alternative month and focus on conservation threats, 

priorities as well as community issues. The discussions and participants will be documented in a 

register. FRPG representatives will carry the important issues to upper tiers of the Co-

Management Organizations through the Federations and bring back the discussions from upper 

tiers in subsequent bi-monthly forums. 

3. Federation of FRPGs 

The village groups (FRPGs) within a Forest Range landscape will comprise of a federation with 

two (2) representatives from each FRPG. This federation ensures biodiversity conservation in 

the coastal afforestation, with active engagement in forest protection. This forms the peoples’ 

forum with 50% female representatives and lead ensuring advocacy for their rights as well as a 

potential cooperative for income generation activities in the char lands. In case of multiple char 

lands within a Forest Range, more than one Federation can be formed within the Forest Beat 

landscapes. 

3.1 Formation of Federation of FRPGs 

In general, each Forest Range landscape should have one Federation, comprising of one male 

and one female members from each FRPGs. At Forest Range, the Federation will be responsible 

for ensure village level conservation actions towards sustainable coastal afforestation as well as 

well-being of the population thereof. Steps to be followed in formation of the Federation are: 

1. Facilitation of awareness events amongst the village (FRPG) representatives for effective 

engagement in conservation initiatives within the Forest Range landscape; 
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2. Democratically select active and committed representatives (one male and one female) 

from each FRPGs to be the members of the Federation; 

3. Be responsible and respectful to assist FD and other GoB agencies in the conservation of 

coastal forests; 

4. Facilitate GoB initiative in community well-being; and  

5. Select representatives from the Federation for upper co-management tiers – General 

body and executive bodies in the Coastal Forest Co-Management Organizations (CFCGCs 

and CFCECs). 

3.2 Responsibilities of the Federation of FRPGs 

• Create mass-awareness on the conservation of coastal afforestation 

• Ensure the legitimate rights of the coastal communities through any development 

initiatives within the purview of the Federation; 

• Facilitate GoB agencies in development and implementation of the Management Plan; 

• Facilitate planning and implementation of livelihood development initiatives for the 

socio-economic well-being of coastal communities; 

• Facilitate FD and other GoB agencies in conservation of coastal green-belt with active 

participation of the landscape FRPGs. 

• Networking with other agencies and development projects to ensure coastal 

afforestation as well as community well-being. 

3.3 Modus Operandi of the Federation of FRPGs 

The Federation of the FRPGs within a Forest Range landscape will comprise of two (2) 

representatives from each FRPG. This federation ensures biodiversity conservation in the 

coastal afforestation, with active engagement in forest protection. The issues and concerns 

from the FRPGs will be discussed quarterly here under the leadership of FD personnel, assigned 

at Forest Range level. Important issues focused on forest conservation and community well-

being will be taken forward to the Coastal Forest Co-Management Organizations for decision-

making and act as the bridge between FRPGs.  

5. Coastal Forest Co-Management General Committees (CFCGCs) 

The Coastal Forest Co-Management General Committee is the formal Co-Management body 

comprising of community, FD, local administration and civil society representations. The spatial 

coverage of the CFCGC is Forest Range landscape – the base unit of Forest administration and 

aligned with Upazila – the base unit of Civil administration. This apex body paves the co-

management platform ensure responsible engagement of all stakeholders in conservation of 

coastal greenbelt along the shore and protects lives and livelihood of coastal communities from 

extreme weather. In immediate terms, the CFCGC ensures effective Forest Department 
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initiatives with community as well as benefit-sharing to the FRPG members in concerned Forest 

Range landscapes. 

 

Formation of CFCGC (General body) 

The Coastal Forest Co-Management General Committee is a maximum 40-membered multi-

stakeholder body from various stakeholder groups. The representatives from grass-root 

communities and civil society members are democratically elected, while concerned GoB 

officials join by their designation. Table below shows the process of nominated stakeholder 

representatives.  

Table 9: Selection process of representatives from various stakeholder groups in CFCGC 

Sl. Stakeholders Representatives Position in 
GB 

# Selection 
processes 

18.  Local Government 
Representatives 

Upazilla Chairman Advisor  Ex-officio 

19.  Forest Department DFO, Coastal Forest Division, 
……….. District.  

Advisor  Ex-officio 

20.  Civil Administration Upazila Nirbahi Officer (UNO) President of 
GB 

1 Ex-officio 

21.  Forest Department Assistant Conservator of 
Forests 

Member  1 Ex-officio 

22.  Forest Department Concerned Range Officer Member 
Secretary 

1 Ex-officio 

23.  Forest Department Forest Beat/Station Officers 
of concerned Forest Range 

Member  5 Ex-officio 

24.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Agriculture Officer Member  1 Ex-officio 

25.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Fisheries Officer Member  1 Ex-officio 

26.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Livestock Officer Member  1 Ex-officio 

27.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Youth Officer Member  1 Ex-officio 

28.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Social Welfare Officer Member  1 Ex-officio 

29.  Line agencies (GoB) Law enforcing agency (Police 
and Coast Guard) 

Member  2 Ex-officio 

30.  Local Government 
Representatives 

Representatives from Union 
Parishad 

Member  2 Elected 
democratically 

31.  Civil Society 
Organizations 
(CSO/NGO 
representatives) 

Executive Directors or 
nominated by CSOs/NGOs 

Member 2 Elected 
democratically 

32.  Federation (Apex 
body) of FRPGs7 

Representatives from FRPGs Member 10 Elected 
democratically 

                                                           
7 FRPGs, Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) – village committees; each village (FRPG) will nominate one male and 

one female representatives for the GB as member (e.g. if the Range landscape has 30 FRPGs, total members will be 60. 
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Sl. Stakeholders Representatives Position in 
GB 

# Selection 
processes 

33.  Federation (Apex 
body) of FRUGs8 

Representatives from FRUGs Member 7 Elected 
democratically 

34.  Specialized groups  Indigenous people, youths, 
journalists, teachers, religious 
leaders and others, as 
applicable 

Member 5 Nominated 
jointly by UNO 
and DFO 

 Total   40  

 

Responsibilities of the CFCGC (General body) 

• Biodiversity conservation and natural resources management; 

• Guide and assist executive committee (CFCEC) in conservation of coastal afforestation; 

• Approval of the Annual Work Plan prepared by the Co-management Executive 

Committee for managing the mangrove forests and sending recommendations to the 

Divisional Forest Officer for necessary funds;  

• Monitoring and evaluation of all conservation and development initiatives undertaken 

within Range landscapes; 

• Management of goods and services from coastal mangroves and ensure equitable 

benefit sharing amongst the FRPG members; advise the concerned authorities in 

decision making for the distribution of the related products and services among the 

stakeholders involved in the management 

• Resolving conflicts which may arise from the implementation of activities taken by the 

Co-management Executive Committee; and  

• Issue instructions for completing the audit of income and expenditure received and 

disbursed through co-management activities.  

 

Modus Operandi of the CFCGC (General body) 

The general body of coastal forest co-management organization (CFCGC) has representatives 

from multi-stakeholder as well as grass-root entities, will supervise the lower tiers including 

CFCEC and will ensure biodiversity conservation in the coastal afforestation, with active 

engagement in forest protection. This GB will meet at least once in every 6 (six) months and 

deal with all important issues focused on forest conservation and community well-being 

through networking and shared responsibilities. 

 

                                                           
8 Forest Resources User groups (FRUGs) - e.g. fishermen, farmers, grazing, honey, and other NTFP collectors, eco-guides (1 from 

each group) 
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6. Coastal Forest Co-Management Executive Committees (CFCECs) 

The Coastal Forest Co-Management Executive Committee (CFCEC) is the functional entity in Co-

Management with maximum 20 members from community, FD, local administration and civil 

society representations. Forest Range based CFCEC is aligned with Upazila administration and 

paves the co-management platform ensure responsible engagement of all stakeholders in 

conservation of coastal greenbelt along the shore and protects lives and livelihood of coastal 

communities from extreme weather.  

Formation of CFCEC (executive body) 

Table 10: Representatives from various stakeholder groups in CFCGC. 

Sl. Stakeholders Representatives Position in 
EC 

# Selection 
processes 

1.  Forest Department Concerned Range Officer Member 
Secretary 

1 Ex-officio 

2.  Forest Department Forest Beat/Station Officers 
of concerned Forest Range 

Member 2 DFO 
nominates 

3.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Agriculture Officer Member 1 Ex-officio 

4.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Fisheries Officer Member 1 Ex-officio 

5.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Livestock Officer Member 1 Ex-officio 

6.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Youth Officer   Ex-officio 

7.  Line agencies (GoB) UPz.. Social Welfare Officer Member 1 Ex-officio 

8.  Line agencies (GoB) Law enforcing agency (Police 
and Coast Guard) 

Member 1 UNO 
nominates 

9.  Local Government 
Representatives 

Representatives from Union 
Parishad 

Member 1 UNO 
nominates 

10.  Civil Society 
Organizations 
(CSO/NGO 
representatives) 

Executive Directors or 
nominated by CSOs/NGOs 

Member  1 UNO 
nominates 

11.  Federation (Apex body) 
of FRPGs9 

Representatives from FRPGs President 
and 
members 

5 DFO-UNO 
nominates 

12.  Federation (Apex body) 
of FRUGs10 

Representatives from FRUGs Member 3 DFO-UNO 
nominates 

13.  Specialized groups  Indigenous people, youths, 
journalists, teachers, 
religious leaders and others, 
as applicable 

Member 2 DFO-UNO 
nominates 

 Total   20  

                                                           
9 FRPGs, Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs) – village committees; each village (FRPG) will nominate one male and 

one female representatives for the GB as member (e.g. if the Range landscape has 30 FRPGs, total members will be 60. 
10 Forest Resources User groups (FRUGs) - e.g. fishermen, farmers, grazing, honey, and other NTFP collectors, eco-guides (1 from 

each group) 
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Responsibilities of the CFCEC 

• Conservation and management of biodiversity and natural resources in coastal forests; 

• Functionalize Forest User Groups (FUGs), Forest Resources Protection Groups (FRPGs), 
and Federation of FRPGs; 

• Encouraging all local stakeholders in the conservation of coastal mangrove afforestation 
and participation in conservation activities; 

• Undertake sustainable economic development activities in the coastal islands; 

• Preparation and implementation of Annual Development Plan with necessary 
expenditure statements; 

• Raise awareness on biodiversity and to promote promotional programs among the local 
people for adaptation with the changing environment;  

• Adoption of alternative income generating activities for the coastal communities and 
dependent people;  

• Ensure capacity building and training to the members and representatives of different 
co-management tiers. 

• Networking with other development initiatives and aligned GoB agencies for community 
well-being and conservation of coastal afforestation. 

 

Modus Operandi of the CFCEC 

The executive body of coastal forest co-management organization (CFCEC) is the functional 

entity in co-management and shall meet at least once in every 2 (two) months.  

 

7. Conclusions 
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Deliverable 3: Capacity and training needs assessment for FRPG and 

CMCs 

1. Background  

This report comes in the context of Co-Management initiatives in Coastal Afforestation 
Divisions of Bangladesh under the auspices of UNDP’s ICBA-AR Programme with Bangladesh 
Forest Department in early 2018. The findings are focused to individual and institutional 
capacity building, and included three layers of trainings: at grass-root beneficiaries e.g. FRPGs 
member households, community representatives in Co-management bodies e.g. Federation of 
FRPGs, CFCGCs and CFCECs at Forest Range landscapes, and GoB personnel from various line 
agencies through community awareness and skill development, specialized trainings for CMOs, 
as well as on-the-job trainings respectively.  
 
In order to ensure that the trainings and capacity-building programme reflect the needs and 
priorities of the participating stakeholder groups, ranging from beneficiaries, CMC 
representatives, and management entities, a vivid analysis of existing knowledge, skills and 
practices as well as major capacity gaps assessment are conducted (tools used Annex 2.2). 
 

2. Existing Knowledge, Skills and Practices 

The coastal communities grew with and by-born accustomed with natural hazards and naturally 

leads to be brave and hard working. Isolation from main land and poor communications causes 

remoteness in the facilities of health, education coverage and thus results in more vulnerable. 

Amongst these odds, the coastal communities are positive to the existence of coastal greenbelt 

along the shores which provides livelihoods and protection from tidal surges. Overall, these 

communities have adopted with the odds and growing impacts of climate change which makes 

them repeatedly vulnerable and encircle them in a vicious cycle of poverty.  

Discussions with stakeholders revealed that traditional dependency on natural resources and 

practices of resource harvests have manifold flaws resulting from common-pool nature of 

mangroves without usufruct rights of communities. On the other hand, traditional fences and 

policing practices of Forest Department kept communities away from the natural resource use, 

thus the coastal plantations became nobodies’ resources.   

In the contexts of mangrove afforestation, the coastal communities are largely dependent on 

livestock grazing, fuelwood collection and at limited scale harvest non-wood forest products 

e.g. nypa, honey etc. due to limited resource base and overwhelming demand from growing 

population, these dependencies resulted in unsustainable. However, given ownership and 

legitimate user rights over these natural resources, might have scope for sustainable resource 

management, which paves a premise for Co-Management in coastal afforestation. 

Stakeholder Groups:  
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• Villagers, in general 

• Representatives of Co-Management Organizations 

• FD Personnel 

• Civil Society and Media 

• Local Youths 

• Local Government representatives and Political Elites 

• Academia  
 

Training needs: major domains 

• Forest Laws and other regulations 

• Biodiversity Conservation 

• Climate change, causes and impact 

• Organizational development and leadership 

• Financial Management and Public Procurements 

• Enterprises development   

• AIGA Skill development  

• Environmental education 
 
Training methods: to be adopted 

• Joint law enforcement actions 

• On-the-job trainings 

• Exchange programme 

• Study tours 

• Workshops 
 

3. Recommended Capacity-building and Training Packages 

a. Forest Laws and other regulations 

The training covers Forest Act 1927, Forestry Sector Master Plan for 2017-2031 (drafted in 
2016), Forest Policy 2016 (draft), Wildlife (Conservation and Security) Act, Bangladesh 2012, 
Social Forestry Rules 2004 (amended through 2011), Forest Investment Plan 2017, Protected 
Area Management Rules 2017, Coastal Zone Policy 2005 etc. 
 
Target group: all stakeholders 
Approach: Training of Trainers and as follow up, maximum coverage at FRPGs 
 

b. Strengthening Institutional Governance 

Usually the institutional governance of community-based organizations (e.g. Co-management 
Organizations) improve relatively slow. In many cases, these groups lack proper systems and 
processes, lack of mechanisms to ensure compliance with regulations, policies and legislation. 
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Better governance increases institutional sustainability and is instrumental in the promotion of 
conservation activities.  
 
Target group: Office bearers at all tiers of co-management 
Approach: Tailored course and on-the-job training 

 

c. Biodiversity Conservation and Management Planning 

The training should cover the fundamentals of biodiversity conservation (concepts approaches, 
importance) and link it to climate change and the socio-economic empowerment of the 
community. It will further cover the existing Forest Management Plans developed by FD.  
 
Target group: all stakeholders 
Approach: Training of Trainers and as follow up, maximum coverage at FRPGs 
 
 

d. Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation in Coastal landscapes  

The training should cover climate change fundamentals and how to carry out participatory 
integrated vulnerability assessment and adaptation planning. The training should link topics to 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable landscape management.  
 
Target group: all stakeholders 
Approach: Training of Trainers and as follow up, maximum coverage at FRPGs 
 
 

e. Organizational development and leadership 

This training covers Organization Management and leadership development for 
Representatives of Co-Management Organizations for Natural Resources Management, 
networking and effective organizational functioning. 
 
Target group: selected Office bearers at various tiers of Co-Management Organizations and 
local GoB personnel. 
Approach: Tailored course and on-the-job training 
 

f. Financial Management and Public Procurements 

Since the Co-management Organizations anticipate a flow of Govt. revenue to their Bank 
accounts, this training will cover fiscal and monetary policy, budget and auditing system, legal 
framework of procurement in public sector. 
 
Target group: Office bearers from Executive committee and FD personnel at Forest Range and 
its field offices. 
Approach: Tailored course and on-the-job training 
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g. Conservation-focused Livelihoods Development Trainings: 

• Green livelihood promotion 

• Enterprises development   

• AIGA Skill development  
 

 

h. Cross-Cutting Issues:  

The training should cover the basic concepts of  

• Gender and Social Inclusion along with associated analytical tools; 

• Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation processes;  

• Communications and Networking 
 
 

i. Workshops/ Cross-visits / exposures:  

• Visit to Protected Area Co-Management Sites; 

• Participate in National Nishorgo Co-Management Network events 

• Visit to abroad, e.g. Community Forestry in Nepal, Joint Forest Management in India 
 

4. Recommended interventions for capacity building 

Capacity building of co-management organizations, with very diverse group of stakeholders 
required special focus on the target groups as well as needs easy flow of information with 
practices over a longer duration. Recommended strategies for building the capacity of Co-
management organizations include: 
 

• Ensure that every training program is appropriately designed, effectively implemented 
and robustly monitored in order to achieve results and create sustainable impact;  

• Develop the capacity of grass-root tiers of Co-Management organizations, with limited 
and focused components; 

• Develop the capacity of local and national media organizations to disseminate timely 
and accurate messages related to Co-management issues, components and cross-
cutting themes.  

• Create links between research institutions, universities, and training centers to share 
knowledge and to ensure that Co-Management training content is relevant and up-to-
date.  

• Support all stakeholders to ensure that training design, training delivery, program 
implementation, and institutional structures are gender sensitive/responsive and 
socially inclusive/responsive.  

• Promote broad-based good governance practices at all the Co-Management tiers so that 
institutions may gain the trust of the communities in which they operate; increase their 
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bargaining power; and speak for their stakeholders (the people) in a credible and 
confident manner.  

• Deliver livelihoods related training programs linked to conservation, climate change, and 
sustainable forest management interventions in order to promote green enterprises and 
create enterprise opportunities.  

 

5. Conclusions 

The forestry sector in Bangladesh has series of successful initiatives in coastal afforestation 
program as well as people-oriented forestry approaches elsewhere. Co-Management and social 
forestry are two milestone approaches can be adopted in successful coastal afforestation 
program. However, a comprehensive initiative from Forest Department is crucial through 
enabling policy guideline as well as investments for plantation and community livelihoods. This 
concept note focused on key steps for development of grass-root and forest range based co-
management structures, which will be the basis for sharing responsibilities and benefits 
towards development and conservation of a successful coastal greenbelt along the coastal 
frontiers. A multi-sectoral investment is of utmost requirement from local administration, allied 
sectors e.g. Agriculture, Livestock, Social Welfare private sector investment as well as and law 
enforcement would be critical to bring this success, whereby Forest Department would lead the 
pivot role in the process.  
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Deliverable 4: Impacts of enrichment plantations and mixed species trials 

 

under “Community-based Adaptation to Climate Change through Coastal Afforestation in 
Bangladesh” (CBACC) Project (2009-2013) 

 

1. Background 

The “Community Based Adaptation to Climate Change through Coastal Afforestation” (CBACC-
CA) was a 5-year (Mar2009-Apr2013) $5.4 million adaptation program funded and 
implemented by the Government of Bangladesh, United Nations Development Program, and 
the Global Environment Facility in 5 coastal districts (Barguna, Patuakhali, Bhola, Noakhali, and 
Chittagong) under 4 coastal forest divisions of Bangladesh. The project envisioned to reduce 
vulnerability of coastal communities to the impacts of climate change-induced risks in the said 
coastal districts. This study focuses on enrichment plantations and mixed species trials 
developed under the CBACC project to assess their impacts on strengthening natural resilience 
and community benefits.  

 

The study reviewed the impacts of two major activities of the CBACC-CA project, including  
1. Integrated fish/fruit/forest-farming (FFF) or ‘dyke & ditch’ model as a measure for 

community-based adaption to climate change and livelihood diversification; and  
2. Diversified trial plantations of mangrove and non-mangrove species to increase the 

adaptive capacity of greenbelt structures on newly accreted lands. 
 

Table 1: The project targets and results 

Afforestation models 
Original target 

(2009)11 
Mid-term 

evaluation (2011)12 
Revised 
target 

Actual 
(2013) 

Mangrove afforestation 6,000 ha 3,310 ha 9,000 ha 
9,200 

ha 

Non-mangrove (mound) afforestation 500 ha 112 ha 332 ha 332 ha 

Non-mangrove (dyke) afforestation 224 ha 40 ha 112 ha 112 ha 

Enrichment plantation /Mixed Species 100 ha 93 ha 200 ha 200 ha 

Strip plantation 1000 km 400 km 680 km 680 km 

 

2. Approach 

The assessment is conducted through a set of assessment checklist (annex 2.3) and consensus-
based findings are triangulated amongst the respondents from beneficiaries, other 
stakeholders, the then (CBACC) project personnel and with local FD personnel. Field 

                                                           
11 ProDoc: http://adaptation-undp.org/resources/prodocs/undp-bengali-project-document-january-2009  
12 Mid-term Evaluation (Jan2012) of CBACC-CA project 

http://adaptation-undp.org/resources/prodocs/undp-bengali-project-document-january-2009
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observation along with the review of project documents, plantation journals, mid-term 
evaluation (Dec2015) and terminal evaluation (Feb2016) reports, and relevant research articles 
on mangroves further helped to consolidate the findings.  
 

3. Findings 

3.1 Impacts of Ditch and dyke plantations 

The integrated fish/fruit/forest (FFF) farming or ditch and dyke model in the CBACC project 
adopted a local knowledge into forestry practice to promote community-based adaption to 
climate change and livelihood diversification for local poor communities. This approach piloted 
112 ha dyke plantations in both moderately high accreted coastal forest land as well as 
community land with both trees and vegetables. This study found following significant results 
and lessons: 
 
Ditch and dyke within coastal forest plantations 

• Non-forested coastal, along the older plantation, with active engagement of local 
beneficiaries demonstrated a new frontier of coastal greenbelt; 

• Forests and fisheries agroforestry in the dyke & ditch model did not bring long-lasting 
results in the CBACC spots. Since the aquaculture in ditches are much prone to fishing 
cats and did not bring any benefit to the participants; 

• Grazing from wildlife (deer and wild buffalo) as well as domesticate livestock (during 
paddy season, Jun-Oct) are significant concern for new plantations; 

• Proximity of beneficiary households is also important; it is observed that the selection 
process of project participants needs further review; 

• Commitments from agency or project regarding benefits from afforestation (irrespective 
of models), at the project onset, became much lucrative to the beneficiaries; however, 
longer term commitments for forest conservation from participants’ end often 
unpractical, while community aspires for immediate return or land allotment.  

 
Ditch and dyke in community-owned lands 

• Community cohesion strengthened in group initiatives amongst project beneficiaries; 

• Farm land productivity increased compared to single crop/year (paddy); 

• Availability of nutrition including vegetables, aquaculture and fruits along with timber 
trees; 

• Group savings and investment initiatives of project beneficiaries became replicable 
models in other coastal communities; 

• Increased access to finance (micro-finance) potential graduation in formal banking 
system. 

 

3.2 Impacts of enrichments in older mangrove plantations 
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Coastal afforestation program in Bangladesh have been treated as one of the best successful 
initiative of Forest Department (FD) with scientific studies from the Plantation Trial Unit of 
Bangladesh Forest Research Institute (BFRI). So far along 710 km coastline of the country about 
200,000 ha afforestation raised while a satellite based study (FIGNSP, 2013) revealed its 
existence on 61,574 ha only. The agencies (FD & BFRI) mostly promoted Keora (Sonneratia 
apetala) as the pioneer species of succession process in newly accreted lands. While the land 
become progressively raised, gradually associate multiple species e.g. Gewa (Excoecaria 
agallocha), Baen (Avecinnia officinalis), Sundri (Heritiera fomes) and others appear in the sites 
and Keora become prone to stem borer or face mortality due to increase sedimentation. In this 
context, CBACC project undertook 200 ha enrichment plantation of 10 mangrove species within 
older Keora plantations and these spp. occur naturally in Bangladesh coastal mangroves. 
Enrichment plantation species used in CBACC include Gewa (Excoecaria agallocha), Baen 
(Avecinnia officinalis), Sundri (Heritiera fomes), Goalpata (Nypa fruticans), Kankra (Bruguiera 
sexangula), Passur (Xylocarpus mekongensis), Dhundul (X. granatum), Kirpa (Lumnitzera 
racemos), Hental (Phoenix paludosa), and Kholshi (Aegiceras corniculatum). This study found 
following significant results and lessons: 
 

1. As pioneer and planted species, Keora (Sonneratia apetala) monoculture in Bangladesh 
reduced to 25-30% at maturity (Nandi, 201013), and hence enrichments with other 
natural associate mangrove species are of high importance; 

2. Diversity of regeneration in a mixed species grooves improved ecosystem functions, in 
terms of soil stabilization and habitats for wildlife; 

3. Overall productivity of the plantation groove increases compared to monoculture 
mangrove afforestation; 

4. Some mangrove species (e.g. Kholsi for honey, Nypa for thatching) have specific usages 
in terms of community well-being; 

 
Hence, it is highly recommended for promoting enrichment plantation within monoculture 
mangrove afforestation stands to ensure both ecological and socio-economic benefits. It will 
also increase the resistance to the stand against diseases like stem borer etc. Overall a multi-
species mangrove afforestation, with their regenerations, will increase effectiveness of coastal 
greenbelt against extreme climatic events. 
  

4. Recommendations: 

A. Land entitlement of forests and civil administration, in particular, on newly accreted chars 
and older plantation in stabilized lands, needs further clarity for planning in subsequent 
development; 

B. Development of an integrated management plan is a priority for each coastal site (range 
base) including forestry, agriculture, fisheries, livestock, and tourism sector with proper 

                                                           
13 Nandy, P. and Islam, M.A., 2010. Climate resilient coastal zone development in Bangladesh: participatory governance for 

common resources management. Pp. 58–72 in: Ramanathan, A.I., Bhattcharya, P., Dittmar, T., Prashad, M.B.K. and Neupane, B.R. 
(eds), Management and Sustainable Development of Coastal Zone Environments. New Delhi: Capital Publishing Company 
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zonation as well as subsequent investment programs; Coastal afforestation sites are very 
much impeding due to extensive grazing and encroachment; 
 

C. Ditch & dyke models are well-demonstrated; however, a concern to meet priority demands 
of the communities in the longer term, though a commendable greenbelt is developed in 
some sites; The model needs additional supports from other than forestry sector, e.g. 
aquaculture, horticulture and agriculture to make it functional; and most importantly, 
selection of proper site as well as proximity of resident communities, in particular program 
beneficiary households; 

 
D. Enrichments in older mangrove plantations are found very much effective in terms of 

ecological and socio-economic contexts, however the scale was very limited to exhibit a 
visible impact on the landscape; 

 
E. While the coastal communities are extremely vulnerable and habitually became more 

motivated for immediate benefits and not ready for patience through longer-term ones; 
immediate benefits can be provided not exclusively from afforestation sites, rather 
intensive agriculture and aquaculture as well as stall-feeding for livestock in the non-forest 
landscapes. 
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Annex 1: Terms of References for the assignment 

TIMEFRAME AND DEADLINES: The assignment is for a total of 50 days over a period of 5 
months from 15 November 2017 to 14 April 2018 (Approximately 10 days in a month) 

 
Tasks Assignments Duration 

1.  
Submit work plan and time frame for conducting consultation with relevant 
stakeholders to Project Manager 

02 days 

2.  
Assess the impact of enrichment plantations in older plantations where some 
diversification has already been trialed emphasizing community benefits, 
such as those under CBACC project 

10 days 

3.  
Analyze and synthesize key findings on options for strengthening natural 
resilience and economic value of coastal forest from systematic assessment 
of mixed species trials and diversified plantations for wider dissemination and 
replication especially its sustainable conservation benefitting the community 
people 

07 Days 

4.  
Draft notification on forest product benefit-sharing for coastal mangrove 
plantations emphasizing its sustainable conservation and protection 

10 Days 

5.  
Develop and agree rules for FRPG membership and operation, including 
decision-making processes, roles and responsibilities of members, 
engagement with CMCs, monitoring and reporting 

05 Days 

6.  
Develop and agree rules for CMC membership and operation, including 
decision-making processes, roles and responsibilities of members, 
engagement with FRPGs, engagement with upazila Disaster Management 
Committees and monitoring and reporting 

05 Days 

7.  
Carry out capacity and training needs assessment for FRPG and CMCs 
regarding forest stewardship plan, benefit-sharing agreement and 
importance for the conservation and protection of coastal green belt 

03 days 

8.  
Facilitate and organize broader policy discussions at subnational and national 
level on draft notification on forest product benefit-sharing in coastal 
plantations 

03 days 

9.  
Submit final report and documents 05 Days 
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Annex 2: Tools used 

Annex 2.1 Stakeholder analysis - benefit-sharing arrangement 

Identification of stakeholders and their interests 

Sl Stakeholders Interests at stake 
in relation to 
Coastal 
mangroves 

Effect of 
Coastal 
mangroves on 
interests (+0-) 

Importance of 
stakeholders  
(1 Little, 5 critical) 

1-  

Degree of influence 
for sustaining 
Coastal mangroves 
(1-5) 

      

      

      

 

Stakeholder importance and influence matrix for Coastal Mangroves 
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Annex 2.2 FGD Checklist - Capacity needs assessments, FRPGs and CMCs 

 

• Icebreaking (self-introduction, project brief etc.) 

• Setting the contexts 

• Opinions on Coastal livelihoods and Climate Change 

• Opinions of the Coastal Mangrove forests  

• Opinions on forest management 

• Stakeholder grouping with future responsibilities (FD, CMC, FRPG, Local Government etc.) 

• Training needs (e.g. Climate change, forest management, organizational development, 

livelihood skills etc.) 

• Training approach/methods (On-the-job, class room orientation on concepts, workshops, 

field visits etc.) 

 

Annex 2.3 Assessments – enrichment plantations and mixed species trials  

A. Direct observations at plantation sites 

• Review plantation journals 

• Site visits for observation 

 

B. Discussions with beneficiary groups, including FD, on the process and outcomes from 

• Site selection 

• Beneficiary selection 

• Plantation development 

• Challenges in plantations 

• Benefits out of the plantation 

o Economic 

o ecological 

 


