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FOREWORD 
 
Bhutan’s 10th Five Year Plan (2008-2013) adopted poverty reduction as its overarching 
theme and primary goal, and this has major consequences for policy orientation and medium 
term strategies in the forest sector. Among the strategic measures is one related to the: 
“Establishment of Community Forests and expansion of commercial harvesting of Non Wood 
Forest Products.” One of the two impacts set for the Community Participation Program in the 
10th Plan is: “Reduction in the proportion of rural households living below the poverty line” 
and one of the nine major targets set for the RNR sector is “...4% of forest area to be 
managed as community or private forestry.” Thus, Community Forestry has a clearly 
identified place in the country’s key planning instruments with strategic links to: (i) 
governance of Renewable Natural Resources; (ii) decentralisation and devolution; (iii) 
commercial harvesting of NWFPs, and (iv) poverty reduction. 
 
As at the end of March 2009, shortly before the first National Community Forestry Workshop took 
place, there were 131 Community Forest Management Groups, comprising 6,608 households, 
managing about 16,379 ha of Community Forest. This area includes community management for both 
timber and Non-wood Forest Products. The rate of establishing Community Forests increased 
greatly from 2007, with 2008 accounting for more than half the total number established. It is 
clear that implementation has now moved past the trialling and piloting stage to 
mainstreaming and institutionalising Community Forestry as a major part of the forest 
management landscape of Bhutan. Community Forestry has proved to be a viable policy 
option to complement the other key forest management regimes, particularly the commercial 
management of forests in Forest Management Units, and the conservation of forest lands 
through protected area management.  
 
In light of the impressive progress in recent years, this National Workshop was designed to 
bring together practitioners and policy makers to reflect on past experiences and to chart a 
way ahead to ensure that Community Forestry contributes to Bhutan’s overall social and 
environmental development goals. The workshop proceedings mark a milestone in the 
progress of the Community Forestry program and will stand as a benchmark against which 
future activities will, be judged. 
 
Tashi Delek ! 
 
 
 
 
Karma Dukpa 
Director 
Department of Forests and Park Services, Ministry of Agriculture and Forests 
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LIST OF COMMONLY CITED ACRONYMS AND TERMS 
 

Acronyms 
 
AAC Annual Allowable Cut 
AHL Annual Harvesting Limit (term for AAC in CFMPs) 
CBNRM Community Based Natural Resource Management 
CF Community Forest/Forestry 
CFMG Community Forest Management Group 
CFMP Community Forest Management Plan 
CNR College of Natural Resources 
DBH Diameter (of a tree) at Breast Height 
DFO Divisional Forest Officer / Divisional Forest Office 
DoF  Department of Forest (since January 2010: Department of Forests and 

Park Services) 
DYT Dzongkhag Yargay Tshogdu (Dzongkhag Development Committee) 
DzFO   Dzongkhag Forestry Officer 
FAO   Food and Agriculture Organization (of the UN) 
F and NCA  Forest and Nature Conservation Act 
FMU Forest Management Unit 
F and NCR  Forest and Nature Conservation Rules 
FORED Forest Research for Development Partnership 
FRA Forest Resource Assessment 
GFEO Geog Forest Extension Officer 
GRF Government Reserved Forest 
GYT Geog Yargay Tshogchhung (Geog Development Committee) 
Ha Hectare 
HH Household 
ICDP Integrated Conservation and Development Project/Program 
MoA  Ministry of Agriculture (since January 2010: Ministry of Agriculture 

and Forests) 
MoF Ministry of Finance 
NWFP   Non-Wood Forest Products 
Nu Ngultrum 
PFMP   Participatory Forest Management Project  
PM Park Manager/Park Management 
RECOFTC  Regional Community Forestry Training Center 
RGoB Royal Government of Bhutan 
RNR Renewable Natural Resources 
SFD   Social Forestry Division 
SDC   Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation 
UWICE Ugyen Wangchuck Institute for Conservation and Environment 
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Description of terms 
 
Cham Trees large enough for use as beams/rafters (30-49.9 cm DBH) 
Chathrim Act 
Danchung Pole size tree used for scantling (10-19.9 cm DBH) 
Drashing Trees large enough for sawing (more than 50 cm DBH) 
Dzongda District administrator 
Dzongkhag District 
Geog Block 
Kidu Grant 
Lagthrams Individual land title document 
Sokshing Area for leaf litter collection 
Thram Land title document 
Thromde An urban place 
Tsamdro Grazing area 
Tshophur Fencing posts 
Tsim Trees large enough for use as roof struts (20-29.9 cm DBH) 
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PART A 

OVERVIEW OF THE NATIONAL WORKSHOP 
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Opening Address by Honourable Chief Guest 
 

Sherub Gyaltshen  
Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture 

 
Our country is fortunate to be blessed with a vast wealth of forest resources. This positive 
situation is the result of the enlightened leadership of our beloved monarchs and the wisdom 
of our forefathers. His Majesty has always placed the conservation of our natural resources at 
the forefront of development policy. It is an undeniable fact that forests are an important 
component of the Bhutanese land management system as they strongly support crop and 
livestock production. Thus sustainable management of our forest resources through 
participatory approaches is of the utmost importance.  
 
We all know that the Community Forestry program has evolved since 1979 when His 
Majesty the fourth King commanded that a Social Forestry program be commenced. In 1985, 
the 2nd of June was declared Social Forestry Day, coinciding with the Coronation Day of the 
fourth King. In 1992, some of the forestry activities were decentralised to the Dzongkhags 
from the central level, including the Community Forestry program. The Forest and Nature 
Conservation Act 1995 provides legal provision for the establishment of Community Forestry 
as a defined program with the active participation of rural communities. The program was 
given additional impetus in the 9th Five Year Plan (2002 – 2007). 
 
Community Forestry is a program that contributes to answering many questions- 
decentralisation and devolution, empowerment, good governance, sustainable forest 
management, income generation and poverty alleviation. Through Community Forestry, there 
is a reversal of the forest management paradigm from nationalisation and centralisation to 
decentralisation and devolution in forest resource management. Through Community 
Forestry, forest management is devolved right down to the local communities in the form of 
Community Forest Management Groups (CFMGs). With the Community Forestry program, 
local communities are empowered to take Community Forest management decisions, with 
forestry officials and extension agents taking on backstopping and facilitation roles. 
 
Community Forest Management Groups (CFMGs) take on the responsibility of forest 
protection including poaching and illegal activities, prevention and control of forest fires, 
plantation on degraded areas, vigilance on land encroachment and sustainable harvesting of 
forest products. These activities which used to be the responsibility of forestry personnel are 
now effectively and efficiently shouldered by CFMGs. Experiences of the earliest 
management of Community Forests in Mongar and Lhuntse show drastic improvement in 
timber stock and greenery in the otherwise degraded and barren hill sides 10 years ago as a 
result of community protection and management. 
 
Poverty alleviation is the theme of the 10th Plan. Considering that 69% of the population of 
Bhutan is rural based and knowing that poverty is generally a rural phenomenon, Community 
Forestry has a great potential to contribute towards addressing rural poverty since it is 
focused in rural areas. There is tremendous scope for local people to generate income from 
the sustainable management of Community Forests through the sale of timber, firewood, non-
wood forest products, enterprise development and marketing. Community Forestry 
contributes to a direct increase in forest cover thereby contributing to the constitutional 
requirement of maintaining 60% of the country under forest. In the long run, it is expected 
that a large part of the national forest can be brought under Community Forest management. 
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The Community Forestry program has seen considerable progress particularly in the last four 
years. At present there are 132 CFs handed over to Community Forest Management Groups. 
There is a tremendous pressure from communities across the country for establishment of 
Community Forestry in their localities, the demand is really overwhelming. Given the 
importance of the Community Forestry program highlighted above and the sharp rise in 
demand for Community Forestry, it is felt imperative and timely to develop a Community 
Forestry Strategy for our country. This strategy will guide future direction of the program and 
underpin the implementation of the program for sustainable management of forest resources 
and poverty alleviation.  
 
In the course of deliberations during this workshop it is crucial to review decentralised 
forestry programs and activities, and also identify the needs for further decentralisation. It is 
also important to review the staff strength of the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector. The success of 
the Community Forestry program will very much depend on the capacity of the Dzongkhags 
to handle the program. It is also vital to detail actions required to strengthen the capacity of 
the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector so that the sharp rise in demand for Community Forestry can 
be met. Furthermore, the strengthening of the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector is crucial since the 
demand for Community Forestry establishment is increasing every year and Community 
Forestry will become an important forestry program that could contribute to rural livelihood 
and at the same time manage the forest resources sustainably. 
 
Such progress would have not been possible without the critical support from Helvetas/SDC 
at such a critical juncture. I would like to place on record our gratitude to the Swiss people, 
Helvetas and SDC for their unfailing support and believing in us and the growing CF 
program. We have not yet reached the full potential of Community Forestry development in 
Bhutan. Community Forestry is still a fledging program trying to grow and there are still 
serious obstacles. Community Forestry still needs to be accepted as a mainstream forestry 
program. I know the Social Forest Division, through the PFMP Project are doing their best 
despite resistance from many quarters within the Department of Forest. We will need to 
support this growing program in terms of mainstreaming Community Forestry in our policies 
and legal frameworks; capacity building at different levels needs to be built through a series 
of training and capacity development programs. We will need to change the traditional 
attitude of many of our foresters to accept that local communities can be as effective forest 
managers as foresters. Further, addressing second generation issues such as group 
management, equity, gender, and good governance will be addressed through learning by 
doing. 
 
We want to see in the next several years that all rural communities have their own 
Community Forests sustainably managed, that they are fully empowered to take management 
decisions, and that benefits from the management of their forests contribute to the health of 
the physical environment and poverty alleviation. Since last year onwards, the Decentralised 
Natural Resources Management component of the Ministry of Agriculture has supported CF 
establishment and would like to thank DANIDA for this. We would also like to thank SNV 
for their support to the Department of Forest, especially providing technical assistance to the 
non-wood forestry sector. We would appreciate more support to NWFP and CF in the future.      
 
Lastly, I wish you all a successful deliberation  
 

TASHI DELEK  
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Introduction 
As at March 2009 more than 130 Community Forests (CFs) have been established in Bhutan 
and handed over to Community Forest Management Groups (CFMGs). This number is 
increasing steadily. Poverty reduction is a major focus in the 10th Five Year Plan, and the 
Community Forestry program has been identified as a key component of the wider forestry 
program that has the potential to contribute to poverty reduction. In light of the impressive 
progress in recent years, it is timely to reflect on past experiences and to chart a way ahead to 
ensure that Community Forestry contributes to Bhutan’s overall social and environmental 
development goals.  

Workshop objectives 
·  Identify the policy, institutional and technical bottlenecks that limit the future 

expansion of CF. 
·  Identify the policy, institutional and technical modifications needed to enable CF to 

contribute more explicitly to sustainable forest management and income generation 
(and particularly poverty reduction). 

·  Define objectives for the CF program to ensure that they are in line with and 
supportive of the RGoB’s contemporary policy and legal framework (particularly 
those aspects related to good governance and poverty reduction). 

·  Provide input to the development of a CF strategy to guide the future implementation 
of CF. 

Workshop program 
The workshop was conducted over four sessions covering topics that led towards the 
formulation of key issues that need to be incorporated into a Community Forestry strategy to 
move into the future. A series of focused presentations (covering overview, challenges met in 
implementation and case studies) was used to provide the context and to challenge the 
participants. The session topics along with the questions addressed by the working groups are 
shown below. 
 
Session 1-Policy, institutional and technical bottlenecks that limit expansion of CF. 
 
Working group discussion question: Review presentations and use the experience of group 
members to list and prioritise the key policy, institutional and technical issues to be addressed 
to enhance CF expansion. 
 
Session 2-Potential of CF to contribute to sustainable forest management and income 
generation (particularly poverty reduction). 
 
Working group discussion question: Review presentations and use the experience of group 
members to list and prioritise the key policy, institutional and practical issues, developed in 
Session 1, to be addressed to enhance the contribution of CF to SFM and income generation 
(and particularly poverty reduction). 
 
Session 3-Definition of CF program objectives to bring them into line with government 
policy settings. 
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Working group discussion question: Review presentations from Sessions 1 and 2 and use the 
experience of group members to formulate a small number of objectives (no more than four) 
for the future CF program that: 
 
·  Reflect on the key aspects coming from Sessions 1 and 2, and, 
·  Are in line with wider government policies. 
 
An additional question was added to this session at the request of the Director of Forests: 
 
Make suggestions to resolve the issues related to the export sale of timber from private or 
leasehold forests. A synthesis of the responses to this question is given in Annex 1 below. 
 
Session 4-Key issues to be addressed in developing a strategy to guide the future 
implementation of CF. 
 
Working group discussion question: Review previous workshop presentations and use the 
experience of group members to list and prioritise the key policy, institutional and practical 
issues to be incorporated into a CF strategy. 

Main workshop outcomes  
Prioritised list of issues to be incorporated into a CF strategy  
 
The list of key policy, institutional and technical issues developed by each of the small 
groups in Session 1 was amalgamated into a single list and prioritized in Session 4 for 
incorporation into a Community forestry strategy. This amalgamated and prioritized list of 
issues is shown in the following table. 
 
Prioritised issues for inclusion in CF strategy 
 
(Numbers indicate votes from workshop participants denoting relative importance) 
 

Policy Institutional Technical 
Lift area limitations and 
make them more flexible: 
·  Use natural 
boundaries 
·  Respect traditional 
practices 
·  Situation-based 
·  Management capacity 
·  Area should be large 
enough to generate income 
20  

CF application process is too 
long. Propose: 
·  Joint inspection of CF 
site by DzFO and DFO/Park 
·  CFMP approval 
authority could be 
decentralised to field level 

 
 
 
13  

Build capacity at all levels 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13 

Reduce minimum number of 
HH for a CFMG from 10 to 3 
 
8 

Provide more equipment at 
Dz and Geog levels 
(computers, etc.) 
9 

Simplify the CFMP process 
(develop a simple template) 
 
8 

Enable CFMGs to manage all 
forest resources (including 

Strengthen coordination 
between Dz Forestry, Park 

Resource assessment is too 
complex and not correct. 
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sand, boulders and water) 
 
8 

management and Divisional 
forestry 
3 

Annual Allowable Cut 
should be revised  
5 

CFs should be encouraged in 
protected areas 
8 

Strengthen Geog centres 
(staff, training, equipment)   
3 

Simplify the CF manuals 
 
4 

Apply good science to 
support all aspects of CF 
planning and implementation  
 
 
4 

Responsibility for tree 
marking should rest with 
Geog Forest Extension 
Officers, registered by 
DFO/PM 
2 

Support the use of GIS 
mapping (establish a GIS 
unit in SFD) 
 
 
1 

Include plantations created 
by Dept in CF 
 
 
4 

Support fire fighting 
protection activities 
 
 
2 

Revise old CF Management 
Plans to bring them into line 
with contemporary policy 
settings 
1 

Develop marketing strategies  
for forest products from CFs 
2 

  

Pursue opportunities for 
carbon trading and 
ecotourism 
1 

  

Allow multiple CFs per 
community 

  

 
Draft CF program goal and objectives 
 
Goal (reflecting issues raised by working groups) 

·  Contribute towards maintaining 60% forest cover for all times 
·  Sustainable Forest Management 

 
NOTE: The participants were not asked to comment on a goal for the program, but the points 
listed above are more suitable for inclusion in a goal than in objectives.  
 
Objectives (reflecting issues raised by working groups) 
 
Poverty reduction 

·  To explicitly address poverty reduction (income generation and equity issues) 
·  Poverty reduction through income generation from PES and sale of produce (timber, 
NTFPs, sand and boulders) 
·  Income generation contributing to poverty reduction 
·  Equity (benefit sharing of products, services)-different social groups eg: marginal 
groups 
·  Poverty reduction/socio-economic development-employment opportunity and reduce 
rural to urban migration 
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Income generation 
·  Income generation and increased production leads to poverty reduction 
·  Ecotourism development in CF  
·  Employment opportunities 

 
Sustainable forest management 

·  Sustainable and equitable supply of forest products to CFMGs 
·  Sustainable management of all forest products through people’s participation 
·  Fulfilling basic timber requirements (independent of Government Reserved Forest- for 
sustainable purpose by fulfilling their own requirements) 
·  Reduce pressure on GRF 

 
Good governance-empowering CFMGs  

·  Empowering communities to manage natural resources 
·  Gender sensitive-good governance 
·  Devolution of forest management responsibilities and improve local governance 
(democratisation) 
·  Understandable management plans (simplify management planning method and 
possibly translate manual into Dzongkha) 

 
Wider conservation 

·  Protection of water catchment areas 
·  Conservation of watershed and biodiversity, regeneration 
·  Third generation issues-PES 

 
Capacity building 

·  Capacity building at all levels (CFMGs to policy makers) 
 
Community Forestry strategies (using the prioritized issues as building blocks) 
  
Strategy 1. Enhance the regulatory framework for Community Forestry to ensure that it is 
enabling rather than enforcing  
 
Strategy 2. Manage Community Forests to generate income as well as a wide range of other 
goods and services  
 
Strategy 3. Manage Community Forests to reduce rural poverty  
 
Strategy 4. Meet rural timber demand from Community Forests to the greatest extent possible 
 
Strategy 5. Base the governance of Community Forests on principles of openness, 
transparency and equity and in line with decentralisation and devolution policies 
 
Strategy 6. Build capacity to plan for and manage Community Forests 
 
Strategy 7. Base technical and socio-economic approaches to Community Forestry on good 
science 
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Strategy 8. Monitor and evaluate the biophysical and socio-economic outcomes of 
Community Forestry 
 
Note: These suggestions were used as the basis for articulating the final CF strategies after 
modification and refinement. 

Workshop recommendations 
The workshop participants felt that there were several issues that needed to be addressed 
immediately, as they are seriously inhibiting the efficient and effective implementation of 
Community Forestry. These are:   
 

1. Remove the 2.5 ha/HH limit for CF allocation  
2. Reduce minimum no. of HHs to constitute a CFMG from 10 to 3 
3. Establish CFs in protected areas and biological corridors 
4. Allow establishment of CFs in non-operational areas of FMUs 
5. Insert additional clauses into old CF Management Plans to allow sale of excess forest 

products (revise the harvesting limit section of the CFMP) 
6. Remove the clause that prohibits inclusion of government plantations into CFs (based 

on situation) 
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Annex 1   Consolidated comments on sale of timber from private land from work groups at 
the National Community Forestry Workshop  
 
Discussion took place on the advantages and disadvantages of allowing export sale of timber 
from private land. 
 
Advantages  

·  Income generation 
 
Disadvantages 

·  Potential for depletion  
·  Illegal harvesting and marketing – using same document to market the illegal products 

– in border areas 
·   Increase of price 
·  Difficult to monitor  
·  Small teak will go to India and come back to Bhutan as finished products 

 
The consensus of the working groups was that timber from private land should be available 
for export (subject to approval from MoA and monitoring and authentication of the products), 
because private trees should be treated the same as private horticultural crops. An open 
auction system was the preferred method, but auction of standing trees was also proposed for 
consideration. However, other options for internal sale should also be pursued. These include: 

·  Sell timber through NRDCL 
·  Sell finished products through NRDCL  
·  Sell timber within Bhutan to wood-based industries for value adding (including 

possibilities for cottage industries) 
·  Private owners can export only finish products 

 
It was felt that market studies should be pursued to: 

·  Assess feasibility 
·  Review pricing policy 
·  Review procedures 
·  Develop a coherent strategy (including rules) on sale and export of timber from 

private land  
     
Other points considered included the possibility of wider advertisement of the availability of 
private timber to encourage interest from purchases, and the formation of cooperative 
association groups among private tree growers. 
 
It was considered that private forestry should be encouraged with the objectives of: 

·  Reducing pressure on GRF 
·  Meeting forest demands for own use from private land, change attitude towards forest 

management 
·  Generate income 
·  Building capacity 
·  Promoting peoples’ participation in PF/CF 
 

This should ultimately contribute to a phasing out of rural timber supply  
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Proceedings National Community Forestry Workshop 2009 11 
 

 

Section 1. Setting the Scene  
 
 
CHAPTER 1 
 

Lessons learned from Community Forestry in Asia:  A strategic 
perspective1 

 
Don Gilmour 

 
Abstract 
 
The move towards community participation in forest management is undoubtedly one of the 
most significant forest policy developments of the past half century. During the 1980s and 
1990s field methodologies for implementing community forestry were developed, tested and 
applied in many countries and there is now a solid understanding of the sociology of 
community management (although this understanding is not always well applied).  
 
Two broad views have influenced the rise of community forestry. The first is that community 
forestry is a means towards an end, with the end being the biophysical outcome of improved 
forest management. The second view relates to issues of equity and justice, i.e. socio-
economic outcomes. Although the relative importance of one or other view has had 
implications on the way community forestry has been implemented in various situations, 
historically both have been significant. Indeed, much of the conflict about how community 
forestry should be implemented can be traced to these two perspectives. The dominance, in 
many cases, of the view that community forestry is a means to an end of improved forest 
management, does explain much about the unwillingness of forest authorities to devolve 
management authority to communities.  
 
The challenges for the future lie in what can be thought of as the wider field of forest 
governance. Governance is not just about government agencies, policy or regulations. It is 
about the whole system (formal and informal) of managing and governing; it is about the 
process by which decisions are made and implemented. Thus it includes elected government, 
government agencies, policies, the process of decision-making and practices involved in 
implementing policy. If forest management is seen as a broad societal approach to 
“governing” forests (often with explicit socio-economic objectives such as income 
generation, poverty reduction and equity) then changing conventional state controlled 
science-based forest management into some form of management by communities, requires a 
change to the whole system of forest governance. 
 

1. Introduction 
 
For at least one hundred and fifty years the dominant mode of forest management in much of 
the world has been focused primarily on commercial production of timber under the control 
of scientifically trained specialists working for government agencies. In many, perhaps most 

                                                 
1 This paper is extracted from previous writings by Bob Fisher, Bill Jackson and Don Gilmour. 
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countries, this scientific focus has been combined with a strong regulatory role. A secondary 
focus on forest conservation has emerged as a complement or even as an alternative to forest 
production.  
 

2. Challenges to the conventional forestry paradigm 
 
The control of forest management processes by scientifically trained officials working for 
governments remains dominant, but has been increasingly challenged on a number of 
grounds over the last three decades or so. Some of the challenges have come from rethinking 
the effectiveness and even the actual social objectives of forest management. Other 
challenges have come from the rapidly changing political and economic environment within 
which forest management occurs. 
 
The control of forests by the state for state interests has been challenged because it restricts 
access to forest resources by people living in and around forests. Frequently these people rely 
heavily on forests for subsistence, as part of their agricultural systems, and for the generation 
of income. Exclusion, it has been argued, contributes to poverty. This view has presented a 
major challenge to conventional forest management. It is underlined by an explicit 
recognition of the simple justice involved in allowing people who need forest products to 
have access to them. 
 
Another challenge to the science and control based paradigm came from the recognition that 
state control of forests was simply not working. Over the same century during which the 
forestry profession grew in size, the surviving area of natural forests declined rapidly. This is 
not to say that the forestry profession caused the decline, but it certainly suggests that the 
existence of the profession, and the approach it has taken to forest management, have not, in 
themselves, been sufficient to ensure sustainable management of forests.  
 
Historically, a common response to the observation that forest area and quality have both 
been declining, has been to blame clearing of forests for agriculture and other forest 
exploitation by people living in and around forests. But this explanation for forest 
degradation has been disputed as being over generalised. It has been pointed out that 
community use of forest resources has caused less damage than uncontrolled commercial use. 
It has also become clear that there are many examples of sustainable management by 
communities, applying both indigenous and sponsored systems of local management.   
 

3. Emergence of a community forestry paradigm 
 
In many cases it has become clear that participation in forest management by local 
communities is essential to achieve effective management. The argument is that in order to 
develop systems for sustainable forest management those people who use forests need to 
regulate their forest use. This view sees community forestry as being the means towards an 
end of improved biophysical outcomes, i.e. better managed forests. This recognition was one 
of two major factors behind the rise of community forestry programs. The second factor 
relates to issues of equity and justice, and to some people this has been the main motivation. 
To yet others, both factors have been important. Although the relative importance of one or 
other factor has had implications to the way community forestry has been implemented in 
various situations, historically both have been significant. Indeed, much of the conflict about 
how community forestry should be implemented can be traced to these two perspectives. The 
dominance, in many cases, of the view that community forestry is a means to an end, does 
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explain much about the unwillingness of forest authorities to devolve management authority 
to communities.  
 
As a result of the growth of these two perspectives a number of programs focusing on 
community participation in forest management emerged in several countries, under a variety 
of names. These include: social forestry, joint forest management, community forestry, 
collaborative forest management and community-based forest management, among others. 
While each of these terms tends to have a specific connotation, community forestry is a 
convenient generic term.  
 
During the 1980s there was a rapid increase in the number of countries where various ways to 
seek community participation in forest management were being discussed or applied, at least 
on a pilot basis. By the late 1990s, the focus of debate had largely shifted to discussion of 
specific approaches, appropriateness to specific contexts (such as Protected Areas) and the 
degree of power local people should have over resources. This is not to say that the general 
idea of participation has become uncontested. Strong resistance does continue, but there is 
now much more discussion of application than there is debate about the overall approach.  
 
In addition to these direct challenges to “conventional” forest management, it is likely that 
certain global trends, such as reduced funding for the public sector (including forest 
departments),  increasing concern for indigenous rights, and the environmental movement all 
created an atmosphere in which real alternatives were being sought for forest management. 
 
So, community forestry is now clearly on the international agenda. Many countries have 
policies, and in some cases legislation, supporting community forestry or even making it a 
major component of the forest management landscape. In a small number of countries, of 
which Nepal is notable, community forestry programs have become mainstream and very 
popular.  
 
This move towards community participation in forest management is undoubtedly one of the 
most significant forest policy developments of the past half century. The shift from 
centralised forest management towards more decentralised local management has resulted in 
the development, testing, and (in some cases) institutionalising of a wide range of community 
based management approaches throughout Asia, and in more recent years in Africa and Latin 
America. 
 

4. Analysis of community forestry experiences 
 
In spite of the wide spread adoption of community forestry, a review of its current status 
gives some cause for concern. Many countries still have only very small scale pilot projects. 
More alarmingly, countries with a longer history of community forestry continue to apply 
major restrictions: community forestry is often applied only to highly degraded forests (those 
with least value to communities); communities rarely have access to valuable resources from 
community forests (commercially valuable timber for example); emphasis is often on 
community responsibility for protection rather than on authority to manage; and real power 
(defined in terms of the right to make decisions about management objectives and processes) 
tends to be maintained by the forest authorities rather than being devolved to communities. 
 
It has also become clear that, while community forestry has sometimes contributed 
significantly to improving rural livelihoods and livelihood security, it has not always done 
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this in a way that targets the poorest members of communities and, in fact, benefits have 
often been captured by local elites.  It is also clear that community forestry in most cases has 
not been particularly successful in generating increased income either in general or for the 
poor in particular. As policy concerns increasingly focus on poverty reduction, there is a 
greater interest in making poverty reduction an explicit objective of community forestry 
programs. 
 
Clearly, while community forestry is on the agenda, there is a long way to go before it is 
widely implemented in a meaningful way. Why has implementation not taken place more 
widely? The experiences from Nepal provide a useful case study for analysis. In the late 
1980s community forestry became a central focus of national forest policy in Nepal and 
implementation really took off. From being very much a series of pilot projects during the 
1980s, community forestry is now a genuine national program, with over 1.2 million hectares 
of forest (25 percent of the national forest estate) under management by more than 14,000 
registered user groups involving 1.6 million households (35 percent of the country). The 
program continues to expand rapidly in the hill areas. Expansion seems to be limited mostly 
by the capacity of the Department of Forests’ limited staff to respond to demand.  
 
The success of community forestry in Nepal results from several factors: 
 
·  The program was built on a real understanding of community structure and decision-

making. In particular the sociology of collective action in the context of forest 
management was well understood. 

·  Substantial efforts were made to change the way forest department staff interacted with 
villagers. Efforts to “re-orient” field staff began with a number of individuals in 
association with donor funded projects, but were then mainstreamed into the departmental 
training system. 

·  Field methodologies (similar to RRA and PRA) were developed and applied to assist 
departmental field staff with implementation. 

·  At the same time as pilot (learning) activities were taking place at community level, 
senior officials and some politicians actively championed community forestry, advocating 
and supporting change within the forest bureaucracy.   

·  Development of new policies was informed by field practice. 
·  An enabling policy environment was developed from the late 1980s which legitimised 

community forestry and attracted donor support for the shift, through training and 
institutionalisation, from a series of projects to a national program.  

 
In other words, good conceptual understanding of field and community conditions and 
processes was combined with reorientation of those field staff who worked directly with 
villagers and with changes within the institutions governing forest management. 
 
During the 1990s field methodologies for applying community forestry were further 
developed, tested and applied in many countries, but particularly in Asia. There is now a 
better understanding of the sociology of community management. (It could be argued, 
however, that more can be done here, and that the understanding needs to be more 
comprehensively integrated into community forestry programs.) In addition, field staff from 
many countries have been trained by international and national courses. In Asia, many 
countries have, or are rapidly developing, strong local training capacities in community 
forestry related subjects. 
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Thus, the first three factors identified in the spread of community forestry in Nepal have been 
fairly widely developed internationally. These are important steps, but insufficient in 
themselves to lead to the wider and more meaningful implementation of community forestry. 
Two things are missing. The first is genuine and widespread institutional change within forest 
authorities. While many field staff have been trained, they often operate without support 
from, or even with direct opposition from, the organisation for which they work. 
 
The second missing element involves power. Forests are valuable resources. Many interest 
groups want access for their own economic benefit. Forest Departments (and individual 
foresters) see loss of control to communities as loss of the basis of their professional raison 
d’etre and sometimes as loss of access to financial benefits (legal or illegal). Further 
development of community forestry requires some process for devolving real power over 
forests, along with better mechanisms to resolve conflict between competing stakeholders. 
 

5. Challenges for the future 
 
The challenges lie in what can be thought of as the wider field of forest governance. 
Governance is not just about government agencies, policy or regulations. It is about the whole 
system (formal and informal) of managing and governing; it is about the process by which 
decisions are made and implemented. Thus it includes elected government, government 
agencies, policies, the process of decision-making and practices involved in implementing 
policy. If forest management is seen as a broad societal approach to “governing” forests, then 
changing conventional state controlled science-based forest management into some form of 
management by communities, requires a change to the whole system of forest governance. 
 
Community forestry is really something of a moving target. Not only do the context and 
immediate issues and challenges differ from country to country, but they change over time. 
Nevertheless, some lessons have been learned, both about the general need for an adaptive, 
exploratory learning approach, but also some principles and concepts of broad applicability. 
There is little doubt that the application of these principles and concepts can lead to better 
practice.   
 
A great deal is known about local capacities and the sociology of collective action for 
community forestry. A lot has been learned about participatory methodologies and 
interactions between field staff and villagers. Nevertheless, work at the community level and 
at the level of the primary interaction between villagers and field staff can be done better. A 
much more difficult task will be to deal with the key issues of large scale institutional change 
and empowerment. So far there have been few real successes in either of these fields.  
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CHAPTER 2  
 

Community Forestry in Bhutan: A policy perspective 
 

Nidup Peljor 
 

Abstract 
 
Although Bhutan has been endowed with a rich heritage of renewable natural resources, 
pressures are mounting on the forests to provide an increasing range of goods and services 
as a result of increasing population, interfacing with international treaty obligations, 
complex climate change issues, soaring food and energy prices as well as increasing land 
and water management issues. 
 
Since 1957, forest governance has transitioned from providing “free access” to “almost no 
access” to “managed access”. The new dimensions in the present system of governance 
include the application of scientific approaches to forest management with emphasis on 
public participation in management and utilisation, sustainable economic use of forest 
resources while at the same time maintaining conservation values. Revision of the National 
Forest Policy is underway based on principles of equity and justice, contributions to poverty 
reduction, people centered management and decision making and the application of science 
and indigenous/local knowledge to planning and management. The draft of the revised 
national forest policy calls for: 
 
·  Adoption of an integrated planning framework to ensure that the whole 

society/community receives an equitable share of the benefits from sustainable forest 
management.  

·  Enabling rural communities to meet the majority of their timber demands from their own 
Community Forests, and deriving economic benefits from the sustainable management of 
their forests. 

·  Empowering local communities in sustainable community forest management to generate 
income, create employment opportunities and to complement conservation and utilisation 
objectives of public forests.  

 
These major Community Forest objectives are also reflected strongly in the RNR sector’s 10th 
Five Year Plan. The sector has a critical role in the management and conservation of the 
natural environment including, but not limited to, maintaining 60% of the country under 
forest, contributing to poverty reduction and enhancing economic advancement. Of the four 
main policy objectives of the sector for the 10th FYP, two important objectives are directly 
linked to Community Forestry programs: 
 
·  Enhance sustainable rural livelihood through income generating opportunities and 

creation of on and off-farm employment opportunities.  
·  Conserve and promote sustainable utilisation of forest and water resources. 
 
Given the shift in forest governance and the major targets set for Community Forestry, the 
strategic directions for Community Forestry should include a flexible and inclusive focus on 
generation of employment and poverty alleviation in the short term. The revision of the 
procedures for establishment of community forest is essential in order to render a flexibility 
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and inclusiveness in its implementation. In the longer term, the Community Forestry program 
should be seen in the light of empowering communities to take a strengthened role in the 
management and conservation of forests to help maintain 60% of the country’s area under 
forest at all times.  
 
The engagement of communities in sharing the responsibility of forest management has to be 
combined with equitable social and economic benefits to the concerned communities. To 
enable an integrated approach to community forest management, CFs should not be limited 
to management and sustainable use of timber and non timber resources alone. All forest 
resources of a particular CF, including wildlife management, should be considered for use 
and management by the communities. Environmental services from CFs should accrue 
benefit to communities through payment for the services such as eco-tourism; game hunting, 
bird watching, botanical excursions, recreation and related services. 
 

1. Background 
 
Bhutan has been endowed with a rich heritage of renewable natural resources, and past 
policies and practices of the Government have successfully protected this heritage. However, 
pressures are mounting on the forests to provide an increasing range of goods and services. In 
addition, Bhutan is increasingly interfacing with international treaty obligations, complex 
climate change issues, soaring food and energy prices as well as increasing land and water 
management issues which are of direct relevance to forestry management. 
 
The total area of forest in the country as shown in the 2005 Forest Resource Assessment 
(FRA) was 26,826 sq. km. and this constituted 72.7% of the land area. Approximately 14% of 
the forest area is economically accessible and is contained within Forest Management Units 
with a primary objective of commercial timber production. Almost 50% of the forest area is 
contained within the Protected Areas system and biological corridors. It is estimated that 
about 4% of the forest land will be designated as Community Forests by the end of 2013.  
This means that about 1,074 sq. km of forest land shall be brought under community 
management. 
 

2. Situational Analysis 
 

The past decade has seen a gradual change of emphasis in the management of forests. There 
has been a shift from a primary focus on protection and conservation towards a focus on 
balancing conservation with sustainable utilisation. Associated with this change of emphasis 
has been a move towards a more decentralized and people-centered approach to 
implementation, with a strong agenda directed at poverty reduction. 
 
More than 130 Community Forests have been established (as at March 2009) covering about 
1% of the total forest area. Community Forestry is a major program of participatory forest 
management that can contribute to poverty alleviation in the 10th  FYP. 
 

2.1 Political and Legal Framework 
 
Key events that have shaped the regulatory framework for the management of Renewable 
Natural Resources during the past 50 years are shown in Table 1.  
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Table 1. Key policies and laws that have influenced the regulatory framework for RNR 
management    
 
Laws and Policies Events Remarks 
Thrimzhung 
Chenmo, 1957 

·  No restriction on use of forest resources 
except  poaching of wildlife 

·  Open access 

Forest Act, 1969 
 

·  All forest resources nationalized as state 
property 

·  All forests declared GRF including trees 
on private land  

·  Traditional rights and  customary laws 
withdrawn  

·  Protection approach 
with restrictive use 

Forest Policy, 
1974 

 

·  Extended the provisions of the Forest Act, 
1969 

·  Framework for scientific management of 
forest  

·  Created provisions for establishment of 
    wildlife and recreational areas 

·  Revenue (royalty) 

·  Forest protected 
·  Restrictive and 

science based use 
·  Forest for revenue 

generation 

Land Act, 1979  ·  Right to use forest resources on private 
land for domestic and non commercial 
purposes 

·  Some form of 
flexibility in 
accessing forest 
resource 

F and NCA, 1995 
 

·  Scientific management of forest resources 
strengthened (soil and water conservation, 
protected areas, protection of wildlife, 
protected flora and fauna) 

·  Separate chapter on forest management 
(FMUs, protected area, CF and PF 
management plans) 

·  Restored traditional rights of communities  
·  Lease of GRF for protection and 

sustainable management 

·  Scientific 
management 

·  Participatory forest 
management 

·  Traditional rights 
respected 

·  Economic use of 
forest land resources 
strengthened 

Land Act, 2007 ·  Lease of GRF land further specified 
economic activities  

·  Emphasis on 
economic use of 
forest land 

Constitution of 
Bhutan, 2008 

 

·  Article 5 - “Every Bhutanese is a trustee of 
the Kingdom’s natural resources and 
environment”  

·  Minimum 60% of the country’s areas 
under forest cover for all times to come 

·  Role of every citizen 
in NRM 

·  60% requirement 

 
Since 1957, forest governance has transitioned from providing “free access” to “almost no 
access” to “managed access”. The new dimensions in the present system of governance 
include the application of scientific approaches to forest management with emphasis on 
public participation in management and utilisation, sustainable economic use of forest 
resources while at the same time maintaining conservation values.  
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3. Future Perspectives 
 

3.1 Principles applied to develop a new draft national forest policy 
 
·  Equity and justice (access, utilisation and conservation and ecosystem services). 
·  Contribution to poverty reduction. 
·  People centered management and decision making  
·  Science and indigenous/local knowledge based planning and management. 
 
3.2 Community Forestry objectives included in draft national forest policy 

 
·  Ensure that the whole society/community receives an equitable share of the benefits 

coming from sustainable forest management within a planning framework that integrates 
environmental and economic/commercial outcomes. 

·  Enable rural communities to meet the majority of their timber demands from their own 
Community Forests, and derive economic benefits from the sustainable management of 
their forests through sale of forest products and services. 

·  Local communities are empowered in sustainable forest resource management 
through community management of forests in close cooperation with public forest 
managers to satisfy the forest product needs of local communities, income generation, 
employment opportunities and to complement conservation and utilisation objectives of 
public forests.  

 
3.3 Relevance of Community Forestry in contributing to RNR policy objectives   
 
The RNR sector has a critical role to play in the management and conservation of the natural 
environment; maintaining 60% of the country’s areas under forest; poverty reduction and 
enhancing economic advancement. Community Forestry has significant potential to 
contribute to the overall RNR objectives through employment and income generation and 
maintaining watershed functions. Of the four main policy objectives of the sector for the 10th 
FYP, two are directly influenced by Community Forestry programs. They include: 
 
·  Enhance sustainable rural livelihood through income generating opportunities and 

creation of on and off- farm employment opportunities.  
·  Conserve and promote sustainable utilisation of forest and water resources 
 
The following are some of the main RNR Targets for the 10th FYP that are linked to 
Community Forestry. 
 

�  Portion of wetland with dry season irrigation  increased from 40% to 70%. 
�  Loss from crop damage by wildlife reduced from 40% to 20%. 
�  Value of NWFP and MAP increased from Nu. 60 Million to Nu. 100 Million per 
annum.   
�  Revenue from sale of timber earnings increased from Nu. 540 m to Nu. 600 m per 
annum.  
�  Promotion of theme based agro-eco tourism to increase rural income from less than 
1% to 20% in selected areas.  
�  Revenue generated from the sale of natural resources through forest managed as 
Community and Private forestry increased from Nu. 1.066 million to Nu. 37 million 
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including NWFP 
�  Proportion of households involved in Community and Private Forestry  increased 
from 4% to 7%. 
�  Enhanced human resource capacity in the conservation and sustainable 
management of forest and environmental resources. 
�  Land under vegetative forest cover maintained at minimum of 60%.   
�  Master plan for 5 major watersheds developed and implementation initiated on at 
least 2 critical watersheds.  
�  Area under sustainable forest management increased from 5% to 10%. 
�  Proportion of forest managed as Community and Private Forestry increased from less 
than 1% to 4%.   
�  Affordable housing materials provided through provision of timber to the tune of Nu. 
1000 million from present market value of 725 million per annum to enable decent living 
homes to all rural household. 
�  At least 100 NWFP management groups formed with significant contribution to 
income generation in rural communities and 20 different species of NWFP brought under 
sustainable community management   
�  Continue to provide subsidized timber for monastery and Dzong 
construction/renovation, at or above the current value of Nu. 2 million per annum. 
�  10 farmer co-operatives established. 
�  Surveillance system developed for 20 important forest pests and diseases and forest 
fires.  
�  RNR sector related acts enacted or amended and implemented.  
�  RNR sector policies revised/formulated. 
�  At least 20 Strategic RNR program frameworks developed.  

 
3.3.1 Short-Term 
Community Forestry has the potential to make a significant contribution to several of the 
RNR sector targets in the short term. These include: employment generation (CF resource 
management, product development, processing and marketing); income generation (revenue 
through CF based resources and products) and poverty reduction (access to resources, 
empowerment to manage local resources). However, in order to realize this potential the 
approach to Community Forestry has to be flexible, practical and inclusive (address equity in 
terms of access to resources of vulnerable communities and individuals). 
 
3.3.2 Long-Term 
The constitution requires 60% of the country’s area to be under forest cover for all times to 
come. More than 50% of all the forest areas lie outside existing management regimes. 
Emerging issues and challenges related to climate change, soaring food and fuel prices, more 
demand for use and rights over water and environmental services all provide challenges to 
forest management. In addition, the increasing pace of development puts increasing demand 
on the country’s forests for more forest goods and services. The time has arrived when for a 
Government alone it is impossible to cope with the challenges.  
 
In line with the evolving democratic governance of the country, participatory management of 
forest resources provides opportunities for sharing responsibilities for forest management 
between government agencies and community groups. Community Forestry is a proven way 
for operationalising this concept. Therefore capacity development and institutional 
strengthening for community participation in forest management is critical. This requires 
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significant changes in the way that the Community Forestry program is perceived and 
implemented. 
 
3.4 Procedures for implementing Community Forestry 
 
During the past decade Community Forestry has proved to be a viable policy option to 
complement the other forest management regimes, primarily commercial management of 
forests in FMUs and conservation management of protected areas. Field experience has led to 
the production of a manual to guide implementation. However, several bottlenecks have 
become apparent that limit the efficient and effective implementation of the program. The 
implementation guidelines are complex and restrictive and difficult to implement. To some 
extent they have mixed the Government’s compliance needs with the communities’ needs to 
manage their forests. Requirements such as the minimum number of households to form a 
CFMG, minimum area requirement for allocation of CF, sequencing of events (e.g. 
certification after management plan is prepared) are additional hurdles that limit the 
enthusiasm of interested groups to adopt Community Forestry. Some of the key constraints 
along with suggestions for improvement are shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2. Suggestions for improving implementation arrangements for Community 
Forestry   
 

Existing 
requirements 

Constraints Improvement/rationale 

Minimum of 10 
households 

Communities with lesser 
households do not qualify 
for CFs 

To enable access to and tenure over local 
forest resources by all communities the 
minimum household criterion to be 
removed. Instead use traditional definition 
of a community or a village as a criterion. 
Community rights should be respected and 
farmers’ self help groups promoted. 
Communities with fewer HH numbers 
should also be provided with sizable 
Community Forests which would result in 
substantial increase in forest areas under 
community management.  

Certification only 
after management 
plan 

It takes too long to achieve 
certification and has the 
danger of diluting the 
enthusiasm of interested 
communities.   

Certification to be applied immediately 
after registration. Management plan 
preparation can follow. 

Maximum area of 
2.5 ha per HH  

This limits the ability of 
many communities to 
manage their forests to 
generate significant 
income. 

Remove the maximum area limit of 2.5 ha 
per HH so that communities can manage 
their forests for both subsistence and 
income generation purposes.  

 
As far as possible, a simplified and flexible approach, consistent with the Government’s 
broader agenda of stimulating decentralization and devolution is deemed necessary.  
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3.5 Limitations of Community Forestry regimes 
 
3.5.1 Resources 
Forest resources managed under a Community forestry regime should not be limited to 
timber and non wood forest products. CF should be considered in a holistic manner and 
management should embrace all forest and natural resources by the community. At present 
only timber and some non wood products are included within the management regime. The 
tenure over forest resources should also include other resources of the CF such as: 
 
·  Surface collection of stones and sand; 
·  Wild life management and harvesting; 
·  Water resources with a defined protocol to cater for other beneficiaries of the same water 

source; 
·  Eco-tourism. 

 
3.5.2 Ecosystem services provided by the CF 
The benefits from ecosystem services of a given CF (tourism, game hunting, bird watching, 
botanical excursions, recreation, etc.) and watershed and catchment protection benefits 
should also be part of the benefits to the managing communities. However, critical watershed 
and catchment areas may be excluded from Community Forests. 
 
3.5.3 Extension 
Taking a holistic view of CFs and considering them as a renewable resource calls for services 
to be provided as in crops and livestock, more so because of lack of technical capacity within 
communities to consider CFs as a production unit. Skills development and general awareness 
on forest management has to be part of the CF program. Therefore, conservation and NR 
educational components should be included in CF plans and CF management frameworks. 
Extension services related to technical forest management is provided at the moment. What 
about the roles of community and extension personnel in case of disease events, forest fire, 
disasters, etc. in a particular Community Forest? 
 

4. Summary of strategic policy directions  
 
The Community Forestry program should be seen in the light of empowering communities 
to take a strengthened role in the management and conservation of forests to help maintain 
60% of the country’s area under forest at all times. Extension services should include not 
only mobilizing for the creation of CFs, but also approaches aimed at improving forest 
production, management, planning and disease and disaster mitigation. 
 
The engagement of communities in sharing the responsibility of forest management has to be 
combined with equitable social and economic benefits to the concerned communities 
(poverty reduction, income and employment generation, supply of forest products for local 
and traditional use). 
 
The framework  for Community Forestry should be simple and flexible to enable access to 
forest resources by all communities and therefore should not be governed by a structured and 
rigid guideline. An MoU may be used to define conditions for management such as tenure 
issues, conditions to be applied in the case of listed plants and animals of endangered species, 
etc. The framework should enable communities to draw their own rules and regulations 
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reflecting local conditions thereby avoiding the application of rigid and standard rules and 
regulations for all types of conditions and communities. 
 
To enable an integrated approach to Community Forest management, CFs should not be 
limited to management and sustainable use of timber and non wood resources alone. All 
forest resources of a particular CF, including wildlife, should be considered for use and 
management by the communities. However, the communities must be made accountable 
and responsible for their management of the CFs through a MoU. 
 
Environmental services from CFs should accrue benefit to communities through payment 
for the services such as eco-tourism; game hunting, bird watching, botanical excursions, 
recreation and related services. 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

Overview of Community Forestry in Bhutan 
 

B.B. Chhetri 
Abstract 
 
Social Forestry commenced in Bhutan with a Royal Decree in 1979, but the early years saw 
little substantial implementation because of lack of an enabling policy and legislative 
framework. This changed after the passing of the Forest and Nature Conservation Act in 
1995 and the promulgation of the Forest and Nature Conservation Rules in 2000, with 
revisions in 2003 and 2006. Community Forestry, as a component of Social Forestry, began 
to expand as a definitive program in about 2000, with rapid expansion after 2007. At the 
present time there are more than 135 Community Forests covering an area of 16,400 ha and 
benefiting more than 6,000 HHs. Community Forests cover less than 1% of the national 
forest land, although CF has the potential to expand substantially in the future.  
 
Several issues have been identified that inhibit the effective and efficient implementation of 
the Community Forestry program. These need to be addressed in future strategies if the 
Government is to achieve the important goals and objectives (particularly those related to 
income generation and poverty reduction) that have been set for the sector in the current 
Five Year Plan.    
 
 

1. Historical background 
 

The management and utilisation of forest resources by rural communities has been in 
existence in many countries since time immemorial but its recognition and development as a 
Government sponsored approach to forest management began only in the mid 1900s. The late 
recognition of this concept of participatory management of forest resources was due to low 
population density, abundant availability of natural resources in close vicinity to villages, 
easy access to forest, and low demand for forest products. In recent times there has been 
greatly increased pressure on forests due to rapid population growth, urbanisation and the 
development of forest based industries leading to devastation of natural forests in many parts 
of the world. Faced with such a situation, many countries decided to bring their forests under 
the control and management of the Government.  
 
Legislation was often framed restricting the access of local people to forests with 
communities having only limited rights to meet their basic forest product needs. At the same 
time, many state Governments focused on commercial harvesting because forests were seen 
as a major resource that could be utilised to generate revenue for development of the country. 
As a result, rural communities gradually lost their traditional rights of access and usage of 
forest resources. 
 
Ultimately, attitudes began to change when it was realised that unfettered commercial 
utilisation of forests frequently led to deterioration in forest condition and a dearth of natural 
resources. This led to a re-appraisal of the forest management paradigm that applied in many 
countries and opened the door to move from a top down approach to a bottom up 
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participatory one, particularly in circumstances where local communities had a heavy and 
traditional dependence on forest resources to support their rural livelihoods.   
 
 

2. Key events in forestry development in Bhutan 
 

2.1 Emergence of the Department of Forest 
 
Until the 1950s in Bhutan the notion of values and means of living with nature was not 
widely recognised, and access and use rights of local communities of forest resources were 
not defined. Until that time forests were looked after by the civil authority. In 1952, 
recognising the rapid growth of population and increasing pressure on the country’s forests, 
the Government established the Department of Forest with a mandate to control and manage 
natural resources under strict regulations.  
 
In 1969, the Bhutan Forest Act was promulgated wherein all forests were nationalised and 
declared to be Government Reserved Forest except the land managed under shifting 
cultivation. In 1974, the first National Forest Policy was developed with long-term national 
goals and objectives. One of the goals was to maintain 60% of the land under forest cover for 
all time. The Policy also emphasised the restoration of denuded and degraded hills by 
plantation establishment in order to improve the growing stock and overall value of the land.  
 

2.2 Emergence of Social Forestry  
 
During the 1970s, the Government recognised that the majority of rural communities in 
Bhutan are agrarian whose livelihood depends predominantly on local forests to meet many 
of their basic needs such as fuelwood, fodder, timber, leaf litter, etc., and the balanced 
management of forest resources was not possible without involving rural people in forest 
management. The concept of Social Forestry emerged in Bhutan following a Royal Decree in 
1979 that opened the door for the Department of Forest to make a shift in paradigm from a 
regulatory approach to participatory approach in managing forest resources. While the 
intention was to support the distribution of seedlings to schools, monasteries, and interested 
individuals and agencies, there was little real progress as there was no effective policy to 
support this program. The Department of Forest began to seek a supportive legislative and 
policy framework to strengthen the participatory approach of managing forests in the vicinity 
of human settlements to meet the forest resource needs of rural people. The 2nd June 1985 
was declared to be “Social Forestry Day” coinciding with the Coronation Day of His Majesty 
the King Fourth Druk Gyalpo. Since then there has been a gradual development of people’s 
participation in forest management in a modest and cautious way using pilot programs as a 
part of awareness raising at all levels. 
 
In 1992, recognising the importance of promoting people’s participation in forest 
management, the Afforestation Division of the Department of Forest was re-designated as a 
Social Forestry and Afforestation Division for national level planning, development, and 
backstopping the implementation of the Social Forestry Program. The first national level 
Social Forestry Workshop was held in Lingmithang, Mongar, to create awareness among 
administrators and policy makers at all level about the concept and legality of participatory 
forestry in Bhutan and the Government’s arrangements for decentralisation of some forestry 
activities to Dzongkhag level.  
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The Social Forestry Rules were developed in 1993 as an interim legal arrangement for pilot 
scale implementation of the participatory forestry program. The Social Forestry Program, 
including both Private Forestry and Community Forestry, was the main program focused at 
the national level on forestry extension activities, and momentum has increased during recent 
years with assistance from donor funded projects. With the immense growth of interest of 
local people in managing forests, there was a need to facilitate planning and implementation 
of the program, and the Department re-designated the Social Forestry and Afforestation 
Division as the Social Forestry Division in 1999. 
 
 

3. Decentralisation and development of legal frameworks 
 
In 1993, there was a historical shift in Forestry Sector policy with decentralisation of people 
oriented forestry programs to the Dzongkhag level with the  responsibility to implement the 
following activities: Private Forestry; Community Forestry; School Social Forestry; 
Protection of forest from fire; Protection from encroachment into Sokshing and Tsamdro and 
allocation of dry firewood. Subsequently, the transfer and posting of forestry staff from the 
Department of Forest to Dzongkhags has occurred to provide the extension services for 
implementation of the decentralised forestry activities. 
 
In 1995, the Forest Act 1969 was revised to include legal provisions for making rules for 
Social Forestry and Community Forestry programs. In conformity with this Act, the Forest 
and Nature Conservation Rules were framed in 2003 and revised in 2006 to include a chapter 
for Social and Community Forestry programs. Since then, the participatory forestry program 
accelerated focusing more on community oriented forestry activities. At the present time 
(May 2009) the Forest and Nature Conservation Rules 2006 are again under revision in order 
to incorporate recent changes in Government policy aimed at using participatory forestry 
approaches to contribute to poverty reduction and socio-economic development. These 
revised Rules are expected to be in place by the end of 2009.  
 
 

4. Growth of Community Forestry in Bhutan 
 

The involvement of rural communities in the participatory management of forest resources in 
Bhutan began cautiously and on a small scale due to lack of experience. Effective 
implementation only started in the mid 1990s with legal recognition in the revised Forest and 
Nature Conservation Act 1995.  
 
After two decades of development and implementation of policy, plans, and program for 
participatory forest management, the Department recognised the growing interest and attitude 
of local people towards the management of forest resources through community approaches 
rather than individual private approaches to meet their basic forest product needs. The 
limitation of private forestry is governed by the limited land area generally owned by rural 
people. Community Forestry is now considered to be the major component of the overall 
Social Forestry program in Bhutan. A major focus during the 10th FYP is on poverty 
reduction and socio-economic development and improvement of living environment of rural 
people. The effective implementation of Community Forestry started in early 2000 and this 
was further strengthened with inclusion of revised Community Forestry Rules in the F and 
NC Rules 2006. The moral principles of developing forests through people’s participation is 
based directly or indirectly on the changing policy and management regime. With the 
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experience gained from past practices of Social and Community Forestry, the Government 
has recently developed visionary goals and objectives to focus the present policy to 
implement the program in a more coherent manner. 
 
 

5. Present status of forests in Bhutan 
 
The forest area of Bhutan has been estimated to be 72% of the total land area. About 39.5% 
of the forest cover is under National Parks and Biological Corridors and 14% is allocated for 
commercial operations (Forest Management Units). About 69% of Bhutan’s population lives 
in rural areas and a major source of their livelihoods is derived from forests. According to the 
Bhutan Living Standard Survey, about 23.2% of the population lives below poverty level.  
 
There has been an increase in the number of Community Forests handed to communities 
since the revision of the 2006 F and NC Rules. At present there are more than 135 
Community Forests benefiting more than 6,000 HHs. These cover less than 1% of the 
national forest land. 
 
 

6. Revised development goals and objectives 
 
Based on the above scenario of paradigm shift in forest management, the Department of 
Forest has revised the goals and objectives for the forestry sector to reflect the present policy 
and approach of the Government focused on poverty reduction. These are: 
 
Forestry Sector Goals 
 
·  To ensure 60% of the country’s geographical area is maintained under forest for all times 

to come. 
·  To conserve and promote sustainable utilisation and management of biodiversity, forest 

and water sources. 
·  To meeting the long term needs of all the people for wood and other forest products by 

placing all the country’s productive forest areas under sustainable management. 
·  To contribute to the Government’s policy to reduce poverty.  
 
Forestry Sector Objectives 
 
·  Protect fragile mountain eco-systems from erosion, landslips, forest fire and other natural 

calamities. 
·  Ensure maximum people’s participation in sustainable forest resource management 

through protection and rehabilitation of watersheds. 
·  Enhance forestry extension and service delivery system. 
·  Enhance and improve forest information system for interpretation and use of information 

for future planning and management.  
·  Ensure Bhutanese citizens have access and rights to forest products.  
·  Develop human resources through higher education and training. 
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Community Forest Development Goals 
 
·  Improve the biological diversity and ecological functions of forest lands through 

Community Forest management. 
·  Improve the sustainable supply of forest goods and services in order to enhance self 

sufficiency and household income and living standard of rural people. 
·  Improve communal institutions that can sustainably manage forest lands and ensure 

equitable decision making, implementation and benefit sharing. 
 

Community Forest Development Objectives 
 
·  Transfer the primary responsibility to local groups for managing forest resources of 

nearby villages.  
·  Strengthen the institutional and technical capacity of Community Forest Management 

Groups (CFMGs) to manage their Community Forest sustainably and share benefits 
equitably. 

·  Assist CFMGs in the development of appropriate forest based home and cottage 
industries and provide them with marketing assistance. 

·  Reduce pressure on Government Reserve Forest by promoting the resources in private 
and communal lands and Community Forest in the vicinity of human settlement. 

 
 

7. Current issues  
 
Several issues have become apparent that need to be addressed to streamline and improve the 
overall implementation of Community Forestry. It is well known that operationalising 
participatory approaches to forest management is not a simple process as they cut across a 
wide range of biophysical and socio-economic aspects. The legal provisions provided for 
Community Forestry in the revised Forest and Nature Conservation Rules 2006 need to be 
reviewed and revised to address the concerns raised from the field and the current policy of 
the Government. The major issues to be considered are: 
 
·  Area limitation of a maximum of 2.5 ha per HH needs to be amended to allow flexibility 

for increase or decrease based on the actual situation and forest conditions. 
·  The provision for marketing of forest products from private and Community Forest 

should be made transparent. 
·  Planning procedure is lengthy and time consuming. This needs to be addressed by 

shortening the bureaucratic procedures. 
·  Some CF management plans have already come to the end of the first plan period of 10 

years and need to be revised taking into account recent changes in policy and practice.  
·  Community plantations that have reached thinning stage with pole size trees have to be 

considered for thinning and marketing of surplus products and suitable arrangements 
should be spelled out clearly in the Forest and Nature Conservation Rules and in future 
strategies. 

·  The minimum number of 10 households per CFMG has to be reviewed and revised to 
make provision for small hamlets of 3-5 households. 
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·  Many policies and regulations are in a state of flux. It will be difficult for implementers as 
well as communities to take on Community Forestry activities without strong legal 
support and commitments. 

·  The Forest and Nature Conservation Rules 2006 state that once a CF becomes operational 
and able to meet the forest resource requirement of the CFMG members, the members 
will not be eligible to avail themselves of forest products from GRF, no Kidu shall be 
entertained. It is necessary to keep this provision in the rules as a yardstick to make 
communities more responsible.  

·  Cancellation of CF Certificate: Since the inception of community plantations and 
Community Forestry there has been no instance of cancellation of a CF Certificate even 
though many of them are unsuccessful. This provision needs to be reviewed carefully 
before making a decision for cancellation. 

·  Technical Guidelines and CF manuals are a little complex and need to be simplified and 
prepared in both English and Dzongkha. 

·  Economic benefit and enterprise development: to date there has been no significant 
economic benefit derived from CF. Inclusion of NWFPs in CF plans is necessary 
wherever feasible. 

·  Capacity building at the CFMG level is very limited. There is a need for additional 
training on preparation of CF Management Plans, record keeping, business planning, 
management and implementation skills, etc. 

·  There is a lack of adequate knowledge of forestry extension staff, particularly on CF 
management planning, silviculture, conflict management, facilitation, application of GPS 
and GIS for mapping and documentation of information. The forestry extension sectors in 
the Dzongkhags are facing an acute shortage of trained professionals. 

·  Relatively long gestation period for the trees to mature is another problem where the 
people from poor economic groups cannot wait for such a long period to obtain benefits 
from CFs. 

·  Lack of co-ordination and linkages between the implementers and the CFMGs. 
·  Lack of documentation of information and field data on CF. 

 
 

8.  Community Forestry and the 10th  FYP for the Forestry Sector 
 
A major policy focus for Community Forestry in the 10th FYP is poverty reduction. The 
Department of Forest will revise and develop its policy, rules and strategies and simplify the 
CF guidelines and manuals to contribute to this poverty reduction agenda. The Department 
will also make efforts to build capacity of communities to take added responsibility for 
resource management. Community Forestry Management Plans will focus on ensuring 
maximum people’s participation in sustainable resource management for meeting their daily 
needs and to generate income. It is expected that an additional 300 Community Forests will 
be handed over to CFMGs by the end of the 10th FYP.  
 
 

9. Potential for expansion of Community Forests 
 
Estimates were made of the future potential for Community Forests to be established using 
three different scenarios. Scenario 1: All forest within a radius of 1,000 m from settlements 
or agriculture boundaries is converted to CF. Scenario 2: All forest within a radius of 500 m 
from settlements or agriculture boundaries is converted to CF. Scenario 3: All rural 
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communities (95,178 HHs) establish CFs under the current rules that allow for 2.5 ha per HH. 
The results are shown below. The calculations take no account of the existence of other 
potentially competing forest management regimes such as FMUs or National Parks. 
 
Scenario 1: All forest within a radius of 1,000 m from settlements or agriculture boundaries 
is converted to CF 
 
Under this scenario a total of 1,036,547 ha of forest has the potential to become Community 
Forest, and this would cover about 39% of the country’s total forest area. The following map 
shows the location of these potential areas (Temphel 2008). 

 
Scenario 2: All forest within a radius of 500 m from settlements or agriculture boundaries is 
converted to CF 

 
Under this scenario a total of 95,178 ha of forest has the potential to become Community 
Forest, and this would cover about 24% of the country’s total forest area. The following map 
shows the location of these potential areas (Temphel 2008). 
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Scenario 3: All rural communities (95,178 HHs) establish CFs under the current rules that 
allow for 2.5 ha per HH 
 
Under this scenario the potential forest area for Community Forest is estimated to be 237,945 
ha which would cover 8% of the country’s total forest area (Temphel 2008).  
 
While it is not suggested that any of these scenarios will represent the future, it is clear that 
there is considerable potential for the area of forest under Community Forestry management 
to expand greatly in the future.     
 
 

10 . Conclusions 
 
There has been a rapid expansion in the area of forest land under community management 
during the past few years, but it is important not to become too complacent about this growth. 
It is more important to ensure that quality of the process is maintained and improved so that 
the program meets the Government’s objectives of using CFs to generate household income 
on a sustainable basis and contribute to poverty reduction. It is also important to continually 
review past practices (successes and failures) and outcomes so that improvements can be 
made.  
 
The Department of Forest is developing a Community Forestry Strategy to chart a direction 
for the future. The strategy will aim at building capacity of CFMGs to take up management 
and implementation responsibilities more effectively. There is also a need to build capacity of 
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planners, policy makers and implementers to ensure that forests are managed and utilised 
sustainably, with greater involvement of local people, so that the Government’s long term 
objectives of ensuring self sufficiency and contributing to poverty reduction are achieved. 
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Section 2. Dzongkhag and Territorial Perspectives on Community Forestry 
 

 
CHAPTER 4 
 

Policy, institutional and technical bottlenecks that limit the expansion of 
Community Forestry: A Dzongkhag perspective. 

 
Dendup Tshering 

 
Abstract 
 
Over the years the Department of Forest has invested heavily in the development of 
Community Forestry and as of today there are 131 CFs, with a total area of 16,379 ha, 
handed over to CFMGs. These cover about 0.59% of the national forest area. The 
Community Forestry program has the potential to provide immediate benefit to rural 
communities.   
 
This paper collates and summarises information from colleagues in most Dzongkhags across 
the country and notes the pertinent policy, institutional, and technical bottlenecks that limit 
the expansion of Community Forestry. Recommendations are made for review and further 
action by policy and decision makers aimed at improving the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the national Community Forestry program.  
 

1. Background 
 

1.1 Evolution of Community Forestry in Bhutan 
 

Forest management in Bhutan in the 1960s and early 1970s was oriented primarily towards 
production and protection. The 1969 Forest Act and 1974 Forest Policy gave priority to 
production, protection, and conservation of forests. Under this regulatory framework forests 
were nationalised and resources were used for generating national revenue. During this era 
people’s participation in forest management was not considered.  
 
It was not until the late 1970s until a nominal shift in the management paradigm occurred. 
This was triggered by the 1979 Royal Decree wherein His Majesty commanded that “the 
participation of local communities is the key to conservation and utilisation of forest 
resources” (TFDP, 2000, p.21). This Royal Decree was the main driving force behind the 
participatory forest movement and as a result the Social Forestry regime came into existence. 
However, in the early stages Social Forestry was limited to the supply of seedlings and 
annual marking of the day on June 22 in schools and institutes. A draft forest policy in 1991 
advocated a change in the paradigm of forest management but this policy was never officially 
adopted.  
 

                                                 
2 June 2nd, Coronation Day of the 4th King, is commemorated as Social Forestry Day annually in schools after the 
Department of Forest and Department of Education signed a joint memorandum agreeing that schools throughout the 
kingdom will plant trees as part of school greening program with the Department of Forest to distribute free seedlings. 



Proceedings National Community Forestry Workshop 2009 34 
 

The Forest and Nature Conservation Act was passed in 1995 (RGoB 1995) and Chapter IV, 
Sections 17 and 18, provided a strong legal background for the development of community 
and private forestry. As per this Act, a Community Forest3 means “any area of Government 
Reserved Forest designated for management by a local community in accordance with the 
Rules issued under this Act”. Consequent upon the F and NC Act momentum for Community 
Forestry slowly picked up and the first Community Forest was handed over to the 
Community Forest Management Group (CFMG) of Dozam, Dremetsi Geog, Mongar, in 
1997.  
 
1.2  Initial years of CF development 
 
During the initial years of Community Forest development (the late 1990s), the focus was on 
planting trees by the CFMGs in barren and degraded Government lands. This was called 
Community Plantation. There are now many such plantations in all Dzongkhags. Dozam, the 
first CF, is also such a plantation.  
 
The F and NC Rules, 20004 (RGoB 2000) required CFs to be of “both degraded and good 
forest with equal ratio”. However, this provision was a hindrance to CF development since 
finding areas with a 50:50 ratio of good:degraded forest was not possible everywhere. The 
2006 F and NC Rules (RGoB 2006 a) removed this 50:50 requirement and focused CF site 
selection on areas “in and around villages and human settlements5” and this provision has 
been found to be very practical. 
 
Although the Community Forestry program has a strong legal basis with the F and NC Act 
and Rules, the initial years saw a lukewarm response from both community groups and 
government foresters. While the people did not have much understanding about the new 
program, the Forestry agency was also not fully prepared due to various shortcomings. These 
included: lack of qualified and adequate manpower in Dzongkhags, inadequate support from 
DoF headquarters and Territorial Divisions, and other technical inadequacies.   
 
From 2001, in a drive to support the decentralized forestry function, the then Director of 
Forest made sincere efforts to strengthen the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector. It was given the 
status of a full fledged sector6, qualified and senior officials were posted as DzFOs, Geog 
staff were posted, and added responsibilities were vested in the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector. 
As a result, the CF program started picking up pace. In recent years the strong political will 
of the Ministry under the new Government has witnessed the CF program come to the fore 
and receive renewed attention. Needless to say the soldiers in the field are rejuvenated and 
filled with energy to take this program to new heights.  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 Chapter 1, Section 3, Clause (b) 
4 Chapter IV, Section 36, Clause 1 (e) 

5 Chapter IV, Section, 27, Clause (1) 

6 Prior to this the forestry function in the Dzongkhags was treated as an extension one by Territorial Divisions and the 
extension sectors were not manned by adequate qualified staff. Often the Territorial DFOs considered the Dzongkhag Units 
as their “ambassadors” (as noted in a forestry conference) and not as a separate and independent extension sector.    
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1.3  Current status of CF in Bhutan 
 
As of April 10, 2009, there were 131 Community Forests7 throughout Bhutan.  Punakha 
Dzongkhag has the maximum number of CFs (18) followed by Trashigang with 12 CFs. 
Dagana Dzongkhag has one CF. A total of 6,608 households are involved in the Community 
Forest Management Groups and the total area handed over covers 16,379 ha of forest. It 
includes 11,249 ha of CFs handed over for timber management and 5,130 ha for NWFP 
management. Details for each Dzongkhag are given in Annex 1. 
 
1.4  Analysis of current status 
 
The Geographical area of Bhutan is 38,394 sq. km. (RGoB, 2005) and of this, 72% (or a total 
of 2,764,368 ha) is forest land. Computed against the national forest coverage, about 0.59% 
has been handed over as Community Forest, which is a relatively small area. According to 
the 2005 census, there are 84,532 rural households in Bhutan. Under the current rules of 
handing over a maximum of 2.5 ha per household, about 211,330 ha can be handed over as 
Community Forest. This amounts to 7.6% of the total area.  
 
As of July 2007, there were 49 CFs (covering 4,207 ha) which was about 0.15% of the total 
area (Tshering, 2007). In the following two years, the progress of CF hand over was only 
0.44%, which is an average of 0.22% per year. If this rate is continued it will take about 20 
years to achieve the 4% which is the hand over target in the 10th Plan period. If we want to 
achieve what is targeted in the 10th Plan period we need to hand over 27,644 ha of forest 
annually in the remaining four years. This is a huge annual target. CFs handed over during 
the past 12 years amount to just 16,379 ha. The CFs handed over to date amount to just 41% 
of what is required to be handed over in one year. Handing over more than has been handed 
over for the past 12 years in one year is a serious challenge.  
 

2. Policy, Institutional, and technical bottlenecks that limits expansion of CFs 
 
The Community Forestry program, as it is today, is facing many challenges and constraints. 
His Majesty, in his address to graduates8 at Paro, commanded that: 
 

“If changing realities bring new ambitions and goals, it must also bring new plans and 
preparation” (Kuensel, 17th February 2009). 

 
The Government’s priority for the 10th FYP is poverty reduction. Community Forestry is one 
program which can be aligned towards benefiting rural people through income generation and 
by reducing poverty. The target in the 10th Plan is handing over more than 400 CFs. His 
Majesty suggests that changing realities requires new approaches to planning, so it is an 
appropriate time to consider what new approaches are needed for the CF program to make a 
greater contribution to the nation’s development goals. In order to achieve the above target 
and to ensure that the CF program benefits people, policy and other modifications are 
required in order to facilitate smooth implementation. Issues that hinder expansion of the 
Community Forestry and which require modification are discussed below. 
 
 
                                                 
7 Latest information from SFD 

8 In the 3rd Convocation Ceremony held at Paro College of Education on 17th February 2009 
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2.1 Policy limitations to CF  
 

Issues which need policy modification are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
 
2.1.1 Conflict within different functions of forestry 
There are different priorities within different functions of the Department of Forest. The 
Nature Conservation Division prioritises species conservation, while the FMUs focus on 
commercial production. The priorities in themselves are fine as long as they are also aligned 
to achieve the higher level goals of the Department.  
 
A significant problem occurs when interested communities submit applications for 
establishment of Community Forests. Officials in Territorial Divisions and Parks frequently 
reject such applications if the proposed areas fall within a National Park or Forest 
Management Unit. (Refer Annex 2 and 3 for examples of correspondence where CF 
proposals were rejected in such situations). This illustrates a serious conflict of interests. 
Communities are genuinely interested in Community Forestry while other Departmental 
functions restrict such programs. Some communities have expressed their frustrations 
particularly in situations where the communities existed before the other forest management 
regimes were put in place. The criteria for selecting CFs “in and around villages and human 
settlements9” of the 2006 Rules should overrule FMU and Park requirements. 
 
Community Forestry has not received enough attention from Territorial Divisions and Parks. 
They have given priority to other programs. Therefore, goals and objectives of the wider 
forestry program should be clearly spelt out.  
 
2.1.2 Lack of defined percentage of forest land for CF 
Of the total forest cover, 26% is classified as Protected Areas and 9% as Biological Corridors 
(DoF, 2003). Another 8% is earmarked as Production Forest (Temphel, 2006). There is no 
such area delineation for Community Forests.  
 
The 10th Plan Preparation Guidelines (RGoB 2006 b) set a target of 4% of forest area to be 
managed as Community Forest by the end of the plan period. Recognising that Community 
Forestry involves handing over of Government Reserved Forest, the 7th RNR Conference10 
resolved that “there is a need to decide on what proportion of the total forest to be allocated 
for community forest”. The conference resolution was not followed up.  
 
2.1.3 Handing over of forest produce (stones/boulders/minerals) 
In a regional CF review workshop held at Trashigang the members of CFMGs voiced the 
need to hand over “stones and minerals within CFs” as well as trees. They voiced the opinion 
that handing over such resources would immensely benefit them in income generation and 
contribute to improvement in their livelihood.  
 
The F and NC Act 1995 states that: “…the rules for community forests may provide for the 
transfer of ownership of the forest produce in the community forest to appropriate groups of 
inhabitants of communities adjoining the forest11”. Under Section 3, Clause (g), Sub-clause 

                                                 
9 Section 27 (1), F and NC Rules 2006 
10 Held at Sarpang in 2005 

11 Section 17 (b) 
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(iv) of the Act “boulders, stone, sand, gravel, rocks, peat, surface soil” are also defined as 
forest produce. This means the Act provides for transfer of forest produce which is not 
restricted to just trees. Then why restrict CFMGs from extracting boulders and stones under 
Section 36, Clause 7 (iv) of the F and NC Rules 2006? Under this interpretation the Rules are 
not compatible with the Act. 
 
The Land Act 2007 (RGoB 2007) states that: “Any mineral resources found in any registered 
land shall belong to the State and shall be governed by the prevailing Mines and Minerals 
Management Act or any other law that shall govern their use and management12”. 
 
If the Land Act can claim State rights over mineral resources even in private lands, it can be 
inferred that rights to mineral resources on Government lands rest exclusively with the State. 
Therefore it can be inferred that minerals in CFs are state property. The F and NC Act (1995) 
and the Land Act (2007) seem to conflict with each other. The F and NC Rules 2006 are also 
in contradiction with the Forest Act and are parallel to the Land Act.  
 
There is clearly potential for some CFs to generate income for CFMGs from the sale of 
stones/boulders/minerals. The Bhutan 2020 vision warns about “…uncompromising 
approach to conservation hindering us from seeing such products as development assets13” 
(p.88). However, the existing legislation is not clear. Legislation on transfer of ownership of 
forest produce should be clarified and existing legislation should be consistent.  
 
2.1.4 Marketing of CF products 
In the earlier years of CF establishment selling of excess forest products was not included in 
many CF Management Plans. The approved Management Plans are for a period of 10 years 
and revision would be a lengthy process. Recently approved CFs do contain provision for 
marketing of excess products. However, even in CFs where the sale of products is approved 
there are marketing problems. Lack of marketing strategies for CF products hinders proper 
marketing. Several case studies have also identified that this is one area of weakness. 
 
Research conducted by Tshering (2007) has shown that “there is huge accumulated stock of 
resources which could be harvested on sustainable basis without necessarily having negative 
resources drain on the CFs” (p.730). Analysis of AHL and harvesting patterns indicates that 
the CFMGs are harvesting at levels below those prescribed in the Management Plans (Table 
1).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
12 Section 69 

13 Section 285 
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Table 1. Timber actually harvested compared with that determined as being sustainable 
in the CF Management Plan  
 
Name of approved CFs Years of 

harvesting 
Drashing 

prescribed for 
harvesting in 

CFMP 

Drashing 
actually 

harvested 

Difference 

Samdrup CF, Patala, 
Tsirang 

2008-09 1,066  52  1,014 

Yargay CF,  Beteni, 
Tsirang 

2008-09 119 33 86 

Masangdaza CF, 
Mongar 

2002 to 2008 50 x 7 = 350 28 312 

Yakpogang CF, Mongar 2006 to 2008 1,274 x 3 = 
3822 

73 3,749 

Source : DzFOs in Tsirang and Mongar) 
 
Looking at the above table, it is evident that the annual harvesting does not reach the level 
defined in the AHL. It suggests that there is an unrealised potential for income generation to 
the concerned CFMGs from the sale of excess timber.  
 
2.1.5 Plantations not to be included 
In the 2006 Rules it is stated that “plantations raised by Department shall not be included in 
the Community Forest14”. This provision is another hindrance in expanding the scope and 
extent of CFs. It is felt that this clause should not be binding to all areas and it could be 
considered on a case by case basis. In certain areas it is advisable to include plantations 
depending on the site factors. For example plantations created in Radhi watershed areas 
would be better cared for if they were managed by communities as Community Forests.  
 
2.1.6 Eligibility Criteria - household and area limits 
Formation of a Community Forest Management Group requires a minimum of 10 households 
to constitute a group. But many villages do not have 10 households. Even though they might 
be interested in forming a CFMG the current F and NC Rules prevent this.  
 
The area limitation of 2.5 ha per household is too small in most cases. One problem with 
having a small area ceiling is the difficulty in defining the CF boundary. In most situations, 
the physical area and the area admissible do not match with each other. From experiences 
working in the field, it is always better to define a CF boundary using natural features such as 
ridges, valleys, rivers/streams, etc. When natural boundaries are used it is generally difficult 
to fit within the current low area limits. There is a need to relax these provisions in order to 
improve the effectiveness of the CF program. 
 
2.1.7 Sokshing and Tsamdo 
The Land Act 2007 revokes both tsamdo and sokshing rights (Sections 235 and 255), 
although most people are not prepared to surrender these rights. This creates problems at the 
time of area selection for CFs as people are reluctant to include sokshing and tsamdo inside 
CFs, and this resistance is particularly strong in the case of sokshing. This situation is even 
more difficult due to the fact that the “Lagthrams” have not yet been revoked.  
                                                 
14 Section 27 (1) 
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There might be a sound argument for nationalising tsamdo since they cover large areas and 
are mainly away from settlements; but it is difficult for sokshing as most of these holdings are 
relatively small (some as small as 0.1 to 0.2 acre) and they tend to be located close to 
households and settlements.   
 
2.1.7 CF program critics – over caution? 
While a cautionary approach to implementing a new program such as Community Forestry is 
healthy, being over cautious simply hinders progress. Colleagues from Territorial Divisions 
and Parks have been putting forward serious questions such as the following: 
 
·  Will the CFMGs be able to manage forests after we hand over? 
·  Will the CFMGs not over exploit the forest? 
·  Will the handover of CFs to communities not affect the 60% policy? 
·  Should we not study the impact of CF first before we proceed further? 
 
A good deal of evidence has been documented during the past few years that demonstrates 
that CFMGs are capable of managing CFs effectively without over exploiting the forest. Case 
studies conducted in Masangdaza and Yakpugang documented that the harvesting is 
substantially below the levels calculated for the AHL (Wangdi and Tshering, 2006). The 
harvesting pattern of Samdrup CF shows that in 2006 the CFMG harvested only 1.8% of 
what could have been harvested (Tshering, 2006). PFMP (2004) and PFMP (2006) noted that 
“there are no indications of over-utilisation of any timber or non-timber products” (p.23 and 
p.9 respectively).  
 
CFMGs also exhibit strong ownership of the CFs after hand over (Tshering, 2006; Wangdi 
and Tshering, 2006) and there is mounting evidence of positive impacts of Community 
Forestry using a range of criteria (Temphel and Buekeboom, 2006). Temphel and 
Beukeboom also argue that the CF program is capable of contributing to key national and 
Millennium Development Goals without compromising Forest Policy.  
 
Misgivings and skepticisms about CFs affecting the 60% area coverage are also unfounded 
(Tshering, 2006). At the present time CFs cover only 0.59% of the national forest even 
though the program is gaining momentum. If FMUs can be managed without degrading the 
forest cover there is no reason why CFs cannot be managed to the same standards.  
 
While the early indications are that the CF program is performing well, on-going monitoring 
and evaluation is necessary. But is it not yet too early to do so? Although the CF program has 
been operating for about a decade, it was not very active in the early years. It is only in very 
recent years that the program has developed real momentum and it is likely to take another 5-
10 years to gain sufficient experience before serious judgments can be made on its overall 
effectiveness.  
 
 
 
2.1.8 Allotment of alternative timber resources  
Section 27, Clause 2 (e) of the 2006 F and NC Rules spells out that “Where CFMGs are able 
to meet their timber requirements from the CF, kidu timber shall not be entertained from the 
GRF for the said CFMG”. Recently in Samdrup CF, 43 members out of 147 withdrew from 
the CFMG. This was because they were not eligible to obtain timber from the GRF while 
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they remained members of the CFMG. Samdrup CF consists of one species—Chir Pine. 
Households of Samdrup CF are scattered from as low as 700 m asl to 1800 m asl. In the 
lower altitude areas people cannot use Chir Pine because it is subject to rapid insect damage. 
However, people in the higher altitudes can use Chir Pine. The lower altitude people 
approached the Forestry Division in the Dzongkhag wanting hardwood timber from 
Government Reserve Forest, but this was not approved because of their membership of the 
CFMG. These people had two choices – i) remain within the CFMG and be obliged to use 
Chir Pine timber which would not last five years, or ii) withdraw from the CFMG and avail 
themselves of hard wood timber from the GRF that will last for many decades. The logical 
decision was to withdraw from the CFMG, and 43 members took this action. In situations 
such as this a more flexible interpretation of the above section should be possible. Where 
there are no suitable species in the CF, the people should be allowed to obtain timber from 
the GRF.  

 
2.1.9 Timber marking in CFs 
Some sections of the 2006 F and NC Rules are misleading and even conflicting. Section 33 
(1) specifies that “the CFMG will request the DFO/PM to mark trees in accordance with the 
relevant provisions of Chapter V”. However, the CFMGs have their own marking hammers. 
If the DFO or PM has to mark trees within the CF then why give marking hammers to the 
CFMGs? Virtually all dealings with CFs (including technical backstopping, financial 
transactions, etc.) are done by GFEOs/DzFOs rather than DFOs or PMs so it would make 
more sense (and reduce the bureaucracy) for the Geog or Dzongkhag staff to be the ones 
responsible for tree marking.  
 
2.2 Institutional bottlenecks 
 
2.2.1 Lengthy CF application approval process 
The current procedure of CF application approval is cumbersome and time consuming. The 
process occurs in three loops. First, CFMGs submit an application to the Dzongkhag and the 
Dzongkhag sends it to the Division. The second loop includes the Division writing to Ranges 
and subsequent rungs of the hierarchical ladder. The third loop is the Range/Beats conducting 
inspection and reporting back to the Division (see Figure 1 below). It is the second and the 
third loops which takes a lot of time (particularly the third loop), even years in some extreme 
cases.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2 shows selected examples of the time taken to obtain approval for CF applications in 
Trashigang Dzongkhag. 

 

C
F
M

G
 a

p
pl

ie
s 

to
 

D
zo

ng
kh

a
g 

At last DFO 
indicates approval 

Dzongkhag writes 
to Division 

CFMG and GFO 
Initiates CF 

DFO/PM 
receives CF 
application  

Dzongdag and 
DzFO approves 
CF application 

DFO writes to 
RO to inspect 

R
/O

 W
rite

s
 to

 
B

/O
 

B/O 
Inspects 

B/O Writes back 
to R/O 

R
/O

 W
rit

e
s
 

ba
ck

 t
o
 D

F
O 

R/O 
Receives  

R/O 
compiles 

D
zF

O
 ord

e
rs 

C
F
 P

lan
nin

g 

 



Proceedings National Community Forestry Workshop 2009 41 
 

 
Table 2. Time taken for selected CF approvals by Territorial Division (Trashigang 
Dzongkhag)  
 

Name of CF Location and 
Geog 

Application 
sent to 

Division 

Application 
approved 

by Division 

Time taken 
 
 

Norbuling CF Muktangkhar, 
Bartsham 

24/2/2004 7/9/2004 6 months, 14 
days 
 

Namseyling CF Mongnangkhola, 
Khaling 

12/9/2006 11/10/07 1 year, 1 
month 
 

Dorjiling CF Jeri, Khaling 25/10/2006 22/3/2007 4 months, 28 
days 

Jachhungcholing 
CF 

Lamyong, 
Kangpara 

18/12/2007 16/4/2008 3 months, 28 
days 

Phendey CF Woongchilo, 
Bidung 

17/10/2007 5/2/2008 3 months, 18 
days 

Mochhu CF Mochhu, 
Lumang 

15/9/2008 23/1/2009 4 months, 8 
days 

Janganma CF Phongmey 25/8/2008 NA 7 months 
plus; Not yet 
approved 

Chanzey CF Darjeeling, 
Yangnyeer 

8/10/2008 23/1/2009 3 months 15 
days 

Lemi CF Lemi, Khaling 15/9/2008 23/1/2009 4 months 8 
days 

 
The present application format is inherently time consuming, and the time taken to comply 
could be reduced by making some minor modifications to the process, as shown in Figure 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.2.2 Poor coordination and lack of support from Territorial Divisions/Parks  
Almost all Dzongkhags reported facing problems of poor coordination with Territorial 
Divisions and Parks management. In the Community Forest management study conducted by 
Oberholzer (2006), it was noted that “support from territorial staff (DFOs) for CF and PF 
matters is still uneven” (p.5). He also observed that the DFOs have “effectively ignored” 
(p.5) the CF program.  
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Field staff in Range Offices have limited knowledge about Community Forestry, and delays 
occur because insufficient priority and attention is given to CF proposals. Range Office staff 
also lack sufficient guidance and instructions from their superiors (DFOs/PMs). Without 
written orders from the DFOs/PMs many Range Office staff do not join the Geog Forest 
Extension Officers in the CF planning process. 
 
There are numerous examples of situations where Territorial DFOs/PMs and Dzongkhags 
have experienced coordination problems. There are some examples of DFOs not wanting to 
sign the CF Certificates even after the Management Plans are approved. There are other 
examples where unreasonable objections have been made to information which does not 
match during the preliminary application process. For example, at the time of submitting the 
CF application by the communities, the area of the CF is just approximated. When the field 
staff of the Territorial Division submit the feasibility reports the area is also approximated. 
Often these two approximated areas differ and DFOs are not willing to approve the whole 
application saying that the area in the original application submitted by the communities and 
the area approximation submitted by their staff do not tally15. In fact there is no need for such 
hindrances since the actual area is included in the Management Plan at the time of GPS 
mapping (which is normally conducted at the time of management planning). In one of the 
Dzongkhags, a Dzongda demonstrated his frustration by writing to the DFO when repeated 
requests for establishment of CFs were not given priority by the Division (see Annex 4 for 
scanned copy of the letter).  
 
However this does not mean that all DFOs and PMs do not support the CF program. In some 
Dzongkhags the coordination between the Dzongkhags and the Divisions is extremely good. 
In some areas the proposals for CFs come from the Divisions themselves. In Trashigang, for 
example, a complete CF management planning process was carried out by the Territorial 
Division.  
 
2.2.3 Staff shortage  
In the early years of establishment of Dzongkhag Forestry Sectors, most people did not want 
to work in extension. However, after 2001 the Department posted more and more staff to the 
Dzongkhags. The increasing workload during recent years has resulted in the Dzongkhags 
being faced with an acute shortage of staff both in the field and at Dzongkhag headquarters. 
In some Dzongkhags a GFEO covers two to three Geogs. The RCSC’s staffing policy allows 
for only two people at Dzongkhag headquarters, 1 DzFO and 1 ADzFO. With the increased 
workload it has become very difficult for the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector to cope with the 
demands placed on it. Table 3 shows a comparison between the annual approved budgets for 
the first year of the 10th FY Plan of Trashigang Division16 and Trashigang Dzongkhag. 
 
 

                                                 
15 Refer Annex 4(b) 

16 Trashigang Division is one of the largest Divisions and covers two Dzongkhags (Trashigang and Trashiyangtse) 
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Table 3. Comparison of 2008-09 budget allocation for Trashigang Territorial Division 
and Trashigang Dzongkhag  
 

Category Trashigang 
Division 

(Nu in Millions) 

Trashigang 
Dzongkhag 

(Nu in Millions) 

Remarks 

Establishment 
cost 

15.451 5.291 Pay, allowances, 
TA/DA, utilities, etc 

Construction 3.00 0.00  
Technical 
forestry 
activities 

5.00 10.508  

Source : Approved annual budgets of Division and Dzongkhag (FY 2008-09) 
 

The table indicates that Trashigang Dzongkhag has more technical planned works than 
Trashigang Division. The establishment cost constitutes pay and allowances and other current 
activities. Construction works will be tendered out and this does not require technical input 
from field staff. In terms of manpower, Trashigang Division has 61 staff whereas Trashigang 
Dzongkhag has just 17. In large Geogs, the policy of one staff member per Geog is also a 
limiting factor.  
 
Overall staff deployment needs a re-think to bring staffing levels into line with workloads in 
the changing circumstances. There is also a need to post qualified technical staff at the 
Dzongkhag headquarters to deal with the growing Dzongkhag resoponsibilities. For example, 
there could be one to deal with Community Forestry, another for FID, another for rural 
timber, etc. It is also time to post qualified graduates to the Dzongkhags.  
 
 2.2.4 Curriculum 
It has been observed that fresh graduates from the CNR are not able to conduct community 
forest management planning exercises. They lack adequate technical training in CF 
implementation procedures, and require a significant amount of on the job training. In the 
past, training imparted at CNR has been in general forestry. Since we now have two tertiary 
forestry institutes it would be appropriate if they could host subject specific training. What is 
immediately required is a revision of the curriculum in order to suit contemporary 
requirements.  
 
2.3 Technical limitations  
 
2.3.1 AHL and harvesting limits 
Determination of AHL as per the CF manual has severe limitations. The manual does not 
allow harvesting of any timber if the basal area is below 10 sq. m/ha because this is classified 
as degraded forest. However, practical realities indicate that a forest stand (especially in 
conifer forest) can have large quantities of trees/poles available for harvesting even if the 
basal area is below 10 sq. m/ha. For example, the average basal area of Samdrup CF in 
Tsirang is only 6.9 sq. m/ha17. But there are as many as 35,562 drashing size trees, 53,150 
cham size trees and 788,175 poles across the 367 ha forest. There is a need to redefine the 
baseline for degraded forest.  
                                                 
17 CF Plan (p.14) 
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Sometimes the AHL calculation is high in the management plans but there are fewer trees on 
the ground, especially in broadleaved forests. The AHL might have been calculated on the 
basis of the situation in conifer forests. The guide to the harvesting limit is random and is not 
based on any scientific calculation.  
 
2.3.2 CF manual – need to review 
The CF manual developed in 2004 provides guidance for the whole CF process. However, it 
is too bulky. It contains unnecessary detail and information (such as seasonal calendar, social 
information, record of community rights and responsibilities, etc.). The manual also 
recommends too much technical detail for inclusion in the CF management plans whereas in 
practice a much simpler plan would suffice. The manual should be simplified and made 
clearer. 
 
2.3.3 Tedious management plan writing 
Writing a Community Forest management plan is a tedious job. If only one or two plans are 
required in a year, there is no problem. But when more than 10 Management Plans are 
required in a year it becomes very difficult. The problem is aggravated by the fact that most 
field staff do not have the required skills (both language and qualification) to write good 
plans. Many requirements for the CF plans can be greatly simplified. For example the general 
CFMG by- laws can be standardized with room for specific by-laws depending on local area 
and social conditions. The roles of Chairperson, Secretary, etc. can also be standardized. The 
forest information, block wise, AHL, demand, etc. can also fit into a template. The 
application of such approaches would save a lot of time and resources.  
 
2.3.4 Technical capacity of Extension Agents-training required 
Extension Agents are one of the key groups in implementing Community Forestry. If the 
program is to achieve optimum results well qualified people are needed in the field. However, 
at the present time, many extension agents have technical limitations because of: lack of 
proper knowledge of CF, lack of proper training in implementing CF, lack of skills in 
working with community groups, lack of skills in computer and software management, lack 
of skills in handling equipment, and lack of knowledge of GPS and GIS mapping.  
 
Community Forestry is not like other forestry programs. CF planning requires one to be 
knowledgeable in policies and legislation. One also needs sound facilitation skills to deal 
with community groups. CF planning involves targeting various interests groups and that 
means one often needs abilities to resolve conflicts. These days it is often difficult working 
with rural communities and it is a major challenge to bring different groups of people 
together to form a common management group. In situation like this extension agents need 
frequent updating of skills and knowledge. Field staff also need to be motivated to take these 
challenges positively.   
 
2.3.5 Limited equipments/facilities 
The Dzongkhags and Geogs lack basic necessities such as computers, GPS, and other 
equipment. In Trashigang Dzongkhag, the Dzongkhag Sector had been able to supply only 
three computers. Writing management plans, annual work plans, progress reports, etc. 
requires computers and basic facilities. The Geog Forest Extension Officers depend on the 
facilities of other sectors and most of the time these are not readily available. This lack of 
equipment hinders the timely progress not only of Community Forestry but also of other 
programs.  
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3. Recommendations 

 
The following recommendations are made to address some of the bottlenecks to efficient and 
effective implementation discussed in earlier sections. 
 
3.1 Policy review 

 
3.1.1 Conflict within different functions  
·  Clear rules should be spelt out in order to avoid conflict between different functions of 

the Department. 
·  “Areas in and around villages and human settlements shall be exclusively feasible for 

community forest establishment” even if the areas fall within Parks or FMUs.  
 

3.1.2 Lack of defined area percentage  
·  It is important to define the area of the Government Reserved Forest that can be handed 

over as Community Forests. 
 
3.1.3 Handing over of minerals 
·  A clear definition of minerals is required.  
·  Revoke Section 36, clause 7 (iv) of Forest Rules. 
·  Revisit Land Act, Minerals and Mines Act. 
·  Hand over stones/boulders to communities or transfer of forest produce in totality. 
 
3.1.4 Marketing of CF products 
·  Allow selling of excess timbers (in accordance with the AHL) in those CFs where there 

are no provisions in approved management plans. 
·  Develop marketing strategies so that it will be convenient for the DzFO/GFEOs to assist 

CFMGs in selling their forest products. 
 
3.1.5 Plantation not to be included in CF 
·  Remove the sentence “plantations raised by Department shall not be included in 

community forests” from the F and NC Rules, or 
·  Classify different plantations that cannot be included in CF (for example “commercial 

plantations created by the Department” ) 
 
3.1.6 Eligibility criteria  
·  Remove the 10 HH limit as a minimum for constitution of a CFMG and institute “any 

number of households that qualify as a village shall be considered suitable for a CFMG”. 
·  Remove the upper limit of 2.5 ha per HH as the maximum area limit for a CF.   
 
3.1.7 Sokshing and Tsamdo 
·  Reinstate sokshing rights to people.  
 
3.1.8 Allotment of alternative resources 
·  Allow collection of forest products from GRFs if there are no required species from a 

particular CF. 
 
 



Proceedings National Community Forestry Workshop 2009 46 
 

 
3.1.9 CF timber marking 
·  Marking of trees for harvesting inside the CFs shall be done by CFMGs as per approved 

Management Plan, or 
·  GFEOs shall mark trees for harvesting within CF areas. 
 
3.2 Institutional reforms 
 
3.2.1 Lengthy CF application approval procedure 
·  Review existing CF procedure (as per Figure 2). 
·  Revise application format (refer Annex 5). 
·  Make provisions (in the rules) to ensure that the Divisions/Parks participate actively in 

the CF program. 
 
3.2.2 Poor coordination between Dzongkhags and Divisions/Parks 
·  Reshuffle and rotate DFOs / PMs / DzFOs every 3-4 years amongst Dzongkhags / 

Divisions / Parks. Rotation should be from Division to Dzongkhag, Dzongkhag to 
Division, and not from Division to Division, and Dzongkhag to Dzongkhag (Dzongkhags 
have approved position levels from P1–P5). 

·  DFOs / DzFOs / PMs should not stay in Division / Park / Dzongkhag for periods longer 
than four years (in order to avoid compartmentalisation of thinking and developing an 
attitude of considering one’s function more important than others and not supporting 
other sectors). 

·  Impart CF training to Range Officers. 
 
3.2.3 Staff Shortage 
·  Revisit one staff per Geog policy. 
·  Allocate two staff in Geogs where there are more CFs (in order to cover CF marking). 
·  Post technical staff to Dzongkhag Headquarters (minimum of two to begin with). 
·  Post qualified graduates to Dzongkhags. 
 
3.2.4 Curriculum 
·  Revisit existing curriculum. 
·  Design sector specific curriculum (and take in sector specific candidates) at Ugyen 

Wangchuk Forestry Institute. 
 
3.3 Technical improvements 
 
3.3.1 AHL and harvesting limits 
·  Review procedures for calculating AHL. 
 
3.3.2 CF Manual 
·  Revise and simplify CF manual. 
 
3.3.3 Tedious Plan writing 
·  Standardise CFMG by- laws (general ones). 
·  Design template for technical information. 
 
3.3.4 Technical capacity of Extension Agents 
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·  Conduct region-wise CF training. 
·  Encourage attendance at international seminars and workshops for exposure to similar 

programs. 
·  Organise outside study tours to motivate staff. 
 
3.3.5 Limited equipment/facilities 
·  PFMP should support procurement of computers and other equipment. 
·  Supply computers and other equipment from central Department (since Dzongkhags have 

not been able to obtain RGoB funds for computers and other equipment). 
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Annex 1 
 

Current status of Community Forests in Bhutan 
 

Sl 
No 

Dzongkhag Total no of 
CFs 

Total CFMG 
(no of HH) 

Total area (ha) 

1 Bumthang 5 135 305.4 
2 Chukha 8 314 693.1 
3 Dagana 1 19 110.5 
4 Haa 7 217 558.5 
5 Gasa 3 86 229.1 
6 Lhuntse 9 233 359.2 
7 Mongar 7 639 2,237.0 
8 Paro 6 347 877.5 
9 Pema Gatshel 5 239 413.7 
10 Punakha 18 572 1,031.7 
11 Samdrup Jongkhar 2 497 1,536.0 
12 Samtse 7 242 338.1 
13 Sarpang 6 231 443.6 
14 Thimphu 5 198 1,143.8 
15 Trashigang 13 771 1,562.5 
16 Trashiyangtse 6 354 597.3 
17 Trongsa 4 268 1,303.1 
18 Tsirang 8 661 1,050.5 
19 Wangdiphodrang 6 295 985.9 
20 Zhemgang 5 262 285.5 
 
 

 
Total 

 
131 

 
6,608 

 
16,379.2 

 
 Total area (timber) 11,249.5 ha 
 Total area (NWFP) 5,129.7 ha 

 
Source: K.J. Temphel, SF Section, SFD
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Annex 2 
 

Some examples of CF application rejection by Territorial Divisions 
Scanned copies of correspondences  

 
a) CF falling within a FMU at Khaling 

 

 
 

b) CF falling within a FMU in Bumthang 
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Annex 3 
An Example of CF application Rejection by Park Management 

 
Scanned copy of correspondence - CF falling within Park area in Sakteng 
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Annex 4 (a) 
Scanned copy of correspondence – Coordination problems 
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Annex 4 (b) 
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Annex 5 
 

Proposed CF Application Format 
 

Annex 3 
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COMMUNITY FOREST MANAGEMENT GROUP MEMBERSHIP  
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Name of Household 
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We have evaluated the area applied for and the qualification of the Group to manage it according to 
the criteria established in the Forest Rules. We recommend/ do not recommend that the application for 
establishing the Community Forest be approved. The joint reports with maps are attached. 
 
 
Geog Forest Officer      Range Officer 
 
 
Name………………………..     Name……………………………… 
 
Signature……………………     Signature………………………….. 
 
Date ………………….. ……     Date……………………………….. 
 

 
We have reviewed the application and we are or we are not satisfied that the details provided in the 
application are true and that area is suitable for Community Forest Management. We accept/ do not 
accept the application and recommend/ do not recommend its acceptance by the Dzongkhag 
Authority. 
 
DzFO       DFO/PM 
------------------Dzongkhag     --------------Division/Park 
 
Name -------------------------    Name ------------------------ 
  
Signature --------------------    Signature -------------------  
  
Date -----------------------------    Date ---------------------------- 
 
 
The Dzongkhag Administration has reviewed and approved the application for establishment of 
Community Forest by -------------------------Community Forest Management Group and 
recommended/ do not recommend the Dzongkhag Forestry Sector and the Territorial Forest Division/ 
Parks/ Sanctuary to evaluate the area applied for and prepare management plan for management by 
the Community Forest Management Group. 
 
Dasho Dzongdag      
 
Name …………………………………….. Dzongkhag……..……………………  
 
Signature……………………………….…… Date …..…………………………. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

Policy, institutional and technical bottlenecks that limit the expansion of 
Community Forestry: A Territorial perspective. 

 
Lobzang Dorji 

 
 
 

Questions to be addressed as Community Forestry moves into the future    
 
1. Should forest products be supplied from Government Reserved Forest if they are 

not available from Community Forests and for what period of time? 
 
2. Should Community Forests be allowed in areas already covered by FMUs? 
 
3. In cases where Community Forests are established in areas already covered by 

Tsamdro rights of two communities, which should prevail? 
 
4. What is the relationship between Community Forests and forests established for 

NWFPs? 
 
5. What mechanisms need to be considered to cover the flow of timber from 

Community Forests into the market? 
 
6. There is a growing demand for construction in rural and urban areas—what role 

will timber from Community Forests play in the future?       
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Section 3. Case Studies 
 

 
CHAPTER 6 

 
Non-wood forest products and their contribution to income generation. 

 
Sonam Peldon 

 
Abstract 
 
At the household level Non-wood Forest Products (NWFPs) are used mainly for subsistence 
purposes but are also sold into the local market. According to MoA (2000), about 42% of 
households in the country use bamboo resources for a variety of purposes, while about 21% 
of households are engaged in harvesting mushrooms from the wild, and 39% of households 
are involved in harvesting fern tops during the summer months.  
 
Between 2002 and 2007, 13 Community Forests (involving 1,342 households) were 
established specifically for the sustainable utilisation and management of NWFPs. These CFs 
are involved in the management of Lemon grass, Pipla, Matsutake, Bamboo, Cane, Illicium 
griffithii and Chirata. They were established within the framework for CF establishment 
outlined in the Forest and Nature Conservation Act 1995 and the Forest and Nature 
Conservation Rules 2006. Communities can also legitimize their use of NWFPs by forming 
Collection Groups as outlined in the Interim Framework for Collection and Management of 
Non-wood Forest Products (RGoB 2009). 
 
The theme for the 10th Five Year Plan (FYP, 2008-2013) is poverty reduction. The Royal 
Government of Bhutan has recognized the potential of NWFPs to contribute to income 
generation and poverty reduction and the Ministry of Agriculture has developed a major 
program on NWFPs. This recognizes the significant potential of enhancing rural livelihoods 
through income generation, business and employment opportunities through the collection, 
trade, and export of NWFPs. Several case studies have demonstrated that NWFPs can 
contribute to income generation while the resources are managed in a sustainable manner. A 
start has been made by the DoF in developing procedures for the sustainable use of NWFPs, 
but much more work is needed to develop the potential to its full.  
 

1. Background 
 
There are hundreds of Non-wood Forest Products (NWFPs) in Bhutan including medicinal 
and aromatic plants, wild vegetables, mushrooms, incense, dyes, gums, fruits, essential oils, 
fibres, ferns, cane and bamboo. NWFPs play an important role in the daily lives and overall 
well being of Bhutanese people especially among the rural farming community. They are a 
major source for off- farm income, and provide food, medicinal and aromatic products, 
fodder, fiber and local construction materials. NWFPs often act as a safety net for poor 
people in the off- farm season and/or whenever needed. 
 
In the absence of adequate technical capacity on NWFPs within the Department of Forest, 
particularly knowledge of their ecology, habitats, opportunities and threats, resource 
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information and abundance, the Department has adopted a cautious approach emphasising 
protection rather than sustainable utilisation and management. In a stakeholder workshop on 
“Development of Non-Wood Forest Products” in December 2006, one of the broad principles 
agreed to by the workshop was to allow for NWFP resource collection on a community basis 
rather than issuing permits to individual collectors, traders and exporters.  
 
With a forest cover of 72.7% (Energy and Resource Institute, 2008) only 8% of the land area 
suitable for agricultural production and 69% of the population living in rural areas, NWFPs 
have a great potential to generate income for poor people living in remote areas of Bhutan. 
The theme for the 10th Five Year Plan (FYP, 2008-2013) is poverty reduction. The Royal 
Government of Bhutan has recognized the potential of NWFPs in income generation and 
poverty reduction and the Ministry of Agriculture has developed a major program on 
NWFPs. This recognises the significant potential of enhancing rural livelihoods through 
income generation, business and employment opportunities through the collection, trade, and 
export of NWFPs. A start has been made by the DoF in developing procedures for the 
sustainable use of NWFPs, but much more work is needed to develop the potential to its full. 
In particular, the link between income generation and poverty reduction needs to be further 
explored along with mechanisms for sustainable harvesting and marketing. 
 
Between 2002 and 2007, 13 Community Forests (involving 1,342 households) were 
established specifically for the sustainable utilisation and management of NWFPs. These CFs 
are involved in the management of Lemon grass, Pipla, Matsutake, Bamboo, Cane, Illicium 
griffithii  and Chirata. They were established within the framework for CF establishment 
outlined in the Forest and Nature Conservation Act (F and NCA) 1995 (RGoB 1995) and 
Chapter IV of the Forest and Nature Conservation Rules (F and NCR) 2006 (RGoB 2006). 
Communities can also legitimize their use of NWFPs by forming Collection Groups as 
outlined in the Interim Framework for Collection and Management of Non-wood Forest 
Products (RGoB 2009). 
 
Several case studies have demonstrated that NWFPs can contribute to income generation 
while being managed in a sustainable manner and some of these case studies are discussed in 
the following section.  
. 

2. Contribution of NWFPs to income generation 
 
At the household level NWFPs are used mainly for subsistence purposes but are also sold 
into the local market. According to MoA (2000), about 42% of households in the country use 
bamboo resources for a variety of purposes, while about 21% of households are engaged in 
harvesting mushrooms from the wild, and 39% of households are involved in harvesting fern 
tops during the summer months.  
 
Farmers from Mongar, Lhuentse, Trashigang, and Trashiyangtse earned an income of Nu 
51,247,045 over a period of 10 years (1994-2004) from the sale of lemon grass oil according 
to reports from the Essential Oil Industry of Bhutan (Wangdi and Tenzin, 2006).  
 
In Bjoka, Zhemgang Dzongkhag a study revealed that 66% of the monetary income of the 
village was derived from the sale of bamboo and cane products (Moktan et al., 2004). The 
same case study also carried out a cost benefit analysis of bangchung weaving at household 
level which indicated that the total amount earned in a six months season amounted to Nu 
4,980 per household. 
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The people in Laya community located at 3,700 meters above sea level in Gasa Dzongkhag 
are semi nomadic pastoralists with income from a variety of activities, including: 12% from 
yak husbandry, 8% from agriculture, 14% from incense making, and 50% from the collection 
and sale of Cordyceps sinensis (Namgay et al. 2007).  The collection of Cordyceps was 
legalised only in 2004. After legalisation, the auctioning of Cordyceps was formalized by the 
Ministry of Agriculture in order to create awareness of the price and market situations, and to 
ensure that farmers maximum their profit. In 2008, the communities of the Thimphu, Paro, 
Gasa, Wangdue, Bumthang, Trashiyangtse, Lhuntse and Trashigang Dzongkhags generated 
Nu 95.3 m from the sale of more than 685 kg of Cordyceps. The highest price fetched for 
Cordceps in 2008 was in Damji–Nu 250,000 / kg. The largest quantity sold was in Sephu 
(209 kg) which returned about Nu 30 million. The average price was about Nu 139,000 / kg. 
 
Another major source of income for the high altitude people is through the collection of 
medicinal plants. According to the records kept by ITMS (Indigenous Traditional Medicine 
Services) a total amount of Nu 900,000 was paid to local collectors for 4.9 tons of medicinal 
plant material in 2007. The Institute also paid Nu 300,000 for 3.9 tons of low altitude plants 
(MoA 2008).  
 
Case studies have also shown the economic importance of NWFPs in the past: Chirata 
(Swertia chirata) contributed 42% of household cash income of Shingkhar Lauri farmers in 
1996-97 (Pradhan et al. 1998) and star anise (Illicium griffithii ) provided substantial cash 
income for farmers in Yabrang in Trashigang Dzongkhag and Aja Nye in Mongar 
Dzongkhag (Mukhia et al. 2006). In 2007, a total of 24,300 kg of Rubia cordifolia with a 
value of Nu 368,100 and a total of 9,400 kg of Swertia chirata with a value of Nu 923,000 
was harvested and sold by the community of Shingkhar Lauri. A total of 3,000 kg of Illicium 
griffithii  with a value of Nu 75,000 was sold by the community of Shingkhar Lauri. It has 
been estimated by Wangdi and Tenzin (2006) that the community of Wamanang (97 
households), in Trashiyangtse Dzongkhag has the potential to generate more than Nu 500,000 
from the sale of Borinda grossa products.  
 
The demand for Daphne spp. for producing local paper is very high and entrepreneurs are 
applying for licenses to establish local paper making cottage industries. Hand made paper 
sells well both in the domestic and foreign markets. The country has a number of family 
operated paper making units but the only semi-mechanised unit is the Jungshi hand made 
paper factory in Thimphu. Figures for Bhutan’s total paper production are not presently 
available. The only reliable figure is for Jungshi hand made paper factory, which produces 
about 1,500 sheets per day.  
 
The Matsutake mushroom is another important NWFP, and it is graded into two categories, 
Grade A and Grade B. In 2007 the price for Grade A was Nu 450 / kg and that of Grade B 
was Nu 100 / kg. The Grade A Sangay Shamong mushroom fetched USD 70-100 / kg (in 
2007) in the international market. The farmers of Genekha have reported that their income 
from the sale of Matsutake mushroom in 2006 ranged from Nu 5,000 to Nu 75,000 per season 
while the income generated in Ura and Shingkhar was from Nu 200 to Nu 20,000 per season. 
The Matsutake collectors at Genekha (Thimphu) and Ura (Bumthang) generated more than 
Nu 5.6 m from the sale of more than 2,900 kg of Matsutake mushroom in 2007. The highest 
quantity was bought by Tashi Commercial Corporation which then exported the product, 
mainly to Japan. The total amount of Sangay Shamong exported in 2006 was about 1,600 kg 
and in 2007 the total production was 2,974 kg. 
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3. Future innovations in NWFP management 

 
An interim framework for the collection and management of NWFPs was formally approved 
by the Ministry in March 2009 (RGoB 2009). The first Collection Group operating within 
this framework, the Farmers Group of Lhamoyzingkha (FGL), was formed in 
Lhamoyzingkha. With support from SNV and ANSAB-Nepal, a business plan was developed 
for the Group where four potential NWFPs were identified for collection and sale. These are: 
Thysanolaena latifolia (Amlisho / kucho), Piper longum (Pipla or chaita pipla), Piper 
peepuloides (Doolay pipla) and Sapindus mukorossi (Ritha / soap nut). It is estimated that the 
collectors’ income from the sale of these products will be about Nu 1,096,232. Farmers can 
earn Nu 661,020 from broom grass, Nu 267,400 from Piper round, Nu 103,262 from Piper 
long and Nu 64,550 from Ritha. The income per collector per day from the sale of these 
products is estimated to be Nu 133.78, Nu 94.58, Nu 135.19 and Nu 97.43 respectively while 
the average annual income per HH (139 HHs involved) is estimated to be Nu 7,710. High 
cash inflows to the communities, high employment generation and the sustainable collection 
of NWFPs from local sources along with participation of the local communities suggests that 
the enterprise is feasible to establish. A second Collection Group based on the interim 
framework is being initiated in Ada–Rukha in Wangdue Dzongkhag for the collection of 
Terminalia chebula and T. bellirica fruits. 
 
Commencing in 2008, Bio-Bhutan, a private entrepreneur, started marketing jam made from 
wild strawberries, wild honey and herbal tea with support from SNV. The main ingredients 
for the herbal tea are Pipla (Piper pedicellatum), Lemon grass (Cymbopogon flexuosus), ruta 
(Saussurea lappa), gooseberry (Phyllantus emblica) and ginger. The identified supplier for 
Lemon grass and gooseberry is the Dozam CF in Dremitse, Mongar while for Pipla it is 
Nangkor Pipla management group of Zhemgang. The supply of ruta will be from the 
Medicinal and Aromatic Plants project in RC-Yusipang and ginger will be supplied by the 
Dekiling Ginger group in Sarpang (Bio-Bhutan 2008). This is an example of good 
coordination between the different CFs with support from Bio-Bhutan. The initiative also 
assists with capacity building to improve the livelihoods of poor people through NWFP 
development. The farmers will generate income from the sale of these NWFPs and the 
enterprise will be a source of employment within the villages. �
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CHAPTER 7 
 

Community Forests in Bhutan needs to fulfil the minimum timber 
requirement and provide income-Recommended area for Community 

Forestry. 
 

Tashi Wangchuk and Marina Beck 
 
Abstract 
 
This study was conducted to obtain information about the area of Community Forests (CFs) 
needed in each forest type so that households (HHs) in Community Forest Management 
Groups (CFMGs) can fulfill their basic timber requirements from their CFs and also 
generate income through the sale of excess timber. The calculations reveal that the area 
differs for different forest types because of inherent differences in productivity. In general, 
larger areas are required in broadleaf forest types and smaller areas in conifer forest types. 
Only 16 of the 72 CFMGs included in this case study are independent of GRFs and can meet 
their timber requirements fully from their CF areas. The current ceiling set in the Forest and 
Nature Conservation Rules, 2006 is too low to provide for significant income generation 
opportunities.  
 
A more flexible policy is recommended by: a) basing CF area on forest type, b) setting a 
minimum area that is sufficiently high to allow CFMGs to obtain all of their forest product 
requirements from their CFs, and c) setting a maximum area sufficient to generate 
reasonable income from the sale of excess forest products. 
 

1. Introduction 
 
The two main underlying principles of the Community Forestry (CF) program are: 1) that the 
Community Forest Management Groups (CFMGs) are able to fulfill their timber 
requirements and 2) that they can generate income through the sale of excess timber. About 
two-thirds of the 92 CFs (established as at 2008) have income generation as their main 
objective. As the opportunity for income generation provides a major incentive for 
sustainable management of Community Forests it is also assumed that communities can 
improve their livelihoods without impeding the long term sustainability of the forests. 
Therefore the CF program has the potential to contribute both to the sustainable use of natural 
resources and to poverty reduction, two center points of the 10th Five Year Plan.  
 
Considering the rapid increase in the establishment of Community Forests across the country 
the present rules for the CF program need to address present and future challenges. Adapting 
and maintaining an adequate legal basis implies a thorough understanding of the underlying 
processes. As per the F and NC Rules, 2006, an area of 2.5 ha per HH is specified as the 
maximum area for a Community Forest (for timber management).  
 

2. Methodology 
 
Selection of CFs for inclusion in the case study 
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Seventy-two Community Forest Management Plans (CFMPs), out of a total of 92, were 
included in the analysis. All 10 CFMPs that are focused primarily on NWFPs were excluded 
as no timber resource assessment had been conducted. Four CFMPs were excluded as they 
related to young plantations and Annual Harvesting Limits (AHL) had not been calculated. A 
further four CFMPs were excluded as the data was not in a suitable form for analysis. Two 
CFs are in sub-tropical forests but both were excluded from the study as they were not 
considered representative of the overall sub-tropical area. Table 1 shows the key 
characteristics of the CFMPs included for the study.  
 
Table 1. Forest types, number and area of CFs and number of HHs included in the case 
study 
 

Forest type No. of CFs CF area (ha) No. of HHs 
Cool Broadleaf Forest 23 2,537.2 1,028 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 14 955.4 573 
Mixed Conifer Forest 2 279.5 118 
Chir Pine Forest 23 2,023.3 975 
Blue Pine Forest 10 905.4 386 
Total 72 6,700.9 3,080 
 
Timber categories 
The study concentrated on five major categories of timber: Drashing (> 50 cm DBH), Cham 
(30-49.9 cm DBH), Tsim (20-29.9 cm DBH), Dangchung (10-19.9 cm DBH) and Firewood. 
 
Annual Harvesting Limits (AHLs) 
The AHLs used in the study were taken from the CFMPs. They were calculated from CF 
resource assessments based on the formula provided in Part II of the CF Manual. Most of the 
CFMPs do not indicate AHLs for firewood, but it was assumed that non-timber trees falling 
below Drashing and Cham size could be used for firewood and the AHL for firewood was 
calculated accordingly. 
 
CFMG basic timber requirement 
The basic timber requirements of CFMGs are taken directly from the CFMPs as a demand 
assessment was carried out during the management planning process. 
 
Calculations 
·  All the calculations were carried out by using the weighted average AHL per ha for each 

forest type and for requirement for different timber categories.  
·  The minimum area per HH is defined as the area required to fulfill the basic timber 

requirement of the CFMG without any provision for sale.  
·  The additional area per HH needed for income generation was calculated assuming that 

income is generated through sale of Drashing and Cham size trees. The market price was 
based on the reserve price of logs in cubic feet (cft) applied to classes of logs other than 
special class and A-class from Sha Division. The volume for each Drashing and Cham, 
for both conifer and hardwood species, was converted into number of trees (after 
consultation with Wangdue Forest Division). One conifer Drashing tree equates to 70.62 
cft, one hardwood Drashing equates to 69.79 cft and 1 tree of Cham size (conifer or 
hardwood) equates to 14.12 cft. 
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·  The area as per Legal Entitlement (LE) is defined as the area of forest needed per HH if 
the entire LE is taken in accordance with the F and NC Rules. 

·  The potential CF areas were calculated for each forest type, using AHLs for quantities. 
This resulted in excess supply in some timber categories and shortages in others. It was 
assumed that a shortage in one timber category can be met by excess in another category. 
The following conversion was used: one Drashing tree can be converted into six Chams, 
one Cham can be converted into two Tsims and one Tsim can be converted into two 
Dangchungs (based on experience in Punakha).  

 
3. Results  

 
3.1 Supply and demand situation  
 
Table 2 shows the potential supply of timber for each forest type based on the weighted average AHL 
per ha determined from the CF Management Plans.  
 
Table 2. Average Annual Harvesting Limits (number of trees per ha per year) for each 
forest type (determined from CF Management Plans) 
 

Annual Harvesting Limit (Number of trees per ha per year) 
Forest type 

Drashing Cham Tsim Dangchung Firewood 
Cool Broadleaf Forest 0.46 0.32 0.59 1.57 1.29 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 0.39 0.20 0.33 0.50 5.71 
Mixed Conifer Forest 0.78 0.88 1.73 2.38 0.09 
Chir Pine Forest 0.79 1.11 1.17 3.64 0.22 
Blue Pine Forest 0.68 2.79 3.64 5.75 1.67 

Average for all forest 
types  0.62 1.06 1.49 2.77 1.80 
 
Each CF Management Plan contains estimates of the projected annual basic requirement for timber 
per HH, and these estimates are shown, by forest type, in Table 3.  
 
Table 3. Projected timber requirements (number of trees per HH per year) for each 
forest type (determined from CF Management Plans) 
 

Forest type Drashing Cham Tsim Dangchung Firewood 
Cool Broadleaf Forest 0.41 2.59 3.94 6.00 1.63 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 0.57 1.30 2.81 6.20 1.24 
Mixed Conifer Forest 1.12 4.66 4.92 2.71 1.61 
Chir Pine Forest 0.86 6.35 4.89 6.97 1.81 
Blue Pine Forest 0.70 5.42 5.06 7.90 2.28 

Average for all forest 
types  0.73 4.06 4.32 5.96 1.72 
 
3.2 Minimum area per HH to fulfill the basic timber requirement of CFMGs 
 
For each forest type, the basic timber requirement of the CFMGs was divided by the 
weighted average AHL per ha and the respective number of HHs. This gave, for each timber 
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category, the area per HH needed to fulfill the basic timber requirement. These figures were 
used as an indication of the area needed for the five timber categories. Trial and error was 
used to cover shortage in one category from excess in another to determine the optimal CF 
area.  
 
Table 4 shows the minimum area needed for each forest type to fulfill the basic timber 
requirement. 
 
Table 4. Minimum CF area (ha) per HH to fulfill the basic timber requirements 
 

Forest type Minimum area per HH (ha) 

Cool Broadleaf Forest 2.1 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 2.3 
Mixed Conifer Forest 2.2 
Chir Pine Forest 2.2 
Blue Pine Forest 1.5 
 
These data indicate that, on average across all forest types, 2.1 ha is needed to satisfy the 
basic timber requirement.     
 
3.3 Additional CF area per HH needed to generate income  
 
One of the overall objectives of the CF program is to enable people to generate income as 
well as to fulfill their basic timber requirements. The next step was to determine what area of 
forest is needed to enable CFMGs to generate significant income from the sale of timber in 
excess of that needed to satisfy basic requirements. The calculations are based on the 
assumption that all of the income is generated through sale of Drashing and Cham size trees. 
Other timber categories have lower prices and therefore less impact on income. The weighted 
average AHL (number of trees per ha) was converted into volume per ha and multiplied by 
the current market price which is 111.94 Nu/cft for conifer and 100.94 Nu/cft for broadleaf 
species. This gave the amount per ha generated through sale of Drashing and Cham timber 
respectively. Table 5 shows the results of these calculations. 
 
Table 5. Income generation (Nu per ha) from sale of Drashing and Cham size trees (in 
excess of the trees required to satisfy basic needs) 
 

Nu per ha  
Forest type 

 Drashing Cham Total  
(Drashing + Cham) 

Cool Broadleaf Forest 3,218 458 3,676 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 2,728 280 3,009 
Mixed Conifer Forest 6,166 1,385 7,551 
Chir Pine Forest 6,279 1,749 8,029 
Blue Pine Forest 5,378 4,406 9,784 

 
It was found that CFs in broadleaf forests (especially warm broadleaf) have a much lower 
potential to produce income than CFs in conifer forest types. This is true for both Drashing 
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and Cham size trees. The reasons can be explained through higher AHLs (presumably 
because of higher productivity) and higher market prices for conifer species.  
 
3.4 Area required as per legal entitlement (under the F and NC Rules) 
 
The F and NC Rules specify the maximum number of different categories of trees that can be 
provided to HHs at subsidized prices in different time periods. It is of interest to calculate the 
area of CF needed to provide this amount of timber if all HHs took up their full Legal 
Entitlement (LE). The total annual legal entitlement per HH (as specified in the F and NC 
Rules) was divided by the weighted average AHL per ha for each timber category. This gives 
the area for each timber category which is needed to fulfill the HH demand if the full LE is 
taken. Based on this indicator an area per HH was determined for all timber categories for the 
CFs in the study group. Shortages in one category were made up from excess in another.  
 
The area per HH is also based on the five timber categories i.e. Drashing, Cham, Tsim, 
Dangchung and Firewood (see Table 6). If other entitlements are included as per the F and 
NC Rules, the area will increase.  
 
Table 6. Area (ha) per HH required if the full legal entitlement is taken 
 

Forest type Area (ha) 
Cool Broadleaf Forest 10.5 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 13.2 
Mixed Conifer Forest 5.5 
Chir Pine Forest 5.5 
Blue Pine Forest 4.5 
 
It is clear that a much larger area is required for broadleaf forests than for conifer forests to 
fulfill the full legal entitlement for each HH. This difference is presumably due, at least in 
part, to the differences in productivity of the different forest types. 
 

4. Discussion 
 
Comparison of the area calculations 
In the previous sections areas of CFs were calculated based on three different scenarios: 1) 
area of CF per HH needed to provide basic timber requirement; 2) area needed to generate 
income from the sale of Drashing and Cham size trees and 3) area based on taking up the full 
LE as specified in the F and NC Rules. Table 7 summarises the results of these calculations, 
with the area for scenario 2 being determined for three levels of income (10,000, 25,000 and 
50,000 Nu per household per year (column 2).  
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Table 7. Comparison of area needed for CFs (in ha/HH) based on three scenarios 
 

(2) 
Area required to satisfy basic needs 

plus diffe rent annual incomes 
(ha/HH)   

Income level (Nu/HH) 

 
 

Forest type 
 
 

(1) 
Area 

needed to 
satisfy basic 

needs  
(ha/HH) 

                 
 
 

50,000  25,000  10,000  

(3) 
Area 

needed as 
per LE 

(ha/HH) 

Cool Broadleaf 2.1 15.7 8.9 4.8 10.5 
Warm Broadleaf 2.3 18.9 10.6 5.6 13.2 
Mixed Conifer 2.2 8.8 5.5 3.5 5.3 
Chir Pine Forest 2.2 8.4 5.3 3.4 5.5 
Blue Pine Forest 1.5 6.6 4.1 2.5 4.5 
 
The analysis indicated that the area required to fulfill the basic timber requirements, different 
income levels and the legal entitlement differs between forest types. Generally, conifer forest 
types require smaller areas than broadleaf forest types. The largest areas required are in warm 
broadleaf forests with the smallest areas being in blue pine forests.  
 
The current maximum area of 2.5 ha per HH approximates the situation portrayed in column 
1 in Table 7 (the minimum area needed to satisfy basic timber requirements). It is evident that 
problems will arise if the average for all forest types is used to determine areas rather than a 
forest type-wise area per HH. CFMGs that only have access to areas less than the minimum 
of 2.5 ha per HH might not be able to fulfill their basic timber requirement in broadleaf 
forests, and consequently, would be unlikely to have the capacity to generate income as there 
will be little or no excess timber. 
 
It is concluded that a forest type-wise determination be applied to determine the area of CF 
needed per HH to fulfill basic requirements, as each forest type exhibits different levels of 
productivity. The same consideration applies if CF areas are to be sufficiently large to 
generate income from the sale of excess timber. 
 
The areas calculated on the assumption that HHs avail themselves of their full legal 
entitlement (as specified in the F and NC Rules) are much larger than the minimum area 
needed to fulfill the basic  requirements based on the demand data in the CF Management 
Plans. This suggests that, if the full LE is requested, much more GRF forest will be impacted 
than if local demand is met from CFs. Most GRFs used to provide timber for LE do not have 
management plans, so their sustainability cannot be assured. However, the management plans 
of the CFs are based on principles of sustainability. 
 
Average area per household (of the studied 72 CFs) vs. ceiling area as per F and NC Rules 
Only 16 of the 72 CFs studied have sufficient timber for the members of the CFMGs to be 
independent of GRFs. These 16 have an average area per HH of 2.31 ha while the average 
area per HH of all 72 CFs is 2.18 ha. There are also differences between CFs in different 
forest types with CFs in warm broadleaf forests having the smallest area/HH ratio, followed 
by chir pine while CFs in cool broadleaf, mixed conifer and blue pine forests have areas per 
HH almost reaching the ceiling of 2.5 ha (see Table 8). Although a few CFs can provide basic 
timber requirements for the CFMGs under the 2.5 ha per HH ceiling rule, most HHs still 



Proceedings National Community Forestry Workshop 2009 69 
 

depend on GRFs. This implies that larger areas per HH are needed if HHs are to satisfy their 
basic timber requirements from their CFs.  
 
Table 8. Comparison for each forest type of average area for the CFs studied and the 
minimum area per HH needed to fulfill basic timber requirements  
 

Forest type 
Average area of 72 CFs in 

study group (ha/HH)  

Minimum area needed to 
fulfill basic timber 

requirements (ha/HH) 

Cool Broadleaf Forest 2.5 2.1 
Warm Broadleaf Forest 1.7 2.3 
Mixed Conifer Forest 2.4 2.2 
Chir Pine Forest 2.1 2.2 
Blue Pine Forest 2.3 1.5 
CFs independent from GRF 2.3 - 
All forest types 2.2 - 
 
Caution needed in applying fixed areas  
Caution needs to be exercised in applying any fixed area to determine the area of a CF 
because most forest land includes non-productive areas such as steep slopes, rocks and 
protection zones for water or other values. In this context it is important to consider that 
forest conditions (and consequently productivity) can differ markedly within forest types as 
well as between them. 
 

5. Recommendations and challenges for the future 
 
The overall objective of the CF program should be for HHs to derive their basic timber 
requirements from their CFs without relying on GRFs. CFs should also have the potential to 
generate income from the sale of excess timber. The future challenges lie in developing a 
flexible policy which addresses the changing environment of Community Forestry and 
ensures that the overall objective of the CF program can be achieved. Based on the results of 
this case study the current ceiling of 2.5 ha per HH as per the F and NC Rules (2006) is 
insufficient to provide for income generation opportunities, and in some cases insufficient to 
satisfy basic timber requirements of CFMG members. Several recommendations are made 
based on the findings of the case study: 
 
·  The minimum area used for the establishment of CFs should aim to ensure that CFMG 

members can satisfy their basic timber requirements from their CFs, and this area should 
reflect the varying productivity of different forest types.  

·  Additional areas of forest should be included in the CFs (subject to the availability of 
additional forest land adjacent to villages) to enable CFMGs to generate income from the 
sale of excess timber. The additional areas should be large enough to ensure that they 
make a significant difference to people’s livelihood otherwise the CF program may not be 
sustainable in the long term. 

·  Future CFMPs should be incorporated into the existing database in order to provide 
continuously updated and reliable data.  

 
Additional work is needed to verify the trends described in this study and to extend the 
calculations to other forest types, particularly sub-tropical forests. Making the changes 
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suggested in this case study are likely to improve long term sustainability of Community 
Forests and thus enhance the ability of the Community Forestry program to contribute to the 
constitutional requirement of a minimum forest cover of 60%.  
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CHAPTER 8 
 

Community Forestry in Bhutan: Its impact on rural t imber policy. 
 

Dorji Wangdi 
 
Abstract 
 
The Community Forestry program has gained considerable popularity since 2000 and is now 
one of the major programs in the forest sector. This paper deals with the current status of 
CFs and their potential to supply timber to CFMG members. In well stocked CFs the demand 
for timber by members of the CFMGs is lower than the AHLs calculated in the management 
plans, so an excess of timber is available. However, CFMG members of most CFs still 
depend on GRFs to supply most of their timber needs. There are various factors that affect 
the timber supply from CFs and addressing these will enhance the production capacity, 
income generation and sustainability of CFs.  
 

1. Introduction  
 
Forests are used by local communities for a wide range of products such as timber, fuel 
wood, and medicinal plants. The participation of local communities in the conservation, 
management and utilisation of forests started in the early 1980s, following the Royal Kasho 
in 1979 which heralded the commencement of the social forestry program in the kingdom. 
Community Forestry (CF) became firmly established following the development of an 
enabling regulatory framework, particularly the enactment of the Forest and Nature 
Conservation Act, 1995 and the passing of the Forest and Nature Conservation Rules 2000, 
2003, and 2006. Community Forestry is an innovative way of involving diverse stakeholders 
in forest management and has the potential to deliver positive socio-economic and 
environmental outcomes as well as timber and firewood to local management groups. One of 
the important objectives of the Community Forestry program is to augment the rural timber 
supply from Government Reserved Forests (GRF).  
 
As at March 2009 there were 131 CFs established across the country. The Department of 
Forest aims to have a total of 400 CFs established by the end of the 10th Five year plan to 
enhance participation of local communities in the sustainable management and utilisation of 
forest resources.  
 

2. Subsidised rural timber supply scheme  
 
The F and NC Rules (RGoB 2006) prescribe the arrangements that apply for the supply of 
subsidised timber for the construction and maintenance of rural houses. Subsidised timber for 
new construction or reconstruction (following loss or severe damage) of rural houses is 
supplied once in 25 years while for repair / extension / renovation it is supplied once in five 
years. In the case of shingles, standing trees are supplied once in 3 to 5 years depending on 
climatic conditions of the locality. Details of the numbers of different sized trees that can be 
allocated to a household are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Number of trees available at subsidized prices under the rural timber supply 
scheme as spelled out in the F and NCR 2006 
 

Number of trees Type of 
timber New / Re-

construction 
Renovation / 

repair 

 
Remarks 

8 3 If sawn at sawmill Drashing size 
trees 10  if locally converted 
Shingles 5 5 If corrugated galvanised iron 

sheet is not used 
80 10 Cham Cham size 

trees 8* 2* Drashings* 
80 15 Tsim Tsim size trees 
2**  Drashings** 

Dangchung 
size trees 

100 20  

 
* An applicant can opt to take 8 Drashing size trees in lieu of 80 Cham size trees for new construction 
or 2 Drashings in lieu of 10 Chams for renovation.   
 
** An applicant can opt to take 2 Drashing size trees in lieu of 80 Tsim size trees if corrugated 
galvanized iron is used for roofing instead of shingles.   
 

3. Current scenario of timber supply from Community Forests  
 
Over 69% of the country’s population resides in rural areas, basing their livelihood on 
agriculture and forestry. The sustainable supply of rural house building timber and firewood 
for the citizens has been a priority concern of the Government for many years, and the CF 
program has the potential to augment the supply of timber from Government Reserved 
Forests (GRFs). The Department of Forest aims to withdraw the rural timber rights from 
GRFs in the long term by sourcing an increasing amount of rural timber from well managed 
Community Forests in the vicinity of villages. 
 
Studies conducted during the past few years have indicated that some CFs have the potential 
to supplement rural timber supplies as long as there is a favourable policy environment. 
These studies indicate that the calculated AHL is greater than the demand for timber from the 
members of the CFMG during the period of the CF Management Plan. This is true especially 
in case of well stocked CFs such as Yakpugang, Masangdaza and Shambuyang CFs (Anon. 
2006). Table 2 illustrates the supply and demand situation for Yakpugang CF.  
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Table 2. Comparison of calculated AHL and demand for forest products by the CFMG 
in Yakpugang CF.  
 

Number of trees 
First Management Plan 

(2001-2006) 
Revised Management 

Plan (2007-2017) 

 
Products 

AHL Demand AHL Demand 

 
Remarks 

Drashing  2,355 36 1,944 190 Sufficient 
Cham  - - 702 1,240 Will be met from 

Drashing 
Shingleps  0 40 0 20-25  Not available  
Firewood  420  

(met from 
Drashings) 

1,080 400 Sufficient 

Tsim,  fencing 
posts, 
Dangchung and 
Flag poles 

3,230 6,300  
(only 166 were 

harvested during 
the plan period) 

17,433 7,540 Sufficient 

Source: Anon. (2001), Anon. (2006), Anon. (2007) and Phunstho and Sangye (2006) 
 
From the above table it is clear that the demand for timber by the members of the CFMG is 
lower than the AHL calculated in the management plan in both the plan periods. This 
indicates that 100% of the timber requirement of the Yakpugang CFMG can be met from 
their CF except for roofing (shingleps). In addition, the timber harvested during the first plan 
period was much lower than the predicted demand in the management plan. During the first 
plan period (2001 to 2006), only about 101 drashings, 81 trees for firewood and 111 poles 
and posts were harvested compared with 204, 420 and 6,300 trees respectively calculated as 
the AHL in the management plan. 
 
Similar situations were also observed in Masangdaza and Shambuyang CFs. In both these 
CFs the number of trees harvested was less than the AHL calculated in the management plan 
(Dorji and Phuntsho 2007).  
 
By contrast, some CFMG members still have a heavy dependence on GRFs to supply their 
timber needs because their CFs are not sufficiently well stocked or productive. In Punakha 
Dzongkhag the gap between demand and supply of timber is different in all 16 CFs but there 
is an overall shortfall (Wangchuk 2008). Table 3 summarises the situation across the 
Dzongkhag. The shortfall is being made up from the GRFs under the subsidised rural timber 
supply policy. 
 
Table 3. Comparison of AHL and demand from Punakha CFs 
 

Tree sizes  
Drashing Cham Tsim Dangchung 

AHL* 206 186 837 1,983 
Demand 208 1,109 1,477 10,042 
Difference -2 -923 -640 -8,059 
*Broad leaved + Chir Pine 
 Source: Wangchuk (2008)  
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In Community Forests which consist largely of young plantations such as Dozam CF in 
Mongar and Yargey CF in Punakha the entire wood supply for the CFMG has to be met from 
GRFs as there is insufficient advanced stock in the CFs (Table 4).  
 
Table 4. Forest product demand and AHL of Yargey CF, Punakha Dzongkhag (2005-
2015) 
 

Products Demand AHL  Remarks 
Drashing 90 0 
Shingle - 0 
Cham 300 0 
Tsim and fencing 
posts 

1,800 0 

Dangchung 250 0 
Firewood 800 0 

Purely plantation, demand 
for timber is met from the 
GRF. 

 Source: Phuntsho and Sangye (2006) 
 
It is evident that only some CFs have the capacity to augment rural timber supply from GRFs 
in the short to medium term. More efficient utilisation of timber resources can lead to a 
reduced demand for some forest products. For example, old flag posts and fencing posts are 
frequently re-used where, in the past, they were used as firewood. In all CFs, it is reported 
that the forests are well managed and utilised by CFMG members as per the prescriptions in 
the management plans. Besides meeting the timber requirements for rural house building and 
firewood, Community Forestry has also benefited local communities socially, economically 
and environmentally. 
 

4. Situation analysis of Community Forestry 
 
Although Community Forestry is expanding rapidly throughout the country, all CFs exhibit 
certain strengthens, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. A SWOT analysis was carried out 
for Yakpugang CF and the results are shown below: 
 
Strengths  

·  Most of the CFs harvest less than the amount calculated in the AHL. 
·  All CFMG members have a will to contribute labor.  
·  Good regeneration occurs of native available species.  
·  Mass participation occurs in forest related gatherings.  

 
Weakness 

·  Poor record keeping and poor fund management is common. 
·  No annual progress report prepared.  
·  Members are not aware of the management plan (no Dzongkha version of the plan is 

available). 
·  No silvicultural treatments are adopted except weeding and brush cutting. 
 

Opportunities 
·  Potential to promote natural regeneration of native species.  
·  Potential to promote NWFPs (Daphne). 
·  Potential exists to sell surplus timber in the future (especially in well stocked  forest). 
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Threats  

·  Increased demand for more valuable/preferred species (e.g. Michelia spp.).  
·  Grazing occurs in young forests which threatens the establishment of regenerated 

seedlings.  
·  Poor monitoring.  

 
While it is not suggested that the results shown above necessarily apply to all CFs they are 
indicative of the sort of issues that might need to be identified and addressed in order to 
improve the implementation of the CF program.   
 

5. Issues required to be addressed in using timber from CFs 
 
There are several factors which directly or indirectly affects timber supply from community 
forests. Some of these are:   
 
Area: A case study in Punakha found that the maximum area of CF determined by applying 
the criterion of 2.5 ha per household, as per the F and NC Rules 2006, is not adequate to meet 
the demand of forest products during the plan period. The total area prescribed in the Rules 
needs revision. The current area limit may also affect future sustainability (Tsirang DzFO 
pers. com.).  
 
Resource availability: Communities depend on forests for multiple products such as timber, 
firewood, fencing materials, leaf litter and other products including leafy vegetables such as 
fern tops. Many species required for specific purposes by members of the CFMG are 
frequently not available in their CF. For example, Quercus spp is excellent firewood but is 
not suitable for construction purpose; Pinus roxburghii is suitable for converting into flooring 
planks and Abies densa and Picea spinulosa are suitable for shingles but are not found in 
Yakpugang CF. Similarly, Mechelia spp. which forms excellent construction timber, is also 
uncommon in Yakpugang CF.  
 
Future sustainability: The management and utilisation of timber is directly controlled by 
CFMGs in CFs. Demand for valuable species is higher than for less valuable ones. Therefore, 
future sustainability of such species could be under threat if over-harvesting occurs. In 
Yalugang CF people tend to extract more valuable species such as Michelia spp. and Perciea 
spp.  
 
Special class timbers: The extraction of special class timbers such as Juglans regia 
(Yakpugnag CF) should be regularised for bona fide domestic uses such as local furniture 
(Choshum, cardboard, etc). Enrichment plantation of such species would contribute to their 
conservation and sustainability.  
 
Provision for sale of timber: The case study in Masangdaza and Shambuyany CFs found 
that the annual harvest from the CF is far below the AHL calculated in the management plan. 
Such surplus timber may be supplied to neighboring villages, as there is provision to sell 
excess timber under the F and NC Rules 2006. 
 
Socio-economic factors: The extraction of timber from CFs depends on the ability of 
members of the CFMGs to purchase the timber. The poor purchasing power of people may be 
a possible reason for under harvest of resources.  
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By-laws: Existence of by- laws also effect using timbers from the CFs. For instance, 
Yapugang CF is divided into two blocks, a management block and a protection block. 
Extraction of forest resources from the protection block is strictly prohibited.  
 
Limited choice of species: CFMG members in Tsirang are reluctant to extract Pinus 
roxburghii for construction purpose from their CF as the timber is susceptible to termite 
attack. Therefore, they demanded broadleaf species which are not available within their CF 
(Tsirang DzFO pers. com.). 
 
Poor record keeping: Preparation of annual progress reports and maintaining proper records 
of resource extraction are very important aspects of managing CFs. Without proper record 
keeping, the forests may be over exploited, failing to comply with management plans. 
Moreover, transparency can be improved through proper record keeping particularly for 
CFMG fund management.  
 
Grazing: Grazing is a serious problem in both GRFs and CFs especially affecting the 
regeneration of palatable species such as Persia spp. and Mechelia spp. which are also 
valuable timber species.  

 
6. Recommendations  
 

i.  The area ceiling of 2.5 ha per household as the maximum area for a CF (as prescribed by 
the F and NC Rules 2006) needs to be revised upwards to enable CFMGs to manage 
forests of a size sufficient to provide for their timber and NWFP needs. 

 
ii.  Training must be given to CFMGs aimed at proper record keeping of annual resource 

utilisation and fund management. Such activities should be facilitated by the Dzongkhag 
Forestry Sector. 

 
iii.  Silvicultural treatments such as thinning and pruning should be adopted in addition to 

normal activities like weeding and brush cutting. The products removed during such 
treatments can meet demand for flag poles, fencing posts, firewood, etc. while the 
remaining crops will have more favorable growing condition, through reduced 
competition for space, light, water and nutrient supply. 

 
iv. Dzongkha versions of CF management plans should be made available to CFMGs to 

facilitate understanding of management plan requirements and implementation. 
 

v. Grazing should be regulated in all CFs, especially in plantations and forests where natural 
regeneration has not established. 

 
vi.  Fast growing species should be introduced following proper site studies. This will 

improve species diversity and fulfill special demands. Enrichment plantation of suitable 
species in high demand should also be carried out. 
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