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ABSTRACT 

In the past forest management policies in Pakistan were based on colonial/ conventional 

approach which did not allow participation of the local communities in the management 

of forest resources. The concept of Joint Forest Management was initiated in Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan in 1996 which emphasized the active involvement of local 

communities in forest management to achieve both the sustainable forest management 

and community livelihoods. The JFM was institutionalized through Forest Ordinance 

2002 and JFM (Community Participation Rules) were framed by the forest department 

for its operating. Since then a number of Joint Forest Management Committees have been 

established for joint management of forests throughout the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

The research study was conducted to analyze the impacts of JFM on rural livelihoods in 

Pakistan. The results of the study are based on the experience of JFM in 10 villages of 

Siran and Kalam Forest Divisions of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan (selected as a case 

study for this research). The main objectives of research were to assess the impacts of 

JFM on the condition of forests and its role in livelihoods provision to the forest-adjacent 

communities, attitude of the concerned rural communities and forest department staff 

towards the approach of JFM, factors influencing local community involvement in joint 

management of forests and to identify issues/ problems in the JFM system and suggest 

improvement measures. The data was collected from the two primary stakeholders’ 

involved in the JFM i.e local community/ JFMC members & forest department personnel. 

A total of 150 No. of samples were selected from local community/ JFMCs through 

stratified random sampling technique whereas 20 No. of respondents were selected from 

forest department personnel on purposive basis. Thus the overall number of samples was 

170. Interview schedules and focus group discussions were used as a tool to get the 

information from respondents. 

The results of the study revealed that the rural communities are dependent upon the forest 

resources for their livelihoods. The JFM has positive impacts on rural livelihoods through 

legal access of the local communities to the adjacent forests for satisfying their needs 

such as fuel wood, timber, fodder/ grasses. Further, the JFM has legally allowed the 
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locals for collection and selling of NTFPs/ medicinal plants from the forest and for 

royalty/ community share in the sale of trees. The study results further showed that the 

JFM had played a role in generating the income earning opportunities through nursery 

raising and selling, daily wager opportunities in plantations, employment in forest 

enclosures, provision of free of cost fruit plants for orchards, seeds for kitchen gardening, 

capacity building/ skill development of the locals and social networking. The attitude of 

both the forest department personnel and local community towards the approach of JFM 

was found to be positive. The level of local community participation in JFM activities 

was high in majority of the study areas due to the above benefits of JFM. 

The JFM had contributed in development of forest resources through plantations on 

communal and private lands, nursery raising, NTFPs conservation and development, agro 

forestry, establishment of forest enclosures and range land improvement activities. The 

local community was also involved in forest protection measures such as community 

forest check posts, patrolling, and fire protection. 

The issues/ problems in the JFM explored by the study were lack of trust between locals 

and forest department staff, lack of clarity on JFM Rules, bureaucratic/ non-participatory 

approach of forest department, lack of decision making/ transfer of power to the local 

communities in JFM, conflicts within the local communities, and issues on distribution of 

monetary benefits. 

The study concludes that although problems exist in the JFM but it has played a role in 

both the livelihoods improvement and forest development. Based on the findings of the 

research study, the researcher offers some key recommendations for improvement, 

strengthening and effectiveness of the JFM. 
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Chapter-1       Introduction 

1.1 Background of the study: 

God has bestowed earth with forests and made it a source for the survival of the 

rural communities. FAO (2015) estimated that 3999 million hectares (31%) of the earth 

area is under forests which are providing livelihoods to 1000 million extremely poor 

people in the world. According to World Bank 2009 “In developing countries, 350 

million people live within or adjacent to forest areas and are dependent upon forests for 

their survival. 600 million people are forest users whereas 200 million rural dwellers are 

dependent on farm/agro forestry.” 

Another report of the World Bank on sustaining forests stated that 1.2 billion 

people are living in extreme poverty. The forest resources directly provide livelihoods to 

90 % of these 1.2 billion poor people and also protect the natural environment that 

nourishes agriculture and food provisions of half of the population of the developing 

countries. 

In developing countries Forest-based activities provide 13-35% of all rural non-

farm employment, as well as 47 million jobs in the formal and informal sector. 

Developing countries produce $30-40 billion dollars worth of timber and processed wood 

products each year. Fuel wood and charcoal is the main energy source of about 2.4 billion 

people – one-third of the world’s population. 2 billion people are reliant on traditional 

medicines which come from forests. Fishing and hunting provide 20 percent of protein 

requirements in 62 developing countries. (FAO, 2014). 
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At global level, the role of forests and its produce in the welfare and survival of 

rural communities is now recognized by many disciplines, like economics and 

development fields. In developing countries forests produce is an essential part of the 

rural livelihoods and their survival. Moreover, forest products are used and marketed by 

the urban community as well (Byron & Arnold 1999, World Bank 2002, Kaimowitz 

2003). 

In spite of the above socio-economic contributions and livelihood provision to 

millions of poor people, loss of forests through degradation and deforestation has 

increased over the years. (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2008). 

FAO (2010) estimated global forest loss at the rate of 5.2 million hectares per annum.  

The negative impacts of deforestation on livelihoods of forest dependent 

communities, environment and economic development of nations are obvious and have 

been widely documented (SCBD, 2009).The vanishing of natural forests especially in 

developing countries negatively affects the livelihoods of rural communities.  

As compared to other developing countries, the forest area in Pakistan is quite 

deficient i.e. only 4.8 % but these forests are a primary livelihood source for millions of 

rural people who reside in the forest areas (Shahbaz, 2006). According to WWF 2010, 

(35000000 - 42000000) people in Pakistan which is almost 20% of the total population 

are dependent upon forests for their livelihoods. Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province of 

Pakistan is known to have the largest area (40%) of productive forests of the country 

which contributes significantly towards the economy of the country and also constitute a 

main source of livelihood for rural communities living adjacent to the forest areas of the 
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Province (Government of Pakistan 2010). But this God gifted source of livelihood is 

under threat due to vanishing of 39,000 hectares of forests annually in Pakistan. FAO 

(2007) recorded annual deforestation rate of Pakistan at 2.1 percent. If deforestation 

persists with the same rate we will lose most of the forests in the next three to four 

decades. The worth mentioning causes of rapid deforestation in Pakistan are conversion 

of forests for agriculture purpose, population explosion, rapid urbanization, clearing of 

forest patches for road construction, fuel/fire wood and heavy grazing. 

1.1.1 Emergence of Joint Forest Management 

After independence, a centralized and exclusionary approach to management of 

forest resources was widely practiced in developing countries. But in the late 1970s, the 

paradigm shifted and the approach of Joint Forest Management (JFM) has emerged at 

global level to overcome the extensive deforestation and increase forest cover. JFM is 

generally the term used for the co-management of forests by the state forest department 

and local communities with the objective to improve forest cover and livelihoods of the 

rural communities.  

JFM consists of a formal arrangement between local communities and the state 

forest department for the twofold objectives i.e sustainable management of forests and 

provision of livelihoods to the rural communities. Under the JFM system the rural 

communities receive a share in the sale of timber harvest and access to forest produce.  

In India, the Joint Forest Management program is described as “a strategy for the 

sustainable management of forests under which the local forest adjacent communities and 
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the state forest department jointly manage and protect the forest resources and share the 

benefits of forest resources” (Government of India, 2002). 

Joint Forest Management system is being practiced since 1980s in almost all the 

developing countries across the world. The adoption of this approach reveals the state 

limitations in managing these resources which caused two pronged effects. On the one 

hand the limited natural resources got degraded and on the other the main livelihoods 

source of the forest dependent communities diminished. This lead to unanimous decision 

among all the planning experts, civil society organizations and donor agencies that the 

local people should be involved in planning and management of the natural resources that 

fall within their jurisdiction (Baland and Platteau, 1996). 

Natural resources management through involvement of local communities has 

become the subject of nearly every country in the world. They are trying to devolve some 

of their powers to the local communities to sustainably manage the resources (Edmonds, 

2002). Our neighboring countries (India, Nepal, Thailand) recognized quite earlier the 

role of local communities in the sustainable management and protection of forests. The 

experiences gained in these countries have shown that the local communities if properly 

organized and empowered to utilize and manage the forests have quite successfully 

protected and developed even heavily degraded forests (Khattak, 1996). 

In India, the approach of Joint Forest Management has emerged since 1980s for 

the protection of forests and improvement of rural livelihoods (Bhattacharya et al 2010). 

According to FAO (2010) In India, 24.6 million ha of forests is managing by 112,896 
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JFM committees involving 14.5 million families in different states. Community forestry 

programme in India covered 62.39 million population. 

In Nepal, JFM is being practiced since 1980s through forest user groups whereby 

the Government has handed over 1.1 million hectares of forests to 14000 forest user 

committees (Agawal and Ostrom, 2001). 

Brazil recognized the role of local people in the protection and joint management 

of forests in 1992 and revised the forest policies. (GRZ, 1998; ZFAP, 1998; Jumbe and 

Angelsen, 2007). 

In Malaysia, it was agreed in 1992, that the Forest Department would involve 

local communities as partners in the management of the reserve forests through a joint 

management initiative. 

Tanzania adopted the JFM approach in 1990 for the restoration of degraded 

forests and livelihoods improvement of the forest adjacent communities. More than 5.39 

million ha of forest area in managed under JFM. (Ministry of Natural Resource and 

Tourism 2012). 

1.1.2 Joint Forest Management in Pakistan 

In Pakistan, the concept of Joint Forest Management was introduced in 1996 by 

the Siran Forest Development Project (SFDP) in Siran Forest Division of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. The SFD Project established two Joint Forest Management Committees on 

pilot basis in reserved forests of (Methal and Fatehbandi villages of Siran Forest 

Division, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan). In order to give legal cover to these JFMCs, 
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the Protected forests (Community Participation) Rules 1996, and the Reserved forests 

(Community Participation) Rules 1997 were notified. This made it possible to sign 

agreements with the JFM committees on June 12, 1996 in Fatehbandi, and on April 19, 

1998 in Methal (Khattak, 2001). The Joint Forest Management system in Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa was further legalized under the sections 101 and 102 of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Forest Ordinance 2002 which legally empower the Divisional Forest 

Officer to involve JFM Committees in the protection and management of forests within 

his jurisdiction. 

For effective implementation of the Joint Forest Management system, the 

Government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa framed and notified JFM (Community Participation 

Rules), 2004. It gives the detail procedure for establishment of JFMCs, powers and duties 

of the JFMCs, selection of JFMC members, role of the Forest Department and other 

stakeholders in establishment of JFMC, preparation of JFM Plans etc. Under these JFM 

(Community Participation Rules), 2004 a number of Joint Forest Management 

Committees have been established throughout the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and registered 

with the Forest Department. 

The approach of JFM has created new challenges for Forest Department. The 

traditional system of protecting the natural resources was to keep away the local 

community from these resources. The shift in the new policy recommends that the natural 

resources can only be protected if they are managed through involvement of the local 

communities which is the basic concept of Joint Forest Management. 
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1.2 Problem Statement: 

Rural households in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan are highly dependent upon 

forests for their livelihoods. They get wide range of products from adjacent forests such 

as construction material, firewood, NTFPs, medicinal plants, wild food, fodder/grasses. 

This situation prevails not only in Pakistan but in all of the developing countries across 

the globe.  Therefore, it is not possible to manage and conserve the forests by the state 

and deny forest adjacent communities access to the forests. The forest dependent 

communities would continue to access and use the forest resources without any legal 

right. This scenario can lead to unplanned destruction of forests which will not only 

create environmental concerns but also deprive millions of rural people from their sole 

livelihood source.  

In developing countries, the concept of Joint Forest Management was adopted as 

an alternative approach to overcome deforestation, minimize the conflict between the 

forest users and state and improve the livelihoods of local communities (Kumar and 

Vashisht, 2005). 

In the changed scenario, the forestry planners in Pakistan realized that community 

involvement is a pre-requisite for the sustainable management and protection of forests. 

Therefore, in 1996 the concept of JFM was initiated in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan 

which was further institutionalized through KP Forest Policy 1999 and Forest Ordinance 

2002. Since then the JFM system is operational in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. It is 

therefore, important to investigate the challenges and opportunities of JFM experienced 

in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. 
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1.4 Research Questions:  

The above position guided the researcher to pose the following research questions; 

1. What is the impact of JFM on livelihoods of the local communities? 

2. What is the level of rural community involvement in JFM?  

3. What is the role of JFM in the protection and sustainable management of forests?  

4. Which factors mobilizes the rural communities for joint management of forest 

resources? 

5. How the present JFM approach can be made more effective and sustainable? 

1.3 Objectives of the study: 

1. To assess the impacts of JFM on the condition of forests and its role in livelihoods 

provision to the forest-adjacent communities.  

2. To know the attitude of the concerned rural communities and Forest Department 

staff towards the approach of JFM. 

3. To analyze factors influencing local community involvement in joint management 

of forests.   

4. To identify issues/ problems in the Joint Forest Management system and suggest 

improvement measures. 
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1.4 Significance of the study: 

As discussed earlier, the concept of Joint Forest Management is being implemented in 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa since 1996 for the sustainable management of forests and socio-

economic well-being of the rural people. However, there has not been any significant 

research effort to systematically evaluate the role of Joint Forest Management in forest 

development and providing livelihoods to rural communities in our country which has 

created a gap between the theoretical concepts of JFM and its practical implementation in 

the field. The research study was therefore, designed to;  

• Analyze the present Joint Forest Management System in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 

Pakistan and the impacts it introduced in that sphere.   

• Highlight the importance of the Joint Forest Management with respect to its role 

in livelihoods improvement of the rural communities and forest management in 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

• Identify barriers and weaknesses in Joint Forest Management system, in order to 

overcome them. 

• Propose actions for improvement of the role of local communities and Forest 

Department in Joint Management of Forests.  

• Suggest appropriate method/approach for adoption regarding joint management of 

forests in future. 
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The results of the study will be a useful document for academic purposes, students and 

forestry planning & research organizations. 

1.5 Limitations of the Study: 

• The importance of this study demands that the JFM system should be studied in 

all the Forest Divisions of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan but due to time 

constraint, the study was limited to 02 forest rich Divisions of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department i.e. Siran and Kalam Forest Divisions. 

• Both the Siran and Kalam Forest Divisions have very large and hilly areas. Most 

of the villages where the forests are managed under the JFM system are in remote 

and mountainous areas. Therefore, due to economic constraints, ten villages/ 

JFMCs were selected on stratified random sampling technique for the present 

study. 

• Due to high illiteracy, the field data was collected from the respondents in local 

languages (Pashto, Urdu) and then was translated into English language.    

1.6 Thesis Structure: 

The research study is divided into seven chapters. 

Chapter No. 1 gives a brief introduction to the study including Background, emergence 

of Joint Forest Management, problem statement, research questions, objectives and 

significance of the study. 
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Chapter No. 2 provides literature reviewed for the study, forests and livelihoods, concept 

of joint forest management, constraints and opportunities of JFM, JFM and the livelihood 

assets, JFM in different countries and studies on JFM.  

Chapter No. 3 shows the context of the study which includes brief history of human-

forests relations, state of forests in Pakistan, legal classification of forests in Pakistan, 

forestry reform process, JFM & rural livelihoods in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and finally 

framework of the study.  

Chapter No. 4 explains the procedure and methodology of the research, description of 

the study area, sampling techniques, tools of data collection and sample size. 

Chapter No. 5 presents the field work/ study results. The analysis of quantitative and 

qualitative data is given in this chapter. 

Chapter No. 6 discusses the study results. The discussions are also supported by relevant 

literature where appropriate. 

Chapter No. 7 finally gives the conclusions of the study and recommendations for 

further improvement, strengthening and effectiveness of the JFM system. 

Bibliography and Annexure (Sample of Interview schedules and Land Use Maps of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province of Pakistan, Kalam Forest Division, Siran Forest 

Division) have been given at the end of the report.   
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Chapter-2        Literature Review 

2.1 Overview of World Forests: 

The area where trees stand close together in high density is called forest. Forests 

are utilized for various purposes which include needs spread over all spheres of life. The 

nature of their existence is faced by challenges either natural or manmade. The 

management of forests is confronted by various challenges which include; over 

population and their dependence on forests, lack of stable policies and funds. In this way, 

the forests are under threat especially in the developing and under developed countries. 

Whereas in developed world awareness about environment is increasing and they are 

more willing to overcome the issues of environment. The people of developed countries 

live good quality life with many facilities, therefore they think more about the forests, its 

development and protection. The developed countries have high research facilities, 

efficient policies, financial resources and capacities to overcome the situation and 

minimize the burden on natural forests (FAO, 2009) 

Since the introduction of agriculture (about 10000 years ago), forests on the earth 

have reduced by 40 percent (UN, 2005). In 2015, the global forest cover was 3999 

million ha i.e. about 31% of the total earth area (FAO, 2015). Between 1990 and 2005, 3 

percent of the world forests were lost and the rate of loss is rapidly increasing. The USA, 

China, Russian Federation, Brazil and Canada are the top 5 forest rich countries of the 

world who have more than 50% of the world forests. Among these 5 countries, the 
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Russian Federation and Europe has 25% of world’s forest area followed by South 

America (21 percent) and North America (16 percent). 

The area covered by forests in the Asia Pacific region constitutes about 19 percent 

of the world’s forests. The dependency of locals on natural forests in Asia is very high as 

compared to other regions of the world (FAO, 2011). 

Least forested sub-region in the Asia Pacific is South Asia having 0.05 ha per 

capita forest area. The land cover of forests in South Asia is 19% which contributes 11% 

in Asia Pacific forests and 2% in the world forest area. This shows severe pressure on 

forests to meet diverse demands of the people (FAO, 2010). 

It is clear that the forests in south asia are under pressure and they are subject to 

alternative uses. In south asian countries India, Maldives and Bhutan have maintained 

their forests whereas other countries of south asia have shown major decrease in the 

forest cover area since 1990 (FAO, 2010). 

One of the most serious problems of today is deforestation. The world community 

is trying to arrest the menace of deforestation but so far with no positive result. The 

destruction of forests continues non-stop in most parts of the world with serious threats to 

human livelihoods, environment and ecosystem.         

2.2 Forests & Livelihoods: 

According to UN strategic plan for forests 2017-2030, twenty five percent of the 

world population i.e. 1600 million people depend on forest resources for livelihood, 

survival, income earning and employment. Fifty percent income of forest is hidden 
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harvest/ non- cash that supply timber/ construction material, wild fruits/ food, firewood 

and grazing lands/ fodder especially to the forest fringe communities (FAO, 2014). 

The study conducted by CIFOR showed that the income from environmental and 

forest resources contribute twenty eight percent of the total earnings of the rural/ forest 

adjacent communities (Angelsen, 2014).The results of IFAD study confirmed that 1100 

to 1300 million people, mostly in the developing countries are dependent upon forests for 

their livelihoods. According to Shepherd (2012), 750 million global population reside in 

low forest cover areas and rely on the adjacent forest resources. FAO (2014) estimated 

that forest resources contribute to the shelter of 1300 million people and about 2400 

million people use wood as a fuel for cooking food. Vedeld (2008) in his study conducted 

in 17 countries found that after the agriculture and other off-farm activities including 

livestock, the contribution of forest income was the third most important, contributing to 

twenty two percent to the total income of household. 

The World Bank (2000) estimated the number of forest fringe people in South 

Asia between 120 and 150 million, out of which 80 to 90 million were tribal people. The 

forest adjacent people are the poorest segments of society, heavily reliant on forests for 

construction material, collection of wild food, firewood, medicines, grazing lands/ fodder 

for livestock and raw material for cottage industries. Now the above estimated number of 

forest fringe people will be increased in millions as the population of Pakistan has almost 

80 million increased in the last 20 years according to the census report of 2017 i.e. (132.3 

million in 1998 to 212.7 million in 2017). 
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According to FAO (2011) wild fruits collected from the nearby shrub lands and 

forests supplement the diets of an estimated fifty million households in India. A single 

household per year collected 160 Kg of wild mushrooms for food in Nepal (Christen, 

2008). The important sources of calcium, iron and protein in Africa are the leaves of 

forest trees such as tamarind and baobub (Kelenbeck, 2016). The survey conducted in 

2015 in 28 European countries indicated that 92% of the 17000 households (sample 

population of the study) had consumed forest produce (25 % were direct collecting the 

forest products while 82 % purchased the forest products from the nearby shops/ markets) 

(Lovric, 2016). Vladyshevskiy (2000) in central and northern Siberia found collection of 

mushrooms by 40% families; an average 5 Kg/ day was collected although 100 Kg per 

Ha mushrooms were available in the productive areas (FAO, 2018). 

For majority of rural Africans and also for many of the urban Africans, forest 

wood is the main source of energy.70 to 90 % of the total population of Kenya, Namibia, 

Malawi and Tanzania depends on charcoal and firewood (Mogaka et al., 2001). 

According to the study carried out by WHO (2002) in Ethiopia, it shows ninety percent of 

the energy requirements of Ethiopia generates from biomass and the traditional herbal 

medicine fulfills the primary health care needs of ninety percent of livestock and eighty 

percent of humans. The fuel wood consumption in Ethiopia is estimated 84 million tons 

per year by FAO (2002). In Zambia, the main source of energy in the rural areas is 

firewood whereas in the urban areas charcoal is the main source of fuel. Wood is used as 

energy source by 88% of the total households and its demand is increasing day by day in 

Zambia (PFAP, 2005). 
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Forests maintain livelihoods of the rural communities through safety of 

watersheds, conservation of soil, provision of firewood, NTFPs, fodder/ grazing lands for 

livestock, wild fruits and vegetables. For the rural as well as urban communities, the 

forests provide cultural, supporting, regulating and provisioning services. While playing 

an important role in sustaining the livelihoods of the rural people in times of need, the 

forests provide a wide range of benefits to the people (both for survival/ subsistence 

needs and sale) which include ecological services, wild food, material for construction 

purposes, source of energy and medicine, fodder, daily wages, business and income 

generating opportunities (FAO, 2007). 

Thus it is clear that sustainable management and use of forests is important for 

communities’ livelihoods. The forests degradation affects the livelihoods of the poor rural 

households. Forest resources reduce the vulnerability of the rural households by 

providing food security and income while acting as a safeguard in time of needs. The 

level of dependency on forest resources is high especially among the rural poor 

communities (Warner, 2000; Arnold, 2001; Bwalya, 2004; Olson, 2007). 

Decrease of the forest resources is thus a threat to the livelihood security of 

millions of people. On the other hand, forests can play a vital role in the wellbeing and 

development of these people. There is a need to realize the role of forests at the 

government level. According to WCFSD (1999), the JFM/ community forestry has the 

potential to alleviate poverty of 1000 million poor people in thirty countries of the world. 

It is projected that the global population will increase from approximately 7600 million 

today to 10000 million by 2050. During this period the demand of food will also increase 

by 50% at global level. This will built an enormous pressure on forests especially in the 
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developing countries as the majority of 800 million world’s poor people reside in the 

developing countries.  

The conversion of forest land to agriculture and unplanned/ excessive grazing of 

livestock is not only a threat to livelihoods of forest dependent communities and foresters 

but also to the variety of life on earth. The changes in land use result in increase of 

carbon in the atmosphere, soil erosion, degradation of land and loss of important habitats. 

It is one of the big challenges to increase food/ agriculture production without 

minimizing the area under forest. 

The environmental degradation due to extensive deforestation was on the rise in 

the late 1970s and it was perceived that the state forest departments were not able to 

control the situation without the support of local people. At that time the approach of 

Joint Forest Management emerged to overcome the forest loss and its negative impacts 

on livelihoods of the rural people (Nurse, N., Gilmour, D. and Malla, Y., 2004). 

2.3 The Concept of Joint Forest Management: 

JFM is a concept that establishes partnership among the forest adjacent rural 

people and government forestry departments with defined tasks for the protection and 

conservation of forests (TERI, 2001). 

JFM is defined by scholars and policy makers in different manners. According to 

them it is an approach for the management of forests jointly by the local forest users and 

state forestry departments on the basis of clear role and responsibilities. 
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Community forestry is also a specific form of JFM in which the government 

forest departments and local communities share the forest benefits and duties (Lockie, 

1999). 

Patnaik and Datta (1999) explained that JFM is an agreement between the village 

communities and forestry department to jointly rehabilitate and protect the forests. As a 

reward the locals are given a share in the sale of trees from the forests and greater access 

to the forest produce for their domestic use. They further suggested that community 

empowerment and benefit sharing under the JFM can contribute in forest development 

and protection. 

Tanzania defines JFM as collaborative management strategy that shares the 

responsibility of forest management and benefits between Govt. and the people living 

near to the forest areas. 

In India JFM was initiated by its forest policy 1988 under which the forestry 

department involve the local forest adjacent communities in the management and 

protection of forests and share the duties and forests resources benefits with them. The 

prominent role of JFM is that communities have the forest management authority. The 

benefits under the JFM available to the local people include direct access to forest 

produce, collection and sale of non timber forest produce and share in the sale of timber.  

 To achieve sustainable forest management by the collaboration of Govt. and rural 

communities, the approach of JFM has been adopted and implemented by many countries 

(Nayak and Berkes, 2008). Many asian and african countries use to improve the 

community livelihoods and forests protection through JFM. It lays stress on the 
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assumption that when local community provides support in the forest protection and 

management, the outcome will be positive. Thus the centralized approach is replaced by 

decentralized approach which empowered the local community in planning and 

management of forests (Francis, 2013). This new approach was devised to control 

deforestation and loss of forests. Rebugilo (2010) stated that the problems of 

deforestation are due to the top-down/ traditional forest management in many developing 

countries which denied the access of the local people to the forests for their direct needs. 

According to Fisher (1995) JFM means the association between the forest 

adjacent communities and state for forest management. This is based on mutual 

understanding of the state and local communities. Community is required to control 

illegal cutting of trees, forest fires and patrolling activities. In exchange of these 

activities, the local community gets the share in the revenue from harvesting of trees and 

access to the NTFPs. 

Sustainable forest management is the main strategy of JFM which encourages the 

management of forests by the local people living close to forest areas. In this process the 

JFM is supported by NGOs/ private sector and other stakeholders from government 

departments (Bromley and Ramadani, 2005). The local community is expected to manage 

the forests in their area and get the economic benefits from the forest resources (World 

Bank, 2004). 

Wily (2005) stated that the concept of JFM is to involve the forest adjacent 

communities who are dependent upon the forest produce and whose daily lives are 

affected by forest management operations in forest management. 
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The practice of JFM differs from place to place but a common feature is that the 

participating communities in collaboration with the state forestry department protect, 

develop and manage the forest resources in their village. In turn the locals receive greater 

access to the forest produce and revenue share/ economic benefits in the sale of forest 

produce. The JFM has many challenges that need to be addressed and opportunities that 

ought to be explored.  

2.4 Constraints of Joint Forest Management: 

According to Engel and Behera (2005) Joint Forest Management has the potential 

for development of forest resources, but on the other side the JFM has its own issues such 

as dominance of state forest department, lack of responsibility, unequal power sharing 

and information gap which needs to be addressed. 

Frank (2005) also pointed out that in all the cases the government policies does 

not solve the issues and can lead to different types of social and political problems. In the 

JFM policy, the main challenges include; devolution of power to the locals, internal 

conflicts of the local stakeholders, poor institutional arrangements, bureaucratic approach 

of forest departments, misuse of power at the community level and differences among the 

stakeholders in use of the forest resources. 

The top down/ state centered approach to forest management has been employed 

by the state forest departments in many countries since long resulting in bureaucratic 

training of the foresters to keep away the local communities from forest resources using 

policing measures and strict penalties. Whereas the shift in the forest management policy 
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from the top down to bottom-up approach without any orientation expect from the same 

foresters inclusion of the local communities in the management of forest resources (Kant 

and Kumar, 2005). This is one of the common constraints of JFM facing by the forest 

agencies in implementing the JFM program. 

Brown (2001) presents some other constraints; 

• Change in the forest policies 

• Lack of capacity of the local communities in harvesting and further processing of 

the forest products without the support of forestry personnel. 

• Lack of coordination between the locals and forest department. 

• Participatory approach of forest department is a pre-requisite for JFM whereas the 

foresters have been trained in bureaucratic style. 

• The locals will involve in the management of forest resources if it is beneficial to 

them. 

• Support of the forest department will require till the community becomes able to 

manage the resource. 

• Safety of the tenurial rights of the local communities is also needed. 

Local communities have their own traditions and culture. Therefore, establishment of 

a democratic institution (JFMC) within the local community creates certain problems. 

According to Fabricius (2004) some of the common conflicts of JFM include the capture 

of benefits by the influential rural people, conflicts between the traditional leaders and 

Joint Forest Management Committees (representative body of the locals), internal clashes 
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of different groups within the community, gender conflicts and the issues of religious 

leaders. 

Behera (2003) stated some other constraints of Joint Forest Management which are 

related to the management and use of forest resources at the community level. These 

problems arise when the laws set regarding the access and use of resources. Do the rules 

address the problems of equity? Other problems are associated with the monitoring and 

implementation of rules in the local community. 

In addition to the above, forest trees also have their own problems (Schrekenberg, 

2001) such as; 

• The trees are indivisible and bulky  

• They are in competition with other resources for space  

• They need long expert treatment (harvesting can be harmful)  

• Different people have different interests in the trees  

• They attract the attention of powerful stakeholders 

These seem to be minor problems, but they can hamper the JFM program, if not taken 

into consideration. 

2.5 Recipes for Successful Joint Forest Management: 

According to World Bank (1995) a strong commitment is required from the state 

forest department, local communities and other stakeholders involved in the JFM. Before 

implementing a JFM program, a thorough analysis of the whole situation is needed e.g to 
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know about the existing use of forest resources in the area, dependency of the local 

communities on forest. The local communities have indigenous knowledge about the 

resources which should be regarded high in collecting the preliminary information. The 

experiences of JFM program in other countries could also be useful which needs to be 

consulted. A feasible environment is required for all the stakeholders to share their 

knowledge and ideas to get the best results. 

Malleson (2001) suggests other recipes for effective institution of JFM program. 

These are access of the local communities to forest produce for their direct needs, 

equitable sharing of forest and wildlife revenue, harvesting of the marketable forest 

produce and value of non timber forest produce should be increased. For successful 

implementation of JFM, it is also important to properly represent all the stakeholders and 

interest groups. A cooperative relationship of mutual trust needs to be built between 

forestry department and the local communities (Matta, 2005). Further, there needs to be a 

strong commitment by Govt. for long term support and inputs (Brown and 

Schreckenberg, 2001).  

The conflict management mechanism is also very important for the sustainability 

of Joint Forest Management. The JFM program should be carefully evaluated if the 

conflicts exist among the local communities. These conflicts if continued for a long time 

may lead to the collapse of JFM program. Therefore, the basis of conflicts should be 

identified in order to resolve the conflicts. In a JFM program, the transparency, 

accountability, stable environment and equitable distribution of benefits can minimize the 

conflicts among the members of local community and between forestry department 
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personnel and local communities. Similarly, the existing conflicts can be resolved 

through a shift in the mind-set of forest managers. 

Homogeneity is also considered a feature of effective JFM program by some of 

the authors. Datta (2004) stated that implementation of JFM in the areas of homogeneous 

groups could result in terms of sustainable forest management and distribution of income. 

The homogeneous groups have common interests and shared values regarding the use of 

resource, rules enforcement and sharing of benefits. On the other hand, heterogeneity can 

hamper these shared norms and mechanisms (Blatteau and Baland, 1997 cited in Datta 

2004). 

According to Kant & Berry (1998) & Cardenas (2003) the level of dependency of 

the local communities on forest resources is another characteristic of successful JFM. 

Those communities who are dependent on NTFPs or having a stake in other forest 

products willingly enter into JFM agreement with the forest departments and cooperate in 

all the issues. 

Active participation of the local communities is a pre-requisite in the success of 

JFM which needs to be ensured by the government authorities through incentives for 

their cooperation/ time spent in the protection of forest. If a specific forest area comes 

under the jurisdiction of Govt. then the government should also decide on the extent of 

new ownership/ management and mechanism of benefits sharing. 
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2.6 Joint Forest Management & the Livelihoods assets 

available to rural communities: 

Ellis (1998) defined the livelihood as, the assets, the activities and the access that 

together decide the living achieved by an individual or household. Regarding the 

individual a livelihood is the capability of that individual to achieve the essential 

requirements in life i.e. water, food, cloth and shelter. Therefore, all the activities at 

individual or household level involved in getting food, shelter, clothing and water and all 

necessities needed for the survival are referred as livelihood. 

Conway and Chambers (1992) stated that a livelihood is considered as sustainable 

when it can manage the shocks and pressures and increase or maintain its assets & 

capabilities in the present and future without compromising the natural resource base. It 

comprises of resources, assets and capacities necessary for a means of survival. 

The livelihood framework has given five capitals/ asset (natural, human, physical, 

financial and social). These are briefly explained in the following; 

2.6.1 Natural Capital 

Natural Capital is one of the important asset/ capital in the livelihood frame work. 

It is the foundation of economic activities of the humans. Natural Capital refers to all the 

flora and fauna on the earth including air, water, forests, land and all the natural resources 

that are necessary for the living and welfare of the human (Ellis, 2000; Hochard & 

Barbier, 2014). 
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The key objective of JFM apart from livelihoods provision to the rural 

communities is the conservation and development of natural capital/ resources. This 

objective is achieved through involvement of the local communities in the sustainable 

management and protection of forests and other natural resources (Chopra & Gulati, 

1998). 

2.6.2 Financial Capital 

It includes the cash income, payment/ funds and savings. The JFM plays a vital 

role in generating the income earning opportunities at the community level. Further, the 

local communities receive a share in the sale of forest produce under the JFM program 

(Belcher, 2005). 

The role of financial capital in our economy is very important. It has an impact of 

other types of capital such as human, social and natural. The financial capital has no real 

value alone but it is the means to get other capitals/ resources. 

2.6.3 Human Capital 

The skills, capacity, knowledge and awareness that provide financial benefits to 

the individual or community is the human capital. Many studies on JFM show that it 

imparts different trainings to the local communities for their capacity building and skill 

development. Therefore, it can be argued that the JFM is contributing in enhancing 

human capital. 
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2.6.4 Physical capital 

Physical capital refers to the assets and resources available at the individual level 

or community level made by the people themselves such as roads, bridges, houses, 

different types of machineries and other infrastructure and transport facilities. The JFM 

program also contributes in the infrastructure development at the community level. The 

physical capital increases production and improve the income at household level. The 

increased income can be spent on other useful assets. It also accomplished the work 

faster. 

2.6.5 Social Capital 

The networks to which the individuals belong show their net worth. The social 

capital is refer to the assets that individual gain form a specific network (such as 

community welfare organizations, business groups, unions, family, community or any 

other relationship, groups). The JFM contributes in social networking and linkages 

development of the local communities with other organizations and departments. 

Establishment of the Community organization by the JFM is also its direct contribution in 

formation of social capital which can further improve the networks within the 

community. 

The social networking improves the coordination and cooperation which provides 

easiness in the business and increases the productivity. The social networks also help the 

local community in access to information. 
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2.7 Joint Forest Management in Different Countries:   

2.7.1 JFM In India: 

JFM is defined by the Wikipedia as “official term in India used for the joint 

management of forests by the rural communities and state forest department”. Initially 

the JFM was informal in India especially in the West Bengal. The local people were 

getting involved in forest protection and in turn they were allowed to access NTFPs in the 

adjacent forests and a share in the sale of timber. The JFM was formally initiated in India 

under its Forest Policy 1988 after recognizing the significance of community 

participation in forestry activities for their livelihoods improvement and protection of 

forests. After that the JFM was institutionalized through issuance of guidelines for its 

framework and implementation in 1990 by the government of India. Since then the JFM 

is being implemented throughout the whole country covering 24.6 million ha of forest i.e. 

(30% of the recorded forest area of the country) through 112,896 JFM Committees. The 

forest coverage under the JFM and establishment of such a large number of JFM 

committees in India make it the largest JFM program in the world. The idea is to bring 

33% of the forest cover in India within this joint forest programme by the year 2020 

(Kumar, 2002). 

It is the joint venture of local communities and forest department in India for the 

regeneration, protection and sustainable management of forests. In the world, it is the 

largest effort for achieving the twofold objective of rural livelihoods improvement and 

sustainable forest management by involving the forest adjacent communities in forestry 

activities. 
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2.7.2 JFM In Nepal: 

Nepal is known as leader of community based forest management in the world. In 

Asia, Nepal was the first country to realize the shortcomings of traditional/ unilaterally 

management of forest resources by the state forest department. It was felt that the local 

communities should be involved in the management of forests. During the late 1970s, the 

Govt. of Nepal with the assistance of donor agencies and World Bank initiated 

community forest management programs especially in the watershed areas. 

During the period of 1980s, the Nepal forestry department and donor agencies 

jointly executed various community forestry projects in the Hamalayas region to deal 

with both the environmental and social concerns. The main activities of these projects 

were establishment of community organizations, plantations, nursery raising, capacity 

building of the local communities, forestry extension, and income generating activities 

for the local communities. 

By 1990, the set-up of new Govt. in Nepal supported the Joint Forest 

Management program through devolution of forest management rights and 

responsibilities to the forest user groups (representative organization of the stakeholder 

community). By 2001, the JFM program was legally extended to 14,000 villages 

covering 12% of the total forest area in Nepal. Within a period of only three decades, 

Nepal JFM strategy improved greatly. The government handed over 25% of the state 

forest to the community and almost about 35% of the total population is involved in 

community forest management. The Govt. has planned to extend JFM cover to 61% of its 

total forest area in the coming decades. 
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2.7.3 JFM In Tanzania: 

JFM is being practiced in more than 30 countries of Africa, covering about 100 

Govt. forests and engaging approximately five thousands village communities (Wily, 

2002). According to FAO (2002) JFM is considered an effective strategy for the 

sustainable management of forests in Africa. 

Since early 1990s Tanzania has been promoting JFM. It covered about 5.39 

million ha of forest area. In Tanzania, the JFM is primarily implemented in the 

government reserve forests (Govt. of Tanzania, 2012). The legal basis for the JFM was 

provided under its Forest Act, 2002 which allowed legally the involvement of local 

communities and other stakeholders in the co-management of forest resources. The JFM 

offers the local communities to enter into agreement with the government to share the 

responsibilities of forest management and the benefits generated from the forest 

resources. Under the JFM agreement the local communities were given the rights of 

resource use and also the decision making powers in all the matters concerning the forest 

management at the village level (Tanzania JFM guide lines, 2013). 

The forest policy of Tanzania shows that the JFM program was initiated for the 

achievement of three objectives; i) Improvement of the forest condition with the 

collaboration of local community ii) Improvement of local community livelihoods 

through sharing of forest benefits iii) Improvement of forest governance at the local/ 

community level through establishment of community organizations (Govt. of Tanzania, 

2003). 
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2.7.4 JFM In Zambia: 

In response to the loss of forests both qualitatively and quantitatively, the Govt. of 

Zambia reviewed their forest policy and made a plan of action known as Zambia Forest 

Action Plan to address these problems. Forest Policy 1998 and Forest Act 1999 were the 

result of this review. The new forest policy strongly advised the Joint Forest Management 

by involving the forest adjacent communities in the planning, management and protection 

of forests. Legal basis for the JFM was provided under the Forest Act 1999 (GRZ, 1999). 

To implement the policy directives, JFM guidelines were prepared by the Govt. of 

Zambia in order to execute agreements with the local communities for co-management of 

forest resources. The key expectations from the Zambia JFM program were sustainable 

management of forests with reduction in the cost of management and livelihoods 

improvement of rural communities (GRZ, 1999). The JFM experience in Zambia 

indicated that it can really improve people lives in rural villages (Murali, 2003).   

2.8 Studies on Joint Forest Management/ Experiences of 

JFM: 

The studies conducted by researchers on the JFM programs in different countries 

have shown mixed results. Some of their findings are discussed in the following section; 

A study on the livelihoods analysis of JFM in Uttarkand was conducted by Sarin 

(2010) who found improvement in the livelihoods of the local community through easy 

access to the forest produce (fire wood, fodder, construction timber). The JFM had 

provided income generating opportunities to the locals through sale of Non Timber Forest 
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Products, medicinal herbs, nurseries, plantations. Forest based small scale enterprises 

were operating in the area. He concluded that income from the forest produce was 

contributing towards livelihoods of the rural communities. 

Another study conducted by Murli (2005) in Kerala (Calicut and Waynad 

Districts) showed that institutionalization of JFM through involvement of the local 

communities had a positive impact on their livelihoods. He found that JFM was providing 

livelihoods to the local communities in 2 ways. Firstly, the JFM had contributed in the 

development and protection of forest resources in the area due to which better flow of 

forest produce were available to the locals. Secondly, the JFM had developed the 

livelihood assets of the vulnerable people at the community level. 

Rao et al (2009) carried out a study on JFM program in Karnataka. The results of 

their study indicated that the JFM was sustaining the livelihoods of the locals through 

regular provision of the fuel wood, grazing lands/ fodder for livestock and NTFPs. The 

JFM had also established the fund collecting system at the local level. The funds were 

utilized on forestry and infrastructure development activities in the community. All these 

activities of JFM were supporting the livelihoods of the locals. The JFM was found not 

only successful in the sustainable management of forest resources, but also effective in 

the improvement of the rural livelihoods through forestry activities. 

Behera (2007) also concluded in his study on JFM in Andra Pradesh, India that 

the JFM had a great potential for community empowerment and poverty reduction 

through improvement of the livelihoods of the rural poor communities. 
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Ajaz ul Islam analyzed the benefits of JFM program in Kashmir Valley 

(Baramulla District). The data was collected from one hundred and thirty seven 

beneficiaries. The main objectives of the JFM program were awareness of the locals 

regarding sustainable management and use of forest resources, availability of the forest 

products (such as firewood, NTFPs, construction, fodder), forest protection and 

development and effective use of the village land. He found that the overall impact of 

JFM program on the local community was medium and less effective in terms of 

benefitting the locals. The study showed differences in JFM benefits among the poor and 

influential/ land owners. 

Murthy (2009) carried out a study on forest fires in Jharkand. The study indicated 

that the JFM program failed to overcome the issue of forest fires and also the protection 

of JFM plantations. The forest fires were destroying the JFM forestry interventions and 

also degrading the soil and arousing land sliding problems. The main hurdles in the 

effectiveness of the JFM program were illiteracy, high level of the local dependency on 

forests, lack of awareness, encroachment of forest lands for agriculture and illegal cutting 

of forest trees. 

Sahu (2008) studied the livelihood impact of JFM in Orrisa. The study showed 

that the local people especially the poor, daily wagers and landless were getting large 

portion of their total annual income from the JFM forests. The JFM contributed in their 

income through access/ provision of forest products like wild fruits, vegetables, 

mushrooms, construction timber, fire wood, timber, medicinal plants and silt. The other 

livelihoods contributions of JFM were increasing the income of rural poor, capacity 
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building and skill development, handicrafts and agro based cottage inputs infrastructure 

development and safety net for the rural poor in times of need. 

Bwalya (2004) reported that to improve the rural livelihoods under the JFM 

system, empowering of the local communities and returns for the management and 

protection of forest resources to the participating communities is a pre-requisite. Dewee 

(1994) stated that involvement of the local communities in the management and 

conservation of forest resources can overcome the issues of deforestation. 

Decentralization of authority, community empowerment and active participation of the 

rural people in management of forests result in the sustainable management and use of 

forest resources. 

Yadav (2001) conducted a study on the performance of Joint Forest Management 

Committees (JFMCs) established in Andhra Pradesh, India. The study assessed the 

effectiveness of JFMCs in implementation of the JFM plans at the community level. He 

found that the technical support of forest department under the JFM program was 

inadequate and the JFM plans were not up to the mark. The JFMCs were mostly involved 

in patrolling activities instead of forest management. The active involvement of the local 

communities and condition of the forest resources are the main contributing factors in the 

effectiveness of the JFM. Therefore, the institutional planning of the JFMCs, their 

capability of forest management and the benefits for mobilizing the involvement of local 

communities in the JFM were assessed. He found that due to lack of capacity in planning 

and management and lack of awareness, the forest resources management by the locals 

was underutilized. He further found differences among the larger and smaller groups 

involved in forest management under the JFM program. The smaller groups were more 
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active and efficient in the management of forest resources under the JFM program as 

compared to the larger groups who were found less active in management of large forest 

tracts and generating the resources. However, each group had the same and equal chances 

of getting support from government. 

Das and Sarkar (2009) in their study conducted in eight villages in Bankura 

district found that after the JFM program, the income of all the groups of rural 

households especially the landless and poor households has increased. The JFM had 

made possible the increase/ additional income of the marginalized class from the forest 

resources in the JFM villages. 

Somanthan (2003) also examined the impact of JFM program on income of the 

rural households in Tamil nadu (theni district). He selected hundred households as a 

study sample. The results of his study revealed that the JFM program had positive impact 

on income of the households in the JFM areas and the average income was improved by 

11 percent. He found that the JFM had also contributed in the better management of 

livestock due to which the livestock unit was increased in the area. 

Another study about the dependency of rural communities on JFM program was 

conducted by Damodaran (2010) in the Salem district of Tamil nadu. He found that the 

local poor people were highly reliant on forest resources for sustaining their daily 

livelihoods. Specifically, the collection of fire wood was very high which was also found 

to be the key determinant of household income status. 

Nagaraja (2008) studied the role of JFM program in providing employment 

opportunities to the local communities in Karnataka. The study indicated that during a 
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period of one year, the JFM had created paid employment of twenty million rupees for 

the rural communities at the local level. 

Dev et al (2011) carried out a study on the impacts of JFM in Sankuwasabha, 

Terathun, Dankuta & Bojpur (the 4 districts of Nepal). Their study found varied impacts 

of JFM, but had been positive in general regarding the income earning opportunities at 

household level, infrastructure development, protection and development of forests, 

improved social networking, benefits from the forest produce to the locals and 

community participation in JFM activities. They concluded that keeping in view the 

needs of rural communities; further investigation is also required at the government level 

to explore the potentials of joint forest management in order to meet the specific needs of 

the locals. 

Baral, Poudyal and Kanel (2005) also studied the impact of JFM on the condition 

of forests in Nepal. They reported that involvement of the local communities in the 

management of forests under the JFM program had contributed in the regeneration and 

improvement of degraded forests. During the period of ten to fifteen years, the forest 

trees increased by fifty one percent and the shrub lands were changed into forest lands. 

Their study further indicated the overall 2000 ha increase in the forest cover in JFM 

villages in four districts of Nepal. 

Kafle (2003) carried out a study on JFM contribution in user’s household income 

using data from 92 household of Gorkha district of Nepal. The study found Non – farm 

sources were contributing the main income of households (65.5 percent share). The 

agriculture sources were contributing 16.8 percent followed by the income from livestock 
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2.4 percent. JFM programme supported 12.3 per cent of poor household’s income. 

Whereas the contribution of JFM in the income of middle class was 4.06 percent 

followed by the upper class/ rich people 2.77 percent. He also reported that the JFM 

income of the rich people seemed low in %age but the absolute JFM benefits to the upper 

households were largest as compare to the poor class. He also found low involvement of 

the poor households in decision making. 

According to Kanel (2005), not all the success stories of Nepal, however, are 

without challenges. The program suffered from a number of challenges including: value 

addition problem to forest produce, different forest management regimes, extending the 

JFM coverage, JFM implementation in community forests for poverty reduction, income 

generating activities and utilization of funds for the users group. Fisher, Prabhu and 

McDougall, (2007) mention the socio cultural hierarchy, the entrenched bureaucratic 

culture of multilateral government agency and limited human and financial resources as 

major challenges of Nepal’s JFM programme. To alleviate these problems the following 

actions were taken. First, the community forestry was redefined for livelihoods 

improvement. Second, income from the JFM program was used for reduction of poverty. 

Third, access to the forest produce was increased in the JFM areas for the poor class. 

Fourth, allowing Community Forest User Groups to set up small scale forest ventures in 

the area (Kanel, et al, 2005). 

Experience from Nepal suggests the configuration of forestry policies and 

operating rules as a pre-requisite for livelihoods improvement and sustainable 

management of forests. Nepal’s experience signifies the absences of universally 

applicable forestry policy, which works well for all country; the best policy is the one that 
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fits to the existing condition. The creation of a comprehensive program in the policy 

framework, the expansion of civil society and democratic movement to rural area and 

support provided by international agency were the major opportunities of Nepal JFM 

programme (Fisher, Prabhu and McDougall, 2007). 
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Chapter 3       Context of the Study 

3.1 Brief History of Human-Forest Relations in the Sub-

Continent: 

3.1.1 Early Period (2500 BCE - 1000 CE) 

Human forest relationship during the pre-history is shrouded in darkness but we 

can presume on certain evidences that forest covered much of the region and the people 

of the sub-continent were reliant on the forests. Before the introduction of agriculture, the 

people were dependent on wild foods, fruits, mushrooms, honey and so many other forest 

foods. 

According to the administrative manual of King Kautilya, a manager was 

appointed for the forest management operations which included not only the harvesting 

of trees and its protection but also fines were imposed on illegal cutting of trees. It is 

reported that certain animals and birds were protected from hunting during the ruling 

period of Ashoka (Rawat, 1991) 

3.1.2 Medieval Period (1000-1700)  

This period starts with a series of attacks by Ghaznavis, Arabs and Ghories from 

the west which ends with the establishment of sub-continent (1206-1526/ Dehli sultanate) 

followed by (1526-1850/ Moghul Empire). During this period the tax collection from 

forests and agriculture was started. With increase in economy, the forest and NTFPs trade 
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also showed considerable increase during the medieval period. Clearing of forest lands 

for acquiring agriculture lands was also encouraged by the Moghuls. 

Forests were looked upon as a state sphere by the medieval rulers. They were, 

however aware of the forest related traditional rights and needs of the local communities. 

Though, much of the region was cleared from forests during this period, however, in high 

lands large forest covers remained protected. 

3.1.3 Colonial Period (1700-1947)  

The sub-continent came under the control of British Empire between 1770 and 

1860. Little control on cutting of forests and timber trade was noticed during the early 

colonial period. Following note of Dietrich Brandis speaks volume about the prevailing 

condition of forests. 

“The forests have been cleared over large districts and provinces and the 

remaining accessible forests timber was cut and used as firewood, construction of 

buildings, bridges, ships and sleepers for railways”. 

Throughout South Asia the nationalization of forest lands created extensive 

displacement of forest dependent people. System of common property management was 

eroded. It was because of the colonial government that the cohesion of rural communities 

was undermined in the sub-continent. 

The colonial Govt. was interested in the conversion of forest lands into agriculture 

lands for tax purposes. The colonial set-up was concerned when it observed that forests 

specially teak trees used in shipbuilding were rapidly diminishing. They appointed 
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Captain Watson as conservator of forests in 1806 in order to control the situation. Captain 

established strict control on timber and stopped the loss quickly. However, the colonial 

Govt. cancelled Watson orders because of the protests made by timber traders. The 

cutting of government teak forests was stopped in 1840 and another forest conservator 

was appointed in1847. A German Botanist (Dietrich Brandis) was appointed by the 

colonial government in 1855 for the management of teak forests. Due to his impressive 

performance, he was made the first Inspector General of Forests in 1864. The formal 

forest management service was established in 1865.  

According to Dr. Ramchandra Guha (1999), the first IG Forests (Brandis) 

suggested 125 years ago the adoption of “a forest management system based on 

collaborative relationship between the rural communities and government” which is the 

basic concept of JFM. But his advice was rejected by the colonial Govt. and implemented 

the 1878 Forest Act which endorsed punitive methods of forest management and a strict 

control of Govt. over the forest resources. With very few changes only, the 1878 Act 

became the Pakistan Forest Act of 1927. 

In 1901, the North-West Frontier (now the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa) Province came 

into existence. Forest services within the new province were consolidated and a 

Conservator of Forests was appointed. For some time, it remained under the Chief 

Conservator of Forests of the Punjab Province. In September 1935, the provincial forest 

cadre was placed under Provincial administration, completing the separation of the KP 

from the Punjab. However, it is important to mention that the regions beyond the 

Peshawar plain and west of river Indus (the three independent princely states of Chitral, 
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Swat and Dir) were not part of KP Province and thus beyond colonial control. In 1969 

these states were merged into Pakistan. 

3.1.4 Modern Era (1947- Present)  

After independence the majority of south asian countries retained the colonial 

laws and forest management approaches. They were also trying to reserve the forests 

under feudal control and to extend the reserve forest management system to these forests. 

The feudal system of jagirdari and zamindari forests was abolished which caused 

exploitation of forest tracts. The loss of authority over forests was expected by these 

feudal landlords in Pakistan, India and Bangladesh due to which the logging activities 

were increased during 1947- 1950. 

1950 to 1970 was the time of industrial and economic development in the south 

asian countries and it was assumed that the forests should be exploited for commercial 

purposes. Therefore, most of the forest policies of that period encouraged and accelerated 

the extraction of timber mostly in excess of the available yield. 

The commercial forestry was facing problems in the late 1970s in most of the 

region due to exhaust of the timber. On the other hand, the deforestation had not only 

stimulated environmental problems in the region but was also depriving millions of rural 

forest dependent people from their sole livelihood source. 

The World Bank, ADB and other development organizations made investments in 

the forestry sector in early 1980s and promoted participatory approach of forest 

management by involving the rural communities in the management of forest resources 
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which is the basic concept of joint forest management. After a decade, every country in 

South Asia adopted or experimented to some degree with this forest management model.    

3.2 State of Forests in Pakistan: 

Pakistan covers an area of 887,000 square kilometers. The country consists of 

four largely self-governing provinces – the Punjab, the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP), Sindh 

and Balochistan. Gilgit Baltistan is administered like a province. Islamabad is the capital 

of Pakistan. The rate of population growth in Pakistan is very high and now it is among 

the top six populous countries of the world. According to the Govt. census reports the 

population of the country grew from 132 million in (1998) to 212 million in (2017). The 

environmental consequences of this high increase in the population are visible such as 

clearing of the forest hills due to increase in the demand of timber and other forest 

produce especially the firewood (Govt. of Pakistan, 2017). 

 Pakistan lays in the dry temperate & moist, tropical & sub-tropical, alpine & sub-

alpine region. Weather of the country is very cold in winter and hot in summer with 

differences in the rainfall and temperature in its different zones. In its dry climatic 

lowlands, the vegetation is thorn forests. According to Michael Dove these dry lowlands 

of the country were highly productive in the past with a variety of wild life. 

“During the 17th century, the presence of tigers, elephants and other wildlife on the 

Punjab plains has been documented by European travelers and Moghuls. Now these areas 

of Punjab have been cleared from the natural forests and wildlife.” 
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There are 04 major categories of forests in Pakistan (riverain forests, mangrove 

forests, scrub forests and coniferous forests). Chir pine, conifers & alpine are the sub 

types of coniferous forests. Mostly the coniferous forests are in the Hazara and Malakand 

Regions of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

Forests in Pakistan have a contested definition. Generally it is accepted that the 

area falls within the administrative control of a provincial Forest Department is classified 

as forest. However in practice, one finds that various provinces of Pakistan are using their 

own definitions and criteria to collect the data on and around forests. The definitional 

problem partly arises due to the big diversity of forest trees existing in Pakistan because 

of its climatic conditions. Mangroves forests along coastal belt of Sindh and Balochistan, 

farm forests in Punjab and coniferous forests in KP and Punjab are some of examples of 

various forests types in Pakistan. The data on all these types of forests is collected, 

aggregated and then reported as national figure on forests. 

Forest types and coverage:  

Important forest types across Pakistan include (FSMP, 1992): 

• 1.92 million ha of hill coniferous forests (46% of the total forests) 

• 1.19 million ha scrub or foot hill forests (28% of the total forests comprise mainly 

of dry 

thorn forests and dry subtropical broad leave trees). 

• 0.103 million ha irrigated plantations, major species include Shisham, Eucalyptus 

and Poplar.  

• 0.466 million ha farmland trees, mainly eucalyptus and poplar. 
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• 0.173 million ha riverain forests, mainly Shisham and Babul. 

• 0.207 million ha mangroves in the delta of Indus river. 

• 0.161 million ha miscellaneous plantations. 

It is in the above mentioned definitional context that forests, scrubs or trees planted 

on farm lands cover only 5.01% of the total land area ranking it under Low Forest Cover 

Countries (Govt. of Pakistan, 2008) when compared with the world average of 30.3 

percent. It is also low when compared with Asian average of 18.5 percent of the total land 

area. The forest area of Pakistan is even lower as compared to the South Asian countries 

of the region, for example in Bhutan, Sri Lanka, Nepal, India and Bangladesh, forest area 

is, 68, 30, 25.4, 22.8 and 6.7 percent respectively of the total land area of these countries 

(FAO, 2007). Due to the rapid increase in population, the forest resources are insufficient 

to fulfill the requirements for wood in Pakistan. There is a huge gap between the demand 

and potential for supply. Therefore, the forests in Pakistan particularly in KP Province are 

under pressure (National Forest Policy, 2015). 

About 40% of the total forest area of Pakistan is in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province, 

mostly located in the mountainous tract of Malakand and Hazara civil divisions. The 

remaining forests are in Balochistan (14 percent), Punjab (14.4 percent), Sindh (9.4 

percent), Gilgit Baltistan (15.7 percent) and AJK (6.5 percent). The average per capita 

forest and woodland area in the country is 0.023 ha/capita, which is amongst the lowest 

in the world. The rural forest adjacent communities, especially in the mountains are poor 

and depend mainly on forests for their subsistence and other needs. They are compelled 

by circumstances, notwithstanding the legal restrictions, to over exploit forests for timber 

(for domestic needs and sale for income) and firewood, especially for warming their 
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abodes during the cold months of winter. The rapidly increasing human (2.6% annual 

growth) and livestock populations and their dependence on forests has put heavy pressure 

on the existing forests and protected areas due to unsustainable use and lack of affordable 

alternatives. 

The forest cover in Pakistan is very small, but these forests plays an important role 

not only in environmental services but is the sole source of livelihoods of millions of 

rural people living in the forest areas. The forests of the country are the main source of 

large-scale eco-system services, i.e. provisioning, regulatory, cultural, and supportive. 

These forests provide provisioning services like fresh water, and other resources like 

fuel-wood, timber, fodder, honey, gum, medicinal plants and other sources of livelihood 

support. The forests prevent soil erosion, maintain clean water, provide habitat for 

wildlife and also supply nutrients to the soil that are necessary for the growth of plants, 

vegetables, fruits and seeds. The forest industry has helped to sustain communities and 

has a main contribution in the economy at regional and provincial level. Moreover, the 

forests provide recreational, tourism and hunting opportunities for the people, firewood 

cutting for meeting domestic needs, and many other outdoor pursuits. 

The deforestation rate in Pakistan is very high. During 1990 to 2000, the annual rate 

of deforestation was 1.8 percent and 2000 to 2005 the recorded annual change rate was 

2.1 percent. Both the quantity and quality of forests in Pakistan are deteriorating. The 

annual depletion rate of Mangrove and coniferous forests from 1991 to 2001 was 4900 

(2.37 percent) and 40100 (2.09 percent) respectively. The degradation rate of coniferous 

forest is very high due to its high timber value and mountainous location. More than fifty 
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percent of conifer forests have canopy cover of less than twenty five percent (UNDP, 

2016). 

Within a period of 100 years (1880 to 1980), the WRI has recorded 52 % decrease in 

the area under forest cover in Pakistan. The estimated deforestation rate in Pakistan is 

varied as reported by different studies such as (FAO, 1998 1.1% (55000 ha), Khattak, 

1994 (10000 ha), Hussain, 1994 1.5%). According to the Govt. of Pakistan (2015) the 

annual deforestation rate is 27000 ha. 

3.3 Legal Classification of Forests in Pakistan: 

There are two legal categories of forests in Pakistan: State owned (Public Forests) 

and non-state (private forests) (FSMP, 1992). 

3.3.1 State Owned Forests 

State owned forests falls within the jurisdiction of Govt. that are controlled and 

managed by the forest departments of the provinces. Legally, these State owned forests 

are further divided into 04 types (protected forests, reserve forests, unclassed forests and 

resumed lands). 

Reserved Forests 

These forests are generally free from rights and all activities in these forests are 

prohibited such as rights to passage, to water, to grazing, cut grass, enter into a fenced 

enclosure, set fire and fuel wood collection without the permission of Government. 
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Protected Forests 

Protected forests are also state owned but differ from reserve forests. In the 

protected forests, all activities/ acts are allowed unless banned by the Government. The 

local communities are permitted for grazing, fodder and firewood collection. 

Resumed Lands 

Under the Act of Land Reforms 1959, the maximum limit of land ownership was 

fixed by the Government of Pakistan. After implementation of this Act the lands 

surrendered by the big land owners are called resumed lands. This category of land/ 

forest was made after 1960, therefore it is not given in the Pakistan Forest Act of 1927. 

The legal provisions of protected forests were then extended to resume lands (Jan, 1993). 

Un-classed Forests 

Unclassed forests are those forests which are in the jurisdiction of Govt. but they 

are not managed as protected or reserve forests. 

3.3.2 Non State (Private Owned Forests) 

Private owned forests comprise of those forests which are in the ownership of 

local people. These forests are under varying degrees of government control. They are 

further divided into 05 categories. These are communal forests, guzara forests, choas act 

areas, section 38 areas and farm forest areas (FSMP, 1992). A brief description of each 

category is given below; 
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Guzara Forests 

Guzara is a local word which means subsistence. In 1872 during the settlement of 

land ownership when the forests were declared as reserve/ government property, sizeable 

pieces of forests surrounding the local people were named as guzara forests to fulfill the 

requirements of rural communities residing in these areas (Jan, 1993). The ownership of 

guzara forests is with the local communities individually (with families) or jointly (with 

the villagers) (Hassan, 2001). 

Communal Forests 

These forests are a sub-category of the guzara forests. There is no distinction 

between the two except that the communal forest is owned by the whole village whereas 

the guzara forest may be owned by small family or village community (Jan, 1993). 

Chaos Act Area 

The piece of private land that is exposed to erosion danger and harmful for the 

public property/ buildings, the Govt. can take over such areas under the chaos act which 

are then called chaos act areas. The chaos act areas may be given back to the owner after 

management. 

Section 38 Areas 

Those pieces of lands which are voluntary given to the forestry department by the 

local land owners for plantation for a period of ten to twenty years under the section 38 of 

the forest act are called as section 38 areas. 
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Farm Forest Areas 

The trees on the farm lands owned by private people are called farm forest areas. 

Mostly the farm forests are owned by farmers. The farm forests are the key contributor in 

meeting the timber demands at the regional and national level. 

3.4 The Forestry Reform Process: (From the Top-Down Colonial 

Approach to Joint Forest Management)   

The colonial system of forestry management satisfied colonial objectives of forest 

conservation through a tight control and command system with little to no regard for 

community participation. The tenability of such a system, however, in a context where 

the government is attempting to complement SFM with poverty alleviation of resource-

dependent communities was highly questionable. 

In September 1992, enormous rains poured over North-western Pakistan, 

triggering a flood that caused havoc along the entire Indus region and also destroyed the 

region forest stock. Disastrous floods acted as a catalyst to force the government to 

institute a comprehensive forest sector reform process. Since 1992, a number of major 

initiatives have been undertaken, all aiming to depart from the inherited colonial system 

and advocated for more participatory forms of forest governance and a forest 

management beyond a focus on timber, to increasingly include local livelihood needs and 

poverty concerns. 

The forestry reform process marked the first major initiative in the country to 

overhaul forest management. The process promised much in terms of sustainable use of 
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natural resources. Indeed, almost all reform documents stress changes that hold the 

potential of encouraging the forest sector management to move in the right direction. The 

two guiding principles of the reform process are the need for active community 

involvement in planning and implementation of the reforms, and the need to involve the 

private sector in management of forest resources. 

3.4.1 Policy and Legal Interventions: 

In the above context, the major initiatives taken are briefly outlined below;  

Master Plan for Forestry Development (1993-2018):  

The twenty-five year Forestry Sector Master Plan (FSMP) was prepared in 1992. 

The document provides general vision for the forestry sector and identifies priorities over 

the plan’s period in order to streamline support for the sector in the future. The broad 

goals identified in the plan are to protect, manage and rehabilitate forests, increase fuel 

wood production in upland watersheds and lowland farms, as well as improve land use 

and productivity in order to address rising poverty. The Plan calls for greater participation 

of local people in planning, as well as an extended role for the private sector. It also 

recommended that the existing Forest Act 1927 be updated and revised to make it less 

prohibitive and punitive, and participatory. It focused on increasing tree planting by 

individuals and communities through community forestry and extension programmes, 

encourages the involvement of NGOs and increasing the price of fuel wood and timber in 

the country (FSMP, 1992) 
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National Conservation Strategy (1992) 

This strategy seeks to approach the entire set of economic concerns through the 

sustainable development paradigm. The document is not limited to forestry. In fact, it is 

considered the landmark document on incorporating environmental concerns into all 

national policies. Recommendations of the NCS remain extremely relevant for 

government policy-making (Pakistan Planning Commission, 1992). 

Sarhad Provincial Conservation Strategy (1996) 

The Sarhad Provincial Conservation Strategy (SPCS) was a direct result of 

consultations that followed the NCS. The SPCS is a KP-specific document which, like 

the NCS, seeks to insert sustainable development principles into mainstream provincial 

policy formulation and implementation. The SPCS provided the impetus for much of the 

forest sector reforms proposed during the decade (SPCS, 1996). 

Community Participation through Joint Forest Management: 

The GTZ (German aid agency) initiated a Community forestry project known as 

siran forest development project (SFDP) for natural resource management in Siran Forest 

Division of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan in 1992. The forest department and GTZ 

jointly initiated the project activities in respond to forest depletion. The initial activities 

of the SFD project were nursery raising, plantations, training of the field staff of forest 

department and infrastructure development at the community level. The SFD Project in 

1996 implemented the approach of joint forest management. The project in 

collaboration with the local community and forest department personnel established the 
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first Joint Forest Management Committee in reserve forests of Methal village of 

Siran Forest Division, KP, Pakistan. This was the strategic shift from the traditional 

forest management to participatory forest management by involving the local 

communities in the management of reserve forests. Therefore, the SFD project is called 

to be the first project in KP, Pakistan which opened door to JFM at the policy and 

operational level (Poffenberger, 2000). 

This was the achievement of SFD project that encouraged the modification of 

Hazara Forest Act of 1936 in order to give legal basis for JFM. Thus, the Hazara 

Community Participation Rules (1996-97) were enacted which was the first upgrade of 

the Hazara Forest Act 1936.  These Rules foster community participation in the 

management of protected and reserved forests by setting a mandate and providing 

guidelines for the JFM including the establishment of JFMCs and execution of 

agreement regarding the benefit sharing mechanism (Steimann, 2004; Ali, 2007). 

New, legal rules at the provincial level allow local people living near state-owned 

forests to be involved in their management. A joint forest management committee brings 

landowners and tenants together to prepare a management plan, execute harvesting 

operations, control uses and resolve conflict. JFM Committee members maintain an 

agreement with the provincial Forest Department. 

Amendment in the rules legally allowed the participation of the local forest 

adjacent communities in the management of reserve forests. The JFMC brings together 

the marginalized poor people and landowners to resolve the conflicts and jointly manage 

the forest resources. 
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Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Policy (1999) 

In line with the FSMP, the KP Provincial Forest Policy was issued in 1999 which 

calls for involvement of local people in the sustainable management of forests. The forest 

policy 1999 recognized the role of forest resources in livelihoods provision to the rural 

communities (Ali, 2007). The guiding principle of the Forest Policy, 1999 is 

“involvement of the rural communities in the planning and implementation of all the 

forest resources management activities” (Khan, 2007). 

The Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Commission Act (1999) 

As part of the reform process, in 1999, the KP Forestry Commission Act was 

designed to establish an independent commission to oversee the work of the Provincial 

Forest Department as well as to ensure proper implementation of various 

recommendations of the reform process. A Forestry Roundtable was also established 

under the Act in order to ensure stakeholder participation. 

KP Forest Ordinance (2002) 

The entire set of policy documents and initiatives such as Joint Forest 

Management under the reform process needed a legal basis for their effective 

implementation. Therefore, a draft Forest Ordinance was initially floated in 2001, which 

was later revised and enacted in its current form. On 10th June 2002, the KP Forest 

Ordinance, 2002 was promulgated. 
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The Ordinance officially replaced the Forest Act 1927 and the Hazara Forest Act 

1936. In 2003-04, detailed forest management rules were established under the Ordinance 

to provide a specific regulatory framework to implement the reform process. 

Major guiding principles of the KP Forest Ordinance, 2002 are; 

• Local community and other stakeholder’s involvement in the preparation and 

execution of forest policies and other management plans of forests.  

• To ensure active participation of the forest adjacent communities in the 

management and development of forest resources and the use of forest and role of 

the locals shall be clearly defined.   

• To the possible extent, the duties of forestry department in the management of 

forests shall be limited to preparation of forest management plans, forestry 

research, advisory/ technical inputs and monitoring progress. 

3.4.2 Institutionalization of Joint Forest Management under the KP 

Forest Ordinance 2002: 

One major development in the forestry reform process was the institutionalization 

of JFM through KP Forest Ordinance, 2002. The Forest Ordinance lays heavy emphasis 

on the concept of JFM as a principal means of ensuring sustainability through community 

participation. According to Forest Ordinance 2002; 

“Section 101 and 102-Joint forest management--- Legally empowers the forest officer/ 

DFO to execute an agreement with the local communities and establish the Joint Forest 

Management Committee (JFMC) in accordance with the prescribed rules for the 
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management of all types of forests (reserve, protected, guzara, and other forests) within 

the forest division under his jurisdiction. These forests will be called community forests 

(KP Forest Ordinance, 2002). 

The institutionalization of the JFM was based on the recognition that the 

traditional approach and policing role of forest department was not effective in the 

sustainable management and protection of forestry resources. Before giving legal 

protection to JFM, it was also piloted by the SFD Project in the reserve forests which not 

only shows good results but also mobilized and encouraged the local community to get 

stake and benefits from the government reserve forests where all the acts were prohibited 

before JFM. 

JFM was then made part of the legislation and operating rules of the concept 

namely; Joint Forest Management (Community Participation) Rules, 2004 were also 

framed by the Govt. of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Forestry Department on 24/12/2004. The 

approach of JFM was then expanded to whole of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province and 

a number of JFMCs (representative forum of the rural communities/ villagers) have been 

established under the above rules in various parts of the KP Province for joint 

management of forests. 

3.5 Joint Forest Management & Rural Livelihoods in KP, 

Pakistan: 

In Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, forests are an important part of the day to day lives of 

the rural forest adjacent communities. The forest adjacent people who make their income 

from the forest resources are the poorest segments of society because these people are 
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highly reliant on the natural environment (Durr, 2002). In KP, Pakistan the benefits 

derived by the local communities from forest resources include fuel wood for cooking 

and heating purposes, construction timber, Non-Timber Forests Products (NTFPs) and 

medicinal plants. Forests are one of the important livelihoods sources of these poor rural 

people. The studies conducted by Steimann, 2005 & 2006;Awais, 2005; Ali et al., 2006 

indicated that fire wood is the most important subsistence oriented livelihoods of the rural 

people living close to forests especially in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa . Secondly, the 

mountainous forest people are also dependent on forest wood/ timber for shelter as the 

houses of these people are mostly made of wood. The main constructional material in 

these forest areas is forest wood. Thirdly, the forests provide grazing lands/ fodder to the 

livestock of rural people. 

As per JFM (Community Participation) Rules, 2004 the local community/ 

beneficiaries are entitled to receive the royalty share in the sale of forest produce. They 

are particularly allowed to collect and market non-timber forest produce like herbs, seeds, 

spices, grasses, mushrooms, medicinal plants from the forest, subject to management, 

resolution or restriction provided in the Joint Forest Management Plan and under other 

terms and conditions of the agreement executed between forest department and JFMC/ 

local community (JFM Rules, 2004). 

The key aim of JFM is livelihoods improvement of the communities as well as 

improving the condition of forests through involvement of the forest adjacent 

communities in the protection and development of forests. The research study was, 

therefore, designed to assess the impact/ role of Joint Forest Management in livelihoods 

provision to the rural communities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. 
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3.6 Framework of the Study: 

The main focus of this research study was impact assessment of the JFM 

regarding its twofold objective of forest development and livelihoods improvement. After 

thorough analysis of various JFM studies conducted in different countries, an impact 

pathway was developed in line with the study objectives to analyze the impact of JFM on 

rural livelihoods in the study villages. The framework describes the cause-and-effect 

relationship as a result of JFM implementation and the impact it may have on rural 

livelihoods. 
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Chapter 4       Methodology 

This chapter describes and explains the methodology of research study. It begins 

with the description of study area, and is followed by justification for selection of Kalam 

and Siran Forest Divisions of KP Forest Department as study sites. The chapter further 

gives an insight of the study sites and explains how the research study was conducted i.e. 

sampling procedure and sampling techniques applied for selection of respondents from 

local community/ JFMCs and Forest Department Personnel. This chapter ends by giving 

the data collection and data analysis tools. 

4.1 Study Area – Universe: 

The Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province of Pakistan was selected for the research 

study because the approach of Joint Forest Management is being implemented there since 

1996. Secondly, the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province has the largest area of forests of the 

country i.e. 40% of the total forests of Pakistan are in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. (Land Use 

Map of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province of Pakistan is given as Annexure-IV) 

In Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, management of forests is the responsibility of Forest 

Department headed by the Secretary Forestry, Environment & Wildlife. The KP Forest 

Department comprises of 03 Forest Regions i.e. (Hazara, Malakand & South Regions). 

Each Forest Region is controlled by the Chief Conservator of Forests. These 03 Forest 

Regions are further divided into Forest Circles and Forest Divisions headed by the 

Conservator of Forests and Divisional Forest Officers.  
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For the present research study, Kalam and Siran Forest Divisions of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department were selected as case studies. The Kalam Forest 

Division is in District Swat whereas Siran Forest Division is in District Mansehra. The 

reasons for selection of these 02 forest divisions were; 

The concept of Joint Forest Management was initially started in Siran Forest 

Division through Siran Forest Development Project and a number of JFMCs have been 

established in Siran Forest Division since then. The concerned staff of Forest Department 

and rural community remained involved in JFM.  

Kalam Forest Division is also one of those forest divisions where a number of 

JFMCs have been formed and the concerned staff of Forest Department and rural 

community remained involved in JFM.  

Further, Swat and Mansehra Districts are those districts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 

Pakistan which have maximum forest resource. 

4.2 Description of Study Area/ Selected Forest Divisions: 

4.2.1 Kalam Forest Division (District Swat) 

Kalam Forest Division is located in the administrative district Swat of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. Swat was a princely state in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, until it was 

dissolved in 1969. With snowcapped peaks, green meadows, waterfalls and glaciers, clear 

lakes, pastures, streams and dark forests, the Swat is called as Switzerland of Pakistan by 

the tourists. 
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Geographically, district Swat stretches from 34°34´ to 35°55´ North latitude and 

72°10´ to 72°50´ East longitude covering an area of about 5,337 Sq. km. The valley is 

surrounded by high mountains. Its altitude varies between 2500 to 7500 feet above sea 

level (Govt. of KP, 2015). Swat lies in the temperate Zone. The winter season of Swat is 

very harsh with minimum temperature of -2°C. The summer is moderate with a 

maximum temperature of 34°C. The rain and snowfall occurs during the winter. The legal 

category of forests in district swat is protected forests covering 20% (497,969 acres) of 

the total land area with variety of pine trees (Govt. of Pakistan, 2015). 

The population of Swat District is 2,309,570 with 70% rural population as per 

2017 census, making it the third-largest district of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. Out of the total 

population, 50.7% are male whereas 49.3% are female. Average annual growth rate was 

3.24 from 1998 to 2017. According to census 2017, population density in district Swat is 

430/km2. Main languages spoken in the area are Pashto and Kohistani. 

The jurisdiction of Kalam Forest Division has spread over Madyn, Behrain and 

kalam valleys of district Swat. Maximum area of Kalam forest division is mountainous 

with very little plain area. It is connected with Swat Forest Division on south-west. 

Various streams coming down from snowcapped mountains connect together forming 

Swat River (Hussain, 2014). 

Kalam Forest Division lies in dry Temperate zone. The area is too much cold in 

winter forcing the population at the high altitude to migrate with bulk of their livestock to 

the valley bottom. The precipitation is received in the form of snow and rain. The bulk of 
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rain falls from December to May which varies with altitude. The average annual rainfall 

is 492mm whereas the average annual snowfall is 423.56cm. 

The people living here can broadly be divided into two demographic categories. 

i.e the Pukhtoons and the Kohistani. Lower part of the Division mainly comprises of 

Pashto speaking people while the upper part from Ayeen onward to Behrain, Kalam, 

Utror, Gabral and Usho are Kohistani speaking tribes. 

Kalam forest division can be termed as Agri-Silvi- Pastoral based Division, where 

people seek their livelihood in agriculture, forest and livestock. Kalam Forest Division 

has a vast forest area. People here seek their livelihood in forest and forest products one 

way or other. Forests in Kalam Forest Division provide opportunities to the locals to earn 

their livings. Some of the people gain their earning by selling forest products including 

NTFPs and Medicinal plants. Forests provide space for livestock rearing, so majority of 

the people rear their livestock in forest premises. Moreover, some people bring firewood 

from the nearby forest and sell them in the local market which is one of the sources of 

livelihood for them. (Hussain, 2014) 

Regular land settlements in Kalam Forest Division were carried out in 1983. 

Under which the ownership of the Forest rest with the KP Government (the then NWFP 

Government), however, the local inhabitant tribes are entitled to 60% share from the sale 

of forests produce.  

Flora: The plant species in Kalam forest division can be broadly divided into two 

categories namely forest species and indigenous species. Forest species include Deodar, 

Kail, Fur, Spruce, and Pine while indigenous plants include acacia, mulberry, poplar, 
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willow etc. Fruit plants include walnuts, Persimmon (Red), Persimmon (Black), apple, 

Pear and grapes etc. various kinds of vegetables are grown in Kalam Forest Division 

which include Potato, Tomato, Cauliflower, French bean, gram, peas, pumpkins and 

cucumbers etc. Maize is the main crop here. However, wheat is also grown on small 

scale. 

Fauna: Fauna in Kalam Forest Division varies from domestic livestock to wild animals. 

Cows, buffalos, sheep, goats, horses, donkeys and mules etc are domestically reared. 

Wild life includes a variety of animals. In which monkeys, bears and birds of various 

kinds are included. Various species of amphibians and reptiles have also been reported in 

Kalam Forest Division. Among the fish family Trout fish is abundantly found in cold 

water of Kalam Forest Division. 

NTFPs: The valleys of Madyn, Behrain and Kalam are very rich in NTFPs production 

and medicinal herbs which provide income opportunities to a considerable number of 

local people. Some of the medicinal plants richly produced in Kalam Forest Division 

include; Ajuga bracteosa, Acorus calamus, Solanum nigrum, Adiantum venustum, Taxus 

buccata, Aesculus indica, Artimisia brevifolia, Arisaema Flavum ,Berberis lyceum, 

Polygonatum verticilatum, Rheum austral, Skimmia laureola, Valeriana jatamansi and 

many more. A variety of NTFPs are also produced in Kalam Forest Division such as 

black mushrooms, pine nuts, wild honey, wild persimmons, mulberry, wild fig etc.  

Mostly forest dwellers are involved in the collection of NTFPs who go to the 

forest to graze their livestock or collect firewood in forests. Collection by the dealers 

from local people is quite common in Kalam Forest Division. The dealers sell the NTFPs 
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to wholesalers in Mingora, Rawalpindi and Peshawar. From the wholesalers the 

mushrooms go to big cities such as Karachi, Lahore and Islamabad. Some of the NTFPs 

are used within country while others are exported to countries like Hong Kong, Germany, 

India, Middle East and South Africa (Hussain, 2014). 

The medicinal herbs are also collected by forest dwellers which are then sold 

either dried or fresh to the local grocers who sell them to wholesalers. The wholesalers 

sell these medicinal herbs to the pharmaceutical companies or to exporters. 

Office of the Divisional Forest Officer is located at Madyn, Swat. For forest 

management, Kalam Forest Division is divided into three forest sub-divisions (Behrain 

North, Behrain South and Kalam sub-divisions) headed by the Sub-Divisional Forest 

Officers and one forest range (Utror Range) headed by the Range Forest Officer. 

4.2.2 Siran Forest Division (District Mansehra) 

Siran Forest Division occurs in central part of district Mansehra of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. The district Mansehra is named after Man Singh, the Governor 

General under the rule of Ranjit Singh. It covers an area of 4,579 sq km. The 

Longitudinal Extent of District Mansehra is from 72° 48’9.43” East to 74° 8’51.05” East 

and Latitudinal Extent is from 32° 12’29.39” North to 35° 10’51.62”.  

Mansehra District is dominated by high and famous mountains like babusar pass 

and nanga parbat. The northern part of mansehra is extremely cold in winter and receives 

heavy snow fall. Most of the precipitation falls in July, averaging 294 mm. There is a 
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difference of 261 mm of precipitation between the driest and wettest months. Throughout 

the year, temperatures vary by 19.9 °C. 

According to 2017 census, District Mansehra has a total population of 1,556,560 

with 49.6% male and 50.4% female. Out of the total population, more than 90% lives in 

rural areas. Population density in District Mansehra is 340/km2. Average annual growth 

rate was 2.47 from 1998 to 2017. Hindko is the dominant language in the area whereas 

other languages spoken and understand are Pashto, Gojari and Urdu. 

The land uses in the landscapes are forestry, grazing, agriculture, wetlands, and 

communication infrastructure and human settlements. The communities in these two 

landscapes are poor and mostly depend on marginal agriculture, non-farm jobs, as well as 

state forests such as timber, firewood, fodder, grazing, NTFPs. 

Flora: Mansehra District is rich in biodiversity and comprises of 31.21 % of Forest, 

17.32 % Alpine Pastures and 2.26 % of Shrubs and Bushes. Forests of the district are rich 

in trees as Deodar, Blue pine, Chirr, Poluddar, Walnut, Cherry, Poplar and Kao (wild 

olive) etc.  

Fauna: A large variety of fauna is also available in the area. This includes leopard, 

porcupine, black bear, monal, koklas pheasant, jackal, wild goat, brown bear, wolf and 

other migratory birds. 

NTFPs: A variety of herbs is found throughout the Siran Forest Division. Many of these 

herbs are used for medicinal purposes. These include Gulkhaira, Khtmi, Musli Sufead, 

Kadpai, Thandibotti, Sumal (local names). 
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Office of the Divisional Forest Officer Siran is located in proper Mansehra. Siran 

Forest Division is further divided into 03 Forest Sub-Divisions namely (Mansehra, 

Lower-Siran and Upper-Siran Forest Sub-Divisions) and 01 Forest Range (Hilkot Range) 

for forest management. The Sub-Divisions are controlled by the Sub-Divisional Forest 

Officers whereas the Forest Range is controlled by the Range Forest Officer. 

4.3 Sampling Procedure: 

For Joint Forest Management, the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department has 

established 38 No. of JFMCs in Siran Forest Division and 23 No. of JFMCs in Kalam 

Forest Division. Each JFMC comprised of 15 members. The total strength of JFMC 

members in Siran Forest Division was 570 whereas total strength of JFMC members in 

Kalam Forest Division was 345. Thus the overall strength of the JFMC members in both 

the forest divisions became 915. 

Samples were selected on stratified basis. The first stratification was based on the 

JFMCs in Siran Forest Division while the second was based on JFMCs in Kalam Forest 

Division. A total of 150 No. of samples were selected from both the stratas through 

stratified random sampling technique; 

Total No. of JFMCs in Siran Forest Division = 38  

Total strength of the members of JFMCs in Siran Forest Division = 38 x15 = 570 

Total No. of JFMCs in Kalam Forest Division = 23 

Total strength of the members of JFMCs in Kalam Forest Division = 23 x 15 = 345 
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Strength of JFMCs members in Siran & Kalam Forest Divisions = (570 + 345= 915) 

Total No. of samples selected = 150 

Strata-I (JFMCs in Siran Forest Division) = 38 

150 x 570/ 915 = 93.44 

Strata-II (JFMCs in Kalam Forest Division) = 23 

150 x 345/915 = 56.55 

To select proportionate No. of samples from both the stratas, 90 samples were 

selected from Siran Forest Division (Strata-I) and 60 samples were selected from Kalam 

Forest Division (Strata-II). A list of the JFMCs was obtained from the concerned Forest 

Divisions which constituted the sampling frame. 

Strata-I: In order to select 90 samples from Strata-I, 06 JFMCs were selected randomly 

from Stratum-I (Siran Forest Division). These were;  

1. JFMC Devli East  

2. JFMC Chinar Kot 

3. JFMC Timri 

4. JFMC Balimang  

5. JFMC Jabbar 

6. JFMC Naka Methal 
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Each JFMC had 15 members. All the members of 06 No. of JFMCs were selected on 

census basis which gave us 90 samples in Siran Forest Division. 

Strata-II: For selection of 60 samples from Strata-II, 04 JFMCs were selected randomly 

from Stratum-II (Kalam Forest Division). These were; 

1. JFMC Bishigram 

2. JFMC Pia Jare 

3. JFMC Shledar 

4. JFMC Gurnai 

Each JFMC had 15 members. All the members of 04 No. of JFMCs were selected on 

census basis which gave us 60 samples in Kalam Forest Division. 

This gave us a total of 150 samples in both the Forest Divisions.  

(Land Use Maps of both the Kalam and Siran Forest Divisions showing the selected JFM/ 

Study Villages are given as Annex-V and Annex-VI) 

20 No. of respondents/employees of the Forest Department were also selected on 

purposive basis which included those who have experience of the Joint Forest 

Management System and experts on the subject.  

Thus the sampling techniques applied for selection of respondents from local 

community/ JFMCs and Forest Department personnel were stratified random sampling 

and purposive sampling. The total sample size was 170. 
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4.4 Data Collection Tools: 

4.4.1 Semi-Structured Interview 

To analyze the impact of Joint Forest Management on rural livelihoods, it was 

necessary to have a qualitative study of the whole situation. In order to take a thorough 

analysis of the JFM system, its issues, shortcomings and its role in rural livelihoods, a 

semi-structured interview schedule was used as a tool of data collection from the 

stakeholders involved in the JFM i.e (JFMC members & forest department personnel). 

This tool placed me at liberty to gain an understanding of local community 

perception about the approach of JFM, activities undertaken under the JFM at community 

level, involvement of local community in JFM, the role of other stakeholders in JFM and 

outcomes of JFM. Semi-structured interview is the most appropriate tool for qualitative 

research data collection because it helps in exploring the perceptions and opinions of the 

respondents (Qu and Dumay, 2011). 

4.4.2 Focus Group Interviews 

To explore the nature of problems and collect complete and correct information 

from the local community, focus group interview was also used as a tool of data 

collection. A focus group interview is an organized interview conducted normally with a 

group of 8-10 people The reason for using focus group interview is to obtain accurate 

data as the interviewer will have an opportunity to explain and clarify the purpose of 

research. Secondly, the focus group interview/ discussion helps to triangulate and verify 

the data collected (Bless and Higson-Smith, 2000). 
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The focus group interview helped to assess the impact of JFM on community 

livelihoods and forest condition in the study areas. Two focused group interviews (one 

each in Kalam Forest Division and Siran Forest Division) with the 10-12 local 

community members were conducted. 

 

 

Researcher in the Focus Group Discussion with local community 
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Group photo with the participants of Focus Group 

 

4.4.3 Forest Owners & Users Workshop 

Two days workshop of Forest Owners, Users, forest department officials, 

members of different JFMCs and SAFI Organization (Sarhad Awami Forestry Ittehad) 

was arranged at Behrain, Kalam Forest Division on 9th and 10th June, 2018 in 

collaboration with the Community Development, Extension and Gender & Development 

(CDEGAD) Directorate of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department. 

During the two days workshop, the stakeholders discussed in length the existing 

JFM system, its issues, outcomes/ achievements, operating rules for JFM i.e. (JFM Rules 
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2004), livelihoods dependency of the locals on forests and also share their experiences 

regarding the approach of Joint Forest Management. The workshop was very helpful in 

collection of data regarding different aspects of JFM 

 

Forest Owners and Users Workshop at Kalam Forest Division 

 

4.5 Data Analysis: 

The data collected for the research study was both qualitative and quantitative. 

Analysis of quantitative data was done using computer software “Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences” (SPSS) whereas qualitative data were analyzed by using content 

analysis technique. 
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Chapter-5       Results & Data analysis 

This chapter presents the study results and analysis of primary data collected from 

the stakeholders involve in the process of Joint Forest Management i.e local 

community/JFMCs and Forest Department personnel. The data was collected through 

interview schedules designed for JFMC members & Forest Department personnel, focus 

group discussions with local community and workshop of forest owners and users. 

Keeping in view the objectives of the study, the data was collected regarding local 

community participation in JFM, benefits derived from JFM, impact of JFM on the 

access to forest produce, role of JFM in livelihoods provision to rural communities, 

impact of JFM on the condition of forests and its produce in the area, perception on the 

performance of JFM, issues/problems in JFM & suggestions of the respondents for 

strengthening of the Joint forest management system.  

In this chapter, the data analysis is presented in two parts. Part-I gives the 

tabulation and analysis of data collected from the community/ JFMC members while 

Part-II gives the tabulation and analysis of data collected from Forest Department 

personnel. 
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Part-I: Community/ Joint Forest Management Committees 

Before giving the results of the study related to the research objectives, details of general 

information about the respondents i.e age group, marital status, education, household 

size, profession and monthly income are given below; 

 

Table-1: Age, Marital Status and Number of Children of the married respondents 

 
Age Groups No. of 

Respondents 

Marital status If married, Number of Children 

Married Unmarried 1-4 5-8 9-12 

20- 35 7 4 3 4 0 0 

% 4.7% 57.1% 42.9% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 

36-50 29 28 1 22 6 0 

% 19.3% 96.6% 3.4% 78.5% 21.5% 0.0% 

51-65 96 95 1 20 65 10 

% 64.0% 99.0% 1.0% 21.1% 68.4% 10.5% 

66-80 18 18 0 0 6 12 

% 12.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 

Total 150 145 5 46 77 22 

% 100.0% 96.7% 3.3% 31.7% 53.1% 15.2% 

 

For collection of data from the community/ JFMCs, 150 respondents were interviewed. 

The table shows that 145(96.7%) respondents were married and 5(9.3%) were unmarried. 

The table further shows the age group and number of children of the respondents. 

7(4.7%) respondents were of the (20-35) year’s age group. Out of this 4(57.1%) were 

married and 3(42.9%) were unmarried. All of the married respondents in this age group 

were having 1-4 children. 
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In the second age group of (36-50) years, there were 29(19.3%) respondents. In this age 

group 28(96.6%) respondents were married and one (3.4%) was unmarried. Out of the 

married respondents 22(78.5%) were having 1-4 children’s and 6(21.5%) were having 5-

8 children’s. 

In the third age group of (51-65) years, there were 96(64.0%) respondents. Out of this 

95(99.0%) were married and 1(1.0%) was unmarried. Out of the married respondents 

20(21.1%) were having 1-4 children’s, 65(68.4%) were having 5-8 children’s and 

10(10.5%) were having 9-12 children’s. 

While in the fourth age group of (66-80) years, there were 18(12.0%) respondents. All of 

the respondents in this age group were married. Out of the total respondents of this age 

group 6(33.3%) were having 5-8 children’s and 12(66.7%) were having 9-12 children’s. 

 

Table-2: Household size of the respondents  

 
Number of family members in 

the house hold 
No. of Respondents Percentage % 

Less than 5 2 1.3% 

5-10 48 32.0% 

11-15 44 29.3% 

More than 15 56 37.3% 

Total 150 100.0% 

 

The table shows household size of the respondents. Four house hold size categories were 

setup for the research respondents. The categories were less than 5, between 5 and 10, 

between 11 and 15 and above 15.  
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Out of total 150 respondents, 2(1.3%) were having family size of less than 5 members, 

48(32.0%) were having the family size of 5-10 members, 44(29.3%) were having the 

family size of 11-15 members and 56(37.3%) were having the family size of more than 

15 members. 

 

Table-3: Education level of the respondents: 

 
Education No. of 

Respondents 

 

If Literate, Level of Education 

Matric Intermediate Graduate Post Graduate 

Literate 
80 

38 14 16 12 

% 
53.3% 

47.5% 17.5% 20.0% 15.0% 

Illiterate 
70 

- - - - 

% 
46.7% 

- - - - 

Total 
150 

38 14 16 12 

% 
100.0% 

47.5% 17.5% 20.0% 15.0% 

 

The table shows the education status and level of education of the literate respondents. 

The data analysis indicates that 80(53.3%) of the respondents were literate. Out of which 

38(47.5%) had matric level education, 14(17.5%) had intermediate education, 16(20.0%) 

had attained education up to graduation and remaining 12(15.0%) were post graduate. 

70(46.7%) of the respondents were illiterate. 

Results of the study show that near to half of the research respondents were illiterate 

whereas among the literate respondents 47.5% were having only matric level education. 

The low literacy rate is due to the reason that education facilities especially above matric 

level in the rural areas and far flung mountainous villages where the research study has 
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been conducted are very rare. Secondly, majority of the locals/ residents of these areas 

are among the low income groups who cannot afford education in the urban cities.  

 

Table-4: Profession & Monthly Income of the Respondents: 

Profession No. of 

Respondents 

Monthly income in Rs./- 

10000 to 

15000 

15001 to 

20000 

20001 to 

25000 

25001 to 

30000 

30001 to 

40000 

40001 and 

above 

Govt. Servant 16 0 0 6 4 2 4 

% 10.7% 0.0% 0.0% 37.5% 25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 

Private 

Servant 
18 0 8 4 2 4 0 

% 12.0% 0.0% 44.4% 22.2% 11.1% 22.2% 0.0% 

Daily Wage 

Earner 
16 12 4 0 0 0 0 

% 10.7% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Forest Related 

Trade 
18 2 10 2 2 2 0 

% 12.0% 11.1% 55.6% 11.1% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% 

Other/Self 

employed 
82 8 30 22 6 8 8 

% 54.7% 9.8% 36.6% 26.8% 7.3% 9.8% 9.8% 

Total 
150 22 52 34 14 16 12 

% 100.0% 14.7% 34.7% 22.7% 9.3% 10.7% 8.0% 

 

The data analysis shows that out of 150 respondents, 16(10.7%) were Govt. Servants. Out 

of which 6(37.5%) were having the monthly income between (Rs. 20001 to 25000), 

4(25.0%) were earning (Rs. 25001 to 30000) and 2(12.5%) were earning (Rs. 30001 to 

40000) and 4(25.0%) were earning (Rs. 40001 and above) 

18(12.0%) respondents were private servants. Out of these 8(44.4%) were having the 

monthly income between (Rs. 15001 to 20000), 4(22.2%) were earning (Rs. 20001 to 
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25000), 2(11.1%) were earning (Rs. 25001 to 30000) and remaining 4(22.2%) were 

earning (Rs. 30001 to 40000). 

16(10.7%) respondents were daily wage earners. Out of which 12 (75.0%) were having 

monthly income between (Rs. 10000 to 15000) and 4(25.0%) were earning (Rs. 15001 to 

20000). 

18(12.0%) respondents were involved in forest related trade like (NTFPs collectors and 

selling, timber, honey bee keeping, saw machines operators). Out of these 2(11.1%) were 

having the monthly income between (Rs. 10000 to 15000), 10(55.6) were earning (Rs. 

15001 to 20000), 2(11.1%) were earning (Rs. 20001 to 25000), 2(11.1%) were earning 

(Rs. 25001 to 30000) and 2(11.1%) were earning (Rs. 30001 to 40000). 

Majority of the respondents 82(54.7%) were earning their livelihoods from a variety of 

sources like livestock keeping, agriculture, horticulture, vegetables/ kitchen gardening, 

shopkeepers, business and other sources. Out of these 8(9.8%) were having the monthly 

income between (Rs. 10000 to 15000), 30(36.6%) were earning (Rs. 15001 to 20000), 

22(26.8%) were earning (Rs. 20001 to 25000), 6(7.3%) were earning (Rs. 25001 to 

30000), 8(9.8%) were earning (Rs. 30001 to 40000) and the remaining 8(9.8%) were 

having the monthly income of (Rs. 40001 and above). 
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Table-5: Knowledge/Awareness of the respondents regarding the legal status of 

forest & existing practice/ use of forest resource  

 
Response No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes, please specify; Different types 

of forests managed under JFM 

Existing Practice/ Use of forest 

resource 

Guzara 

Forest 

Protected 

Forest 

Reserve 

Forest 

Use with the 

permission of 

JFMC/ Forest 

Deptt: 

Use without 

permission 

Yes 150 

 
75 60 15 134 16 

% 100% 
50.0% 40.0% 10.0% 89.3% 10.7% 

No 0 - - - - - 

% 0.0% - - - - - 

Total 150 75 60 15 134 16 

% 100.0% 50.0% 40.0% 10.0% 89.3% 10.7% 

 

The table shows that all of the respondents 150(100%) were having knowledge/ 

awareness about the different legal categories of forests managed under the JFM system 

in their areas. Out of 150 respondents, 75(50.0%) told that the legal category of forest 

managed under the JFM system in their area is guzara forest, 60(40.0%) said that 

protected forest and remaining 15(10.0%) told that reserved forest. 

The table further shows existing practice/ use of forest resources in the study 

areas/villages where the JFM system was in practice and Joint Forest Management 

Committees were established. 134(89.3%) respondents told that the forest resources are 

used with the permission of JFMC & Forest Department whereas 16(10.7%) said that 

forest resources are used without any permission. 
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Table-6: Views of the respondents about importance of forest protection and 

development 

Importance of Forest Protection and 

Development 

No. of Respondents Percentage 

To get firewood, construction timber 

and fodder/ grass 

89 59.3% 

Financial benefits for the locals 28 18.7% 

NTFPs/ Medicinal Plants 29 19.3% 

Environmental Services 4 2.7% 

Total 150 100.0% 

 

 

The table presents views of the respondents about importance of forest protection and 

development. 89(59.3%) respondents told that protection and development of forest is 

important for getting firewood, construction timber and fodder/grass for livestock, 

28(18.7%) said that for financial benefits of the locals, 29(19.3%) told that for collecting 
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NTFPs/Medicinal plants and remaining 4(2.7%) were of the view that forest protection 

and development is important for environmental services. 

The data analysis shows that majority of the respondents 59.3% were of the view that 

forest protection and development is important for firewood, timber and fodder/grass 

collection. 

Table-7: Initiation of JFM & Establishment of JFMC 

 
Year of Initiation of 

JFM/ Establishment 

of JFMC 

No. of 

Respondents 
Who established the JFMC in the village 

Forest Deptt: & 

Forest Owners 

Forest Deptt: & 

local community 

Forest Deptt:, 

local community 

& SFD Project 

1998 15 0 0 15 

% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

2002 15 0 15 0 

% 10.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

2005 45 10 35 0 

% 30.0% 22.2% 77.8% 0.0% 

2009 45 0 45 0 

% 30.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

2012 30 0 30 0 

% 20.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

Total 150 10 125 15 

% 100.0% 6.7% 83.3% 10.0% 

 

The table shows year of initiation/ duration of the Joint Forest Management system and 

establishment of JFMCs in the selected study sites. As already discussed in Chapter-4 

(Research Methodology), 10 No. of JFMCs were selected for the research study. These 
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JFMCs were established in 10 different villages in Siran Forest Division (District 

Mansehra) and Kalam Forest Division (District Swat). The data analysis shows that these 

JFMCs were established in different durations in the selected study sites. Maximum 

duration of JFM in the study sites was 20 years (i.e. initiated in 1998) and minimum 

duration was 6 years (i.e. initiated in 2012). The table further shows involvement of 

different stakeholders in the establishment of Joint Forest Management Committees in 

the study sites.  

Out of 150 respondents, 15(10.0%) told that the JFM was initiated in their village in the 

year 1998. Regarding the involvement of stakeholders in the establishment of JFMC in 

their area, all of these respondents replied that the Forest Department, local community 

and Siran Forest Development Project jointly established the JFMC for joint management 

of forests in their village. 

Another 15(10.0%) respondents said that the JFM was initiated in their village in the year 

2002. All of these respondents told that Forest Department and local community were 

involved in the process of JFMC establishment. 

45(30%) respondents told that the JFM was initiated in their village in the year 2005. Out 

of these 10(22.2%) respondents said that the JFMC was established by the Forest 

Department and only Forest Owners of the area and the remaining 35(77.8%) said that 

the JFMC was established by Forest Department & whole of the local community. 

Another 45(30.0%) respondents told that the JFM was initiated in their area in the year 

2009. All of these respondents told that both the Forest Department & local community 

jointly established the JFMC. 
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30(20.0%) respondents said that the JFM was initiated in their village in the year 2012. 

All of these respondents also replied that Forest Department & local community 

established the JFMC in their village. 

Table-8: Objectives of JFM Program reported by respondents 

Objectives of JFM Program No. of Respondents Percentage 

Forest management jointly with forest department and 

getting community share in sale of tress and access to 

forest produce  

41 27.3% 

Meet community firewood and timber requirements from 

the nearby forest and to provide income generating 

opportunities to the locals through forestry activities 

62 41.3% 

Protection of forests from illegal cutting and also carried 

out plantations, nursery raising and other forestry activities 

in the area for forest development 

47 31.3% 

Total 150 100.0% 

 

The table presents objectives of JFM Program. According to 41(27.3%) respondents, the 

main objectives of JFM were Forest management jointly with forest department and 

getting community share in sale of tress and access to forest produce. 

62(41.3%) respondents told that the main objectives of JFM were to meet community 

firewood and timber requirements from the nearby forest and to provide income 

generating opportunities to the locals through forestry activities in the area. 

47(31.3%) respondents said that protection of forests from illegal cutting and carrying out 

plantations, nursery raising and other forestry activities in the area for development of 

forests were the objectives of JFM program. 
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The above objectives of JFM program reported by the respondents supported the key aim 

of the JFM i.e forest protection and development with provision of benefits to local 

communities from forest resources. 

 

Table-9: Local Community participation in JFM activities 

 

Participation 

in JFM 

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes why/ Factors influencing 

community involvement in JFM 

If No why 

a b c d No Benefits Lack of decision 

making powers 

in JFM 

Yes 136 
52 50 14 20 - - 

% 90.7% 
38.2% 36.8% 10.3% 14.7% - - 

No 14 - - - - 
4 10 

% 9.3% - - - - 
28.6% 71.4% 

Total 150 
52 50 14 20 4 10 

% 100.0% 
38.2% 36.8% 10.3% 14.7% 28.6% 71.4% 

 

Denotation: 

a) Access to forest produce (fire wood, construction timber, fodder, NTFPs) 

b) Financial benefits (forest royalty share) 

c) Capacity building/ Skill development 

d) Employment opportunity 

One of the objectives of the research study was to investigate the factors influencing local 

community involvement in joint management of forests. The table indicates that out of 

total 150 respondents, 136(90.7%) took part in the activities of JFM in their area while 

14(9.3%) did not participate in the JFM activities. 

Regarding the mobilizing factors for community participation in JFM activities, majority 

of the respondents 52(38.2%) told that access to forest produce (fire wood, construction 
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timber, fodder, NTFPs), 50(36.8%) said that financial benefits (royalty share), 14(10.3%) 

told that capacity building/ skill development and 20(14.7%) stated that provision of 

employment opportunities under the JFM program are the main factors for mobilizing 

their participation in the activities of JFM.  

The table further shows reasons due to which 14(9.3%) respondents did not participate in 

the activities of JFM. Out of these non-participating respondents 4(28.6%) reported that 

no benefits and 10(71.4%) said that lack of decision making powers in the JFM were the 

factors discouraging their participation in JFM activities. 

The data analysis revealed that majority of the respondents 90.7% participated in the 

activities of JFM and the factors influencing/ mobilizing their participation in JFM 

activities included access to forest produce, financial benefits, capacity building and 

employment opportunities. 
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Table-10: Hurdles/ obstacles faced by respondents in JFM System 

 
Hurdles/ Obstacles in JFM No. of Respondents Percentage 

Inadequate support from Forest 

Department 
55 36.7% 

Conflicts on natural resources 

within community 
34 22.7% 

Illiteracy among the locals 22 14.7% 

Lack of tangible benefits 14 9.3% 

Lack of clarity on JFM Rules 

2004 
13 8.7% 

Procedure for establishment of 

JFMC is difficult 
12 8.0% 

Total 150 100.0% 
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One of the objectives of the research study was to identify issues/ problems in the JFM 

system. The above table shows different problems faced by the respondents in 

implementation of the JFM program. 

The data analysis shows that 55(36.7%) respondents reported the inadequate support of 

Forest Department as a main problem in the JFM. Respondents were of the view that the 

supporting and facilitating role of forest department being the main stakeholder in the 

JFM is of utmost importance. Without the facilitation and interest of forest department 

personnel in JFM activities, achievement of the objectives of JFM could not be possible. 

34(22.7%) said that conflicts on natural resources within community was the main 

problem in implementing JFM. In rural areas of KP, the natural resources are one of the 

main asset available for the rural poor to satisfy their basic needs, therefore the conflicts 

exists among the locals on the rights and use of natural resources which have also been 

documented by different authors in their studies. It has been found that the JFMCs had 

played a role in resolving conflicts among the locals in the JFM areas. 

Other issues/ problems reported by the respondents were illiteracy of the locals 

22(14.7%), lack of tangible benefits 14(9.3%), lack of clarity on JFM Rules 2004 

13(8.7%) and difficult procedure for JFMC establishment 12(8.0%).  
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Table-11: Use of forest produce by households, its availability in adjacent forest and 

impact of JFM on the access to these produce 

 
Use of forest produce 

by the house holds 

No. of 

Respondents 

Forest produce availability 

in the adjacent forest 

managed under JFM 

Impact of JFM on the access to forest 

produce 

Yes No 
Increased 

Access 

Decreased 

Access 
Unchanged 

Firewood, construction 

timber 31 31 0 17 4 10 

% 
20.7% 20.7% 0.0% 54.8% 12.9% 32.3% 

NTFPs, Fodder/ 

grazing land 36 36 0 33 3 0 

% 
24.0% 24.0% 0.0% 91.7% 8.3% 0.0% 

Any other 
0 - - - - - 

% 
0.0% - - - - - 

All of the above 
83 83 0 73 3 7 

% 
55.3% 55.3% 0.0% 88.0% 3.6% 8.4% 

Total 
150 150 0 123 10 17 

% 
100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 82.0% 6.7% 11.3% 
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The table presents use of the forest produce by the locals at their households, its 

availability in the adjacent forest managed under the JFM system and impact of the JFM 

on the access of the local community to the forest produce in the study area. 

The data analysis shows that 31(20.7%) respondents were using firewood and 

construction timber. Out of these 17(54.8%) told that the JFM has increased their access 

to the forest produce, 4(12.9%) told that decreased their access while 10(32.3%) reported 

no change in the accessibility of forest produce. 

36(24.0%) told that they were using NTFPs, fodder/ grazing lands. Out of which 

33(91.7%) told that the JFM has increased and 3(8.3%) said that JFM has decreased their 

access to the forest produce in the adjacent forest.  
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Majority of the respondents 83(55.3%) said that they were using firewood, construction 

timber, NTFPs, fodder/ grazing lands. Out of which 73(88.0%) told that the JFM has 

increased and 10(6.7%) told that decreased their access to the forest produce whereas the 

remaining 17(11.3%) reported no change in the access of forest produce. 

All of the respondents 150(100%) told that these forest produce were available in the 

adjacent forest managed under the JFM. 

The overall data analysis shows that majority of the respondents 123(82.0%) said that the 

JFM has increased the access of the local community to the forest produce available in 

the adjacent forest managed under the JFM program by both the local community and 

forest department. 

This above data analysis indicated the subsistence oriented/ non-cash livelihood 

dependency of local community on forest resources available in their areas. 

 

Table-12: Contribution of the forests produce in local community livelihoods 

Response  No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes how; (Contributed in the following ways) 

Royalty share/ 

financial benefits 

Firewood, timber, 

fodder/ grazing lands 

NTFPs/ medicinal 

plants collection 

Yes 150 45 79 26 

% 100.0% 30.0% 52.7% 17.3% 

No 0 - - - 

% 0.0% - - - 

Total 150 45 79 26 

% 100.0% 30.0% 52.7% 17.3% 
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The table shows response of the respondents regarding contribution of the forest produce 

in local community livelihoods. All of the 150 respondents told that the forest produce 

had a contribution in their livelihoods. The table further shows how the forest produce 

contributed in local community livelihoods. In this regard, 45(30.0%) respondents told 

that it contributed in community livelihoods through provision of royalty share/ financial 

benefits, 79(52.7%) said that providing firewood, timber, fodder/ grazing lands and 

26(17.3%) reported collection and selling of NTFPs/ medicinal plants by the local 

community in the study area.  

The above benefits available to the local community from the forests produce are legally 

provisioned under the Joint Forest Management (Community Participation Rules, 2004) 

of KP Forest Department wherein it has stated that; 
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“the local communities are allowed to collect and market NTFPs like herbs, seeds, 

grasses, mushrooms, medicinal plants from the forest under JFM” 

“royalty share in the sale/harvesting of trees from a forest worked under the JFM” 

The above analysis shows that JFM has a role in providing livelihoods to the local 

communities through forests produce. 

 

Table-13: Role of JFM in infrastructure development & support to local community 

from NGOs & other departments 

Infrastructure Development 

activities undertaken under JFM 

No. of 

Respondents 

Support from NGOs/ 

other departments 

No. of 

Respondents 

Yes 48 Yes 94 

% 32.0% % 62.7% 

No 102 No 56 

% 68.0% % 37.3% 

Total 150 Total 150 

% 100.0% % 100.0% 
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The table shows response of the respondents about the role of JFM in infrastructure 

development and provision of support to local community from NGOs and other 

departments. 

Out of 150 respondents, 48(32.0%) told that infrastructure development activities had 

been carried out in their areas under the JFM program whereas in majority of the study 

areas no infrastructure development activities had been undertaken as replied by 

remaining 102(68.0%) respondents. 

In response to providing support to local community from NGOs/ other departments, 

majority of the respondents 94(62.7%) told that the JFM had played a role through 

linkages development of the JFMC with line departments/ NGOs while the remaining 

56(37.3%) respondents said that the JFM had not provided any support to local 

community from NGOs/ other departments. 

 

Table-14: Role of JFM in the Capacity building/ skill development of the locals 

 

Role of JFM in 

Capacity building/ 

skill development 

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes, please specify; (Trainings under JFM Program) 

Nursery 

raising 

Bee 

keeping, 

livestock 

NTFPs/ 

Medicinal 

plants 

Kitchen 

gardening 

Yes 133 
65 27 31 10 

% 88.7% 
48.9% 20.3% 23.3% 7.5% 

No 17 
- - - - 

% 11.3% 
- - - - 

Total 150 
65 27 31 10 

% 100.0% 
43.3% 18.0% 20.7% 6.7% 
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The table shows the role of JFM in capacity building/ skill development of the local 

community. The results showed that 133(88.7%) of the respondents had acquired new 

skills through their involvement in JFM program. They told that different types of 

trainings were given to the local community by the forest department for income 

generation under the JFM program which included  nursery raising reported by 

65(48.9%), bee keeping and livestock management 27(20.3%), NTFPs/Medicinal plants 

31(23.3%) and kitchen gardening 10(7.5%). While 17(11.3%) of the respondents told that 

the JFM had no role in capacity building/ skill development of the locals. 

The above data analysis indicates that besides focusing on forest protection and 

development, the JFM has also played a role in capacity building and skill development 

of the local community for their livelihoods improvement. 
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Table-15: Forestry activities undertaken under the JFM 

 
Forestry activities 

undertaken under 

JFM  

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes please specify;  

Different types of forestry activities undertaken 

a b c 

Yes 
135 109 7 19 

% 
90.0% 80.7% 5.2% 14.1% 

No 
15 - - - 

% 10.0% 
- - - 

Total 150 109 7 19 

% 100.0% 80.7% 5.2% 14.1% 

 

Denotation: 

a) Plantations, establishment of forest enclosures for Natural Regeneration, 

agro/farm forestry, establishment of forest nurseries 

b) NTFPs conservation activities 

c) Rangelands improvement activities 
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The table shows different types of forestry interventions undertaken in the study areas 

under the JFM program. Out of 150 respondents 135(90.0%) told that forestry activities 

has been undertaken in their areas jointly by the local community and forest department 

whereas 15(10.0%) respondents told that no forestry interventions had been carried out 

under the JFM program.  

Regarding the types of interventions carried out in the study areas, 109(80.7%) 

respondents told that it included plantations, establishment of forest enclosures for natural 

regeneration, agro/farm forestry, establishment of forest nurseries, 7(5.2%) told that 

NTFPs conservation activities and 19(14.1%) said rangeland improvement activities have 

been undertaken for development of forests and its produce. This shows that the JFM has 

contributed in the development of forest resources in the study areas.  

 

Table-16: Role of the JFM in protection of forests 

 
Role played by JFM 

in protection of 

forests  

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes please specify;  

Measures undertaken for protection of forests 

Creation of 

community 

forest check 

posts 

Patrolling by 

JFMC/ local 

community 

Forest fire 

protection 

Witness against 

forest offenders 

in court 

Yes 
133 

39 52 34 8 

% 
88.7% 

29.3% 39.1% 25.6% 6.0% 

No 
17 - - - 

- 

% 11.3% 
- - - 

- 

Total 150 39 52 34 8 

% 100.0% 29.3% 39.1% 25.6% 6.0% 
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The table shows the role of JFM in the protection of forests. Out of 150 respondents, 

133(88.7%) told that the JFM had involved the local community in the protection of 

forests. The table further shows the steps taken by the local community/ JFMC for the 

protection of forests. These were creation of community forest check posts established in 

the JFM villages as reported by 39(29.3%) respondents, patrolling by JFMC/ local 

community 52(39.1%), forest fire protection (34(25.6%) and production of witness 

against forest offenders in the court 8(6.0%).  

Whereas 17(11.3%) respondents told that the JFM has not played any role in the 

protection of forests in their areas. 

It has also been given in the JFM (Community Participation Rules) of forest department 

that in the JFM areas the local community will provided support to the forest department 
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in the protection of forests from illegal use through creation of community forest check 

posts/ patrolling by locals and production of witnesses against forest offenders in the 

court. 

The data analysis shows that in majority of the study areas 88.7%, the local community 

was involved in the protection of forests. 

 

Table-17: Impact of Joint Forest Management on the condition of forests and its 

produce in the area 

 
Forests & its produce   

Impacts of JFM on the condition of forests & its 

produce 

 

 

 

Total 

Increased Decreased Unchanged 

  Forest Cover 133 

88.7% 

15 

10.0% 

2 

1.3% 

150 

100.0% 

Productivity of Grass 

Land 
96 

64.0% 

17 

11.3% 

37 

24.7% 

150 

100.0% 

Trees on Farm Land 133 

88.7% 

15 

10.0% 

2 

1.3% 

150 

100.0% 

Conservation of NTFPs/ 

medicinal plants 
100 

66.7% 

16 

10.7% 

34 

22.7% 

150 

100.0% 

Natural Regeneration 135 

90.0% 

15 

10.0% 

0 

0.0% 

150 

100.0% 

 

The table shows impact of the JFM on the condition of forests and its produce in the 

study areas. Out of 150 respondents, 133(88.7%) told that due to large scale plantations 

in the area and protection of forests from illegal cutting the forest cover has increased in 

their area, 15(10.0%) responded decreased in the forest cover and 2(1.3%) said that it 

remained unchanged. 
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96(64.0%) respondents told that productivity of grass land increased, 17(11.3%) said 

decreased and 37(24.7%) reported no change in the productivity of grass land. 

133(88.7%) said that trees on farm land increased, 15(10.0%) told decreased and 2(1.3%) 

said that trees on farm land in their area remained unchanged. 

100(66.7%) said conservation of NTFPs and medicinal plants increased, 16(10.7%) said 

decreased and 34(22.7%) reported no change in the conservation of NTFPs and medicinal 

plants. 

Regarding the natural regeneration of forests in the study areas, 135(90.0%) respondents 

told that it increased while 15(10.0%) said that natural regeneration of forests has 

decreased. 

The overall data analysis indicates that majority of the respondents reported increase in 

the forests and its produce in the area which shows the positive impact of JFM on the 

condition of forests in the study areas managed under the JFM program. 
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Table-18: Local community share/monetary benefits in sale of trees from forest 

managed under JFM 

 Community 

share in the sale 

of trees 

No. of 

Respondents 

Satisfaction with the community 

share/ monetary benefits 

If No why; (reasons) 

Satisfied Not satisfied 

Community share (%) should 

be increased from 60% to 80% 

as in Hazara Region 

Yes 150 
90 60 60 

% 100.0% 
60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

No 0 
- - - 

% 0.0% 
- - - 

Total 150 
90 60 60 

% 100.0% 
60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

 

The table shows the monetary benefits available to the local community in sale of trees 

from the forests managed under JFM. The data analysis indicates that all of the 

respondents 150(100.0%) told that the local community has a share in the harvesting/sale 

of trees from the forests that is called royalty share which is distributed among the locals. 

Out of 150 respondents 90(60.0%) were satisfied with the community share/ percentage 

in the sale of trees. They told that the distribution ratio of royalty share is 80:20 (i.e. 80% 

for community and 20% for forest department). These 60% respondents were from 

Hazara Region of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.  

Whereas 60(40.0%) respondents were not satisfied with the community share/ percentage 

in the sale of trees from forest. These 40.0% unsatisfied respondents were from Kalam 

Forest Division of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa where the forest royalty is distributed at the ratio 

of 60:40 (i.e. 60% for community and 40% for forest department). This was the main 

reservation/ reason for non satisfaction of the respondents from Kalam Forest Division. 
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They demanded that the community/ royalty share in the sale of trees should be increased 

from 60% to 80% as in Hazara Region. 

 

Table-19: Funds generation by the JFMC  

 
JFMC account in 

the bank  

No. of 

Respondents 

If yes how fund is generated For which activities the 

funds are utilized 

From royalty share Forestry development 

activities 

Yes 135 135 135 

% 90.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

No 15 - 
- 

% 10.0% - 
- 

Total 150 135 135 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

The table shows fund generation by the JFMC. Out of 150 respondents, 135(90.0%) 

responded that the JFMCs had accounts in the bank. All of these 135(90.0%) respondents 

told that the funds were generated from the royalty share of local community in the sale/ 

harvesting of forest trees under the JFM. They further, told that these funds were utilized 

on forestry activities in their villages.  

15(10.0%) respondents stated that there was no established system/ mechanism for funds 

generation by the JFMC.  

The above analysis shows that in majority of the study areas, the JFMCs had established 

funds generation mechanism. 
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Table-20: Benefits derived by the locals from JFM 

 
Benefits derived from JFM No. of 

Respondents 

Percentage 

Forest royalty share 57 38.0% 

Provision of free forest plants, fruit plants, vegetable seeds 34 22.7% 

Income earning from nursery raising and selling 24 16.0% 

NTFPs/ medicinal plants collection and selling 11 7.3% 

Employment in forest enclosures established by forest 

department 
7 4.7% 

No benefits 17 11.3% 

Total 150 100.0% 
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The table indicates the benefits derived by local community from the JFM. 57(38.0%) of 

the total respondents reported royalty share as the benefit of JFM, 34(22.7%) said 

provision of free of cost forest plants, fruit plants and vegetable seeds, 24(16.0%) 

received benefit in the shape of income earning from nursery raising and selling, 

11(7.3%) responded increased access to NTFPs/medicinal plants collection and selling, 

7(4.7%) benefitted through employment in forest enclosures established by forest 

department and the remaining 17(11.3%) stated that they had not received any benefit 

under JFM.  

The above data analysis shows that majority of the respondents had derived income 

earning/ financial/ employment related benefits from the JFM which shows the role of 

JFM in livelihoods provision to local communities and supplementing the local 

community livelihoods. 

 

Table-21: Support/ Services provided by forest deptt in the JFM & Satisfaction of 

the local community with the role of Forest Department in JFM 

Support/ Services 

provided by forest 

deptt: in the JFM 

No. of 

Respondents 

Satisfaction with the services/ 

role of forest deptt in JFM 

If Not satisfied why; 

(Reasons for non-satisfaction) 

Satisfied Not Satisfied a b c 

Forest harvesting & 

Royalty share distribution 
48 95 55 25 16 14 

% 
32.0% 63.3% 36.7% 45.5% 29.1% 25.5% 

Forestry activities & 

capacity building 

trainings of locals 

85 - - - - - 

% 
56.7% - - - - - 

Constitution and 

registration of JFMC 
17 - - - - - 

% 
11.3% - - - - - 

Total 
150 95 55 25 16 14 

% 
100.0% 63.3% 36.7% 45.5% 29.1% 25.5% 
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Denotation: 

a) Lack of interest of Forest Department staff in JFM activities  

b) Non Participatory/ bureaucratic approach of forest department staff  

c) Create hurdles in our customary/ legal rights regarding use of forests 

 

The table shows the support/ services provided by forest department in the JFM and 

satisfaction of the local community with the role of forest department in JFM. 

48(32.0%) of the total respondents said that the main services provided by the forest 

department in the JFM were forest harvesting and royalty share distribution, majority of 

the respondents 85(56.7%) said that forestry activities and capacity building trainings of 

the local community and remaining 17(11.3%) responded that the forest department 

provided support in the constitution and registration of JFMC. 

Out of 150 respondents 95(63.3%) were satisfied with the role of forest department in 

JFM while the remaining 55(36.7%) respondents were not satisfied with their role in 

JFM. The table further shows the reasons given by the respondents who were not 

satisfied with the role of forest department in JFM. These were lack of interest of forest 

department staff in JFM activities reported by 25(45.5%), non-participatory/ bureaucratic 

approach of forest department staff 16(29.1%) and 14(25.5%) stated that the forest 

department create hurdle in our customary/ legal rights regarding use of forests. 
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Table-22: Views of the respondents regarding the approach of JFM 

 
Response No. of 

Respondents 

If No why; (Reasons for negative 

response) 

Decision making powers are with land 

owners/ influential’s & forest deptt  

Yes 

JFM is a practical approach for forest 

management and livelihoods improvement 

and it should be continued 

133 - 

% 88.7% - 

No 

JFM is a not a practical approach for forest 

management and livelihoods improvement  

17 17 

% 11.3% 100.0% 

Total 150 17 

% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

The table shows attitude of the local communities towards the approach of JFM. Majority 

of the respondents 133(88.7%) were of the view that JFM is a practical approach for 

forest management and livelihoods improvement of the local communities and it should 

be continued whereas 17(11.3%) of the respondents replied negatively and said that JFM 

is not a practical approach. They further, stated the reason that in JFM the decision 

making powers are with land owners/ influential’s and forest department staff.  
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Table-23: Views of the respondents regarding the role of JFM in Forest 

Development & Livelihoods Provision to local communities 

 

Role of JFM in forest development & 

livelihoods provision 

No. of 

Respondents 

Percentage 

JFM has improved both the forest condition 

and local communities livelihoods 
124 82.7 

JFM has only improved livelihoods - - 

JFM has only improved forest condition 9 6.0 

JFM has no impact on the forest condition 

and communities livelihoods 
17 11.3 

Total 150 100.0 
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The table shows respondents view about the role of JFM in forest development and 

livelihoods provision to the local communities. Majority of the respondents 124(82.7%) 

were agreed that the JFM has improved both the forest conditions and community 

livelihoods. 9(6.0%) respondents replied that JFM has only improved forest conditions 

whereas 17(11.3%) were of the view that the JFM has no impact on the forest condition 

and community livelihoods. 

The above data analysis shows the achievement of the twofold objective of JFM in the 

study area (i.e. forest development & livelihoods improvement) up to a greater extent as 

confirmed by 82.7% research respondents. 

 

Table-24: Suggestions of the respondents for further strengthening and effectiveness 

of the JFM system 

 

 

 

Suggestions No. of 

Respondents 

Percentage 

Empowerment of the JFMC  54 36.0% 

Ownership of the JFM approach by the forest department 

staff in true spirit/ interest of the forest department staff in 

JFM activities 

41 27.3% 

Regular liaison between JFMCs and forest department for 

participatory planning and management of forest resources 
24 16.0% 

More and more livelihoods improvement activities for the 

rural poor under JFM program 
31 20.7% 

Total 150 100.0% 
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The table shows suggestions of the respondents for further strengthening and 

effectiveness of the JFM. Out of 150 respondents, 54(36.0%) respondents suggested 

empowerment of the Joint Forest Management Committee, 41(27.3%) said that 

ownership of the JFM approach by the forest department staff in true spirit and interest of 

the forest department staff in JFM activities, 24(16.0%) told that regular liaison between 

JFMCs and forest department for participatory planning and management of forest 

resources and remaining 31(20.7%) suggested that provision of more and more 

livelihoods improvement activities for the rural poor will further strengthen the JFM 

program. 
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Part-II: Forest Department Personnel 

In order to have a clear picture of the performance of JFM, its objectives and legal 

provision, role of the JFM in forest development and rural livelihoods, issues in JFM, it 

was necessary to know the views of forest department personnel being the stakeholder in 

implementation of JFM program. Therefore, the data was also collected through 

interview schedule from 20 numbers of those respondents/ forest department personnel 

who remained involved in the JFM program and were having the experience of working 

with the local communities/ JFMCs in the rural areas. The analysis of the data collected 

from forest department staff is presented below in tabular form.  

 

Table-25: Adoption of the JFM approach by Forest Department, its main objectives 

and legal provision in the Forest Policy/ Rules  

Objectives of JFM Program No. of 

Respondents 

Adoption of JFM 

approach by Forest 

Deptt: (No. of Years) 

Legal Provision for 

JFM 

Since 20 to 22 years Forest Ordinance 2002 

and JFM Rules, 2004 

Development of forests with the collaboration of 

local communities and to improve livelihoods of 

the local communities through provision of 

benefits from the forest produce. 
10 10 10 

% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 

To ensure community participation in planning, 

management and development of forests and to 

improve the socio-economic well-being of the 

local communities 

5 5 5 

% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 

Sustainable management of forests with the 

active involvement of local communities and to 

meet community requirements for timber, 

firewood, grass, NTFPs from nearby forests area 

5 5 5 

% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 

Total 20 20 20 

% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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The table shows objectives, practicing period and legal provision of the JFM in the forest 

policy/ rules. 10(50.0%) respondents said that the objectives of JFM program were 

development of forests with the collaboration of local communities and to improve 

livelihoods of the local communities through provision of benefits from the forest 

produce. 

5(25.0%) told that its objectives were to ensure community participation in planning, 

management and development of forests and to improve the socio-economic well-being 

of the local communities. 

The remaining 5(25.0%) replied that the objectives of JFM program were Sustainable 

management of forests with the active involvement of local communities and to meet 

community requirements for timber, firewood, grass, NTFPs from nearby forests area. 

All of the respondents 20(100.0%) told that the approach of JFM was adopted by the 

forest department since 20 to 22 years back.  

The table further shows legal provision of JFM in the Forest Rules/ Policy. In this regard 

20(100.0%) of the respondents told that the legal provision for JFM is provided in the 

Forest Ordinance 2002 under section 101 and 102 and Joint Forest Management 

(Community Participation Rules 2004) of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department 

which empowers the Divisional Forest Officer (DFO) for establishment of JFMCs and 

involvement of local communities in the joint management of forests with in his 

jurisdiction. 
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Table-26: Attitude of Forest Department Personnel towards the approach of JFM  

 
Is JFM a 

practical 

approach for 

the sustainable 

management of 

forests 

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes; how If No; why 

a b c Local communities 

create hurdles for 

forest deptt staff in 

their duties 

Traditional forest 

management 

system is better 

than JFM 

Yes 17 6 4 7 - - 

% 85.0% 35.3% 23.5% 41.2% - - 

No 3 - - - 2 1 

% 15.0% - - - 66.7% 33.3% 

Total 20 
6 4 7 2 1 

% 100.0% 35.3% 23.5% 41.2% 66.7% 33.3% 

 

Denotation: 

a) The local communities provide support in the forest protection and 

development activities.  

b) JFM create awareness among the locals regarding sustainable use of forest 

resources. 

c)  JFM play a vital role in forest development and livelihoods provision to the 

forest dependent communities.  

The table shows attitude of the forest department personnel towards the approach of JFM. 

Out of 20 respondents 17(85.0%) were in favor of the approach of JFM and stated that 

JFM is a practical approach for the sustainable management of forests. The table further 

shows the reasons given by the respondents in support of their statement. 6(35.3%) said 

that the local communities provide support in forest protection and development 

activities. 4(23.5%) responded that JFM creates awareness among the locals regarding 

sustainable use of forest resources. While majority of respondents 7(41.2%) were of the 
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view that JFM plays a vital role in forest development and livelihoods provision to the 

forest dependent communities. 

Whereas 3(15.0%) of the respondents said that the JFM is not a practical approach for the 

sustainable management of forests. Out of these 2(66.7%) told that local communities 

create hurdles for forest department staff in performing their duties and 1(33.3%) 

responded that the traditional forest management system is better than JFM. 

The above data analysis indicates that majority of the forest department personnel 85.0% 

were in support of the JFM approach for forest management. 

 

Table-27: Problems faced by Forest Department personnel in JFM/ working with 

JFMCs  

Worked with 

JFMCs  

No. of 

Respondents 

 

Problems faced in JFM at community level/ working with 

JFMCs 

a b c D 

Yes 20 5 4 5 6 

% 100.0% 25.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 

No 0 - - -  

% 0.0% - - -  

Total 20 5 4 5 6 

% 100.0% 25.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 

 

Denotation: 

a) Communal land problems  

b) Demanding of more incentives by locals.  

c) Issues of Royalty/ community share in the sale/harvesting of trees from a 

forest under JFM 

d) Forest resource use issues 
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The table shows the problems faced by the forest department personnel in JFM/ working 

with the JFMCs. All of the 20(100.0%) respondents told that they remained involved in 

the JFM program and had worked with the JFMCs.  

Regarding the problems faced by the respondent at community level, 5(25.0%) reported 

the communal land problems, 4(20.0%) said demanding of more incentives by the local 

community, 5(25.0%) told that issues of royalty/ community share in the sale of trees 

from a forest under the JFM and remaining 6(30.0%) responded that forest resource use 

issues were the main problem faced by them in working at community level with the 

JFMCs. 
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Table-28: Views of the Forest Department personnel about level of local community 

Involvement in JFM & the barriers in their active involvement   

Level of local community 

involvement in JFM  

No. of 

Respondents 

Barriers in the active involvement of local community 

in JFM 

a b c 

Low 3 0 2 1 

% 15.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 

High 14 6 2 6 

% 70.0% 42.9% 14.3% 42.9% 

Medium 3 0 3 0 

% 15.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 

Total 20 6 7 7 

% 100.0% 30.0% 35.0% 35.0% 

Denotation: 

a) Lack of trust between forest department and local communities 

b) Illiteracy 

c) Internal conflicts of different khels/sections, forest owners, forest users 

within a village 
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The table shows views of the forest department personnel about the level of local 

community involvement in JFM. Out of 20 respondents, 3(15.0%) said that the level of 

local community involvement in the JFM program is low whereas majority of the 

respondents 14(70.0%) reported high level of local community involvement in JFM and 

remaining 3(15.0%) responded that it is medium. 

The table further shows the barriers in the active involvement of local community in 

JFM. In this regard 6(30.0%) were of the view that lack of trust between forest 

department and local communities is the main barrier in active involvement of locals in 

the JFM, 7(35.0%) pointed out illiteracy and remaining 7(35.0%) responded that internal 

conflicts of different khels/ sections, forest owners and forest users in the villages is the 

main hindrance in active involvement of local communities in JFM. 

 

Table-29: Contribution of JFM in forest conservation & development   

Response  No. of Respondents Contribution of JFM in forest conservation and development 

a b c 

Yes 17 11 4 2 

% 85.0% 
64.7% 23.5% 11.8% 

No 3 - - - 

% 15.0% - - - 

Total 20 11 4 2 

% 100.0% 64.7% 23.5% 11.8% 

Denotation: 

a) Forest development activities through JFMCs  

b) Forest protection/ Creation of community forest check posts 

c) Sustainable management of forest 
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The table shows response of the forest department personnel regarding contribution of 

JFM in forest conservation and development. Most of the interviewed respondents 

17(85.0%) stated that JFM has contributed in the conservation and development of 

forests whereas 3(15.0%) respondents were of the view that the JFM has no contribution 

in forest development. The table further shows views of those respondents who said that 

the JFM had contributed in forest development. Out of these 17 respondents, 11(64.7%) 

were of the view that the forestry activities have been undertaken through JFMCs, 

4(23.5%) said that creation of community forest check posts under the JFM program has 

increased the protection of forests from illegal use and the remaining 2(11.8%) told that 

JFM has provided support in the sustainable management of forest resources.  
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The above data analysis indicates that the JFM has a role in the development and 

protection of forest resources as confirmed by 85.0% of the respondents. The respondents 

further told that in forestry activities such as (plantations, establishment of forest 

enclosures, nursery raising, farm forestry), the JFMCs being registered bodies/ 

organizations with the forest department give support in the implementation of forestry 

interventions at community level which also in turn provide financial benefits to the 

locals. This shows that the JFM has not only positive impact on the condition of forests 

but also provide income earning/ livelihoods opportunities to the rural communities. 

 

Table-30: Livelihood dependency of rural communities on forests produce & 

Provision under the JFM Program for their livelihood improvement  

 
Livelihood 

dependency of 

rural community 

on forests produce  

No. of 

Respondents 

 

provision 

under JFM for 

livelihoods 

improvement 

No. of 

Respond

ents 

 

If yes; what is the provision 

a b c 

Yes 20 Yes 20 11 7 2 

% 100.0% % 100.0% 
55.0% 35.0% 10.0% 

No 0 No 0 - - - 

% 0.0% % 0.0% - - - 

Total 20 Total 20 11 7 2 

% 100.0% % 100.0% 55.0% 35.0% 10.0% 

 

Denotation: 

a) Cash income/ royalty share in the sale/harvesting of trees from a forest 

worked under the JFM (Provisioned under the JFM Rules, 2004)  
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b) Local communities are allowed to collect and market NTFPs like herbs, seeds, 

grasses, mushrooms, medicinal plants from the forest under JFM (Provisioned 

in the JFM Rules, 2004)   

c) Increase access to fire wood collection, construction timber, grazing lands 

 

The table indicates that all of the respondents 20(100.0%) were of the view that rural 

communities are dependent upon forests produce for their livelihoods. All of the 

respondents 20(100.0%) further, told that the livelihoods improvement opportunities have 

been provided/ available to the rural communities from the forests managed under the 

JFM program. The table further gives the details of the benefits/ provisions for 

livelihoods improvement of the participating rural communities from the forests produce 

under the JFM program. 
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In this regard 11(55.0%) respondents told that the JFM (Community Participation Rules 

2004) clearly indicates the entitlement of participating communities for Cash income/ 

royalty share in the sale/harvesting of trees from a forest worked under the JFM. 

7(35.0%) said that under the JFM (Community Participation Rules 2004), local 

communities are allowed to collect and market NTFPs like herbs, seeds, grasses, 

mushrooms, medicinal plants from the forest under JFM. Whereas the remaining 

2(10.0%) told that the JFM has increased access of the local communities to firewood, 

construction timber, grazing lands. 

This shows that the JFM program provides livelihoods improvement opportunities to the 

rural/ forest dependent communities as the above statements of the forest department 

personnel regarding the livelihoods provision in the JFM were further confirmed by the 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Joint Forest Management (Community Participation Rules 2004) 

under its section 23 (Extent of Benefits) and sub-section 1 and 3 which allowed the above 

benefits to the local communities under the JFM program. 
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Table-31: Views of the Forest Department personnel about the impact of JFM on 

income generation of rural community    

Impact of JFM on 

income generation  

No. of 

Respondents 

 

If yes; how 

a b c 

Yes 20 10 2 8 

% 100.0% 
50.0% 10.0% 40.0% 

No 0 - - - 

% 0.0% - - - 

Total 20 10 2 8 

% 100.0% 50.0% 10.0% 40.0% 

 

Denotation: 

a) Employment/ income earning opportunities through forestry activities in the 

area 

b) Capacity building/ skill development trainings of the locals 

c) Benefits from forest produce 
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The table shows views of the forest department personnel about the impact of JFM on 

income generation of the rural communities. All of the respondents 20(100.0%) were of 

the view that the JFM has provided income generating opportunities to the rural 

communities. 

In this regard 10(50.0%) respondents said that forestry activities through JFMCs/ local 

communities generated employment and income earning of the local communities, 

2(10.0%) responded that capacity building and skill development trainings of the locals 

and 8(40.0%) told that benefits from forests produce under the JFM program has 

increased income generating opportunities for rural communities. 

 

Table-32: Measures required for minimizing and mitigating forests from depletion  

 

Proposed Measures 
No. of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

Alternate livelihood opportunities for the forest dependent 

communities 
3 15.0% 

Educating/awareness raising of the masses regarding the 

importance and sustainable use of forest resources 
5 25.0% 

Active involvement of the local communities in forest 

management and protection/ establishment of community 

forest check posts 

5 25.0% 

Provision of alternate sources of energy at subsidized 

rates to rural communities 
3 15.0% 

Strict penalties for forest offenders & committed staff in 

the forest department 
4 20.0% 

Total 20 100.0% 
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The table shows measures proposed by the forest department personnel for minimizing 

and mitigating forests from depletion. Out of 20 respondents, 3(15.0%) said that alternate 

livelihood opportunities for the forest dependent communities, 5(25.0%) responded that 

educating/awareness raising of the masses regarding the importance and sustainable use 

of forest resources, 5(25.0%) told that active involvement of the local communities in 

forest management and protection/ establishment of community forest check posts, 

3(15.0%) proposed that provision of alternate sources of energy at subsidized rates to 

rural communities and remaining 4(20.0%) replied that strict penalties for forest 

offenders & committed staff in the forest department will minimize and mitigate forests 

from depletion.  
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Table-33: Suggestions of the Forest Department personnel for further improvement 

of JFM Program 

 

Suggestions 
No. of 

Respondents 
Percentage 

Preparation of Integrated JFM Plans for all the JFMCs with 

involvement of NGOs/ line departments 
6 30.0% 

Orientation/ clarity of local communities and forest 

department staff on JFM rules and its objectives 
5 25.0% 

Capacity building of the local communities in planning and 

participatory forest management 
4 20.0% 

Trust building between forest department and local 

community 
5 25.0% 

Total 20 100.0% 
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The table shows suggestions of the forest department personnel for further improvement 

of the JFM program. Out of 20 respondents, 6(30.0%) suggested preparation of integrated 

JFM plans for all the JFMCs with involvement of NGOs and other line departments, 

5(25.0%) suggested orientation/ clarity of local communities and forest department staff 

on JFM rules and its objectives, 4(20.0%) suggested capacity building of the local 

communities in planning and participatory forest management and remaining 5(25.0%) 

said that trust building between forest department and local community will make further 

improvement in the JFM program. 
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Chapter-6       Discussions 

This chapter discusses the results of the research study regarding the impacts of 

JFM on the condition of forests and its role in livelihoods provision to the local 

communities (Objective-1), attitude of the concerned rural communities and Forest 

Department staff towards the approach of JFM (Objective-2), factors influencing local 

community involvement in joint management of forests (Objective-3), issues/ problems 

in the Joint Forest Management system (Objective-4). 

The discussion is based on JFM experience of two stakeholder’s i.e. JFMCs/local 

community of the study areas and selected Forest Department Personnel. Comparisons 

are also made with results of similar studies captured in literature. 

6.1 Impact of JFM on the Condition of Forests: 

The available literature on Joint Forest Management clearly indicates that one of 

the objectives of JFM, apart from improving livelihoods, is to protect, manage and 

regenerate the forests. The sustainably managed forests shall be more useful for 

environment as well as to local communities.  

Results of the study showed that large scale forestry interventions have been 

undertaken in the study areas with the collaboration of local communities. These were 

plantations, establishment of forest enclosures for natural regeneration, farm forestry, 

nursery raising, NTFPs conservation and rangelands improvement activities as reported 

by 90.0% of the community respondents (see table-15). The study further, indicated that 
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JFM has played a role in the protection of forests from illegal use through creation of 

community forest check posts, patrolling by JFMCs, forest fire protection and production 

of witnesses against forest offenders in the court as indicated by 88.7% of the community 

respondents (see table-16). 

Khan (2013) also reported similar findings in his study conducted on JFM in 

District Swat, that the JFMC had controlled 90 % smuggling of timber and illegal cutting 

of forests in the valley. 

Rishi (2006) in his study conducted in India also found that JFMCs had played a 

vital role in the management and protection of forests. 

Results of the study (table-17) revealed that forestry activities and forest 

protection measures carried out by the local communities/ JFMCs had a very positive 

impact on the condition of forests and the forest resources have been developed and 

increased in the area as reported by majority of the respondents.   

These results substantiate the findings of Baral, Poudyal and Kanel (2005) who 

reported that involvement of the local communities in the management of forests under 

the JFM program in Nepal had contributed in the regeneration and improvement of 

degraded forests. They reported the overall increase of 2000 ha in the forest cover in JFM 

villages. 

Ravindranath (2004) stated that In India the main positive impacts from a 

community perspective were that JFM had improved forest condition. The diversity, 

quality and quantity of forest products available for collection had increased in some 
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states. There had been a reduction of illegal forest extraction and other environmental 

benefits were noticeable. 

According to Joshi (1999), the early experience of JFM in West Bengal State of 

India in the 1970s revealed that sustainable forest management and conservation occurred 

when forestry personnel worked in partnership with rural communities living around the 

State forests. As stated by Wily (2002) and Appiah (2001) that Joining of traditional 

indigenous knowledge of forest dependent communities with the scientific knowledge of 

forest department/ state foresters, under JFM, is considered an ideal and pragmatic 

approach to sustainable management of forests. 

Similarly, the results, as presented in (table-29), also showed that 85.0% of the 

respondents from forest department personnel stated that JFM program had contributed in 

the conservation and development of forests. 

Though generally, JFM seems to contribute significantly to the condition of the 

forest, this study found another factor that contributed to the situation. That is forestry 

interventions undertaken by mega projects of forest department in the JFM villages. The 

study explored that the JFMCs are registered bodies of forest department. Therefore, the 

forest department prioritizes those areas/ villages for implementation of project activities 

where the JFMCs are available. The forest department personnel were of the view that 

the JFMCs provide support in protection of the plantations and other forestry 

interventions carried out in the JFM villages.   

Secondly, focus group discussions held with the local communities revealed that 

the forest development projects had been implemented in the study areas and the local 
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communities remained involved in implementing the project activities and also gained 

financial benefits. During the last 5 years the well-known mega Project “Billion Trees 

Tsunami Afforestation Project” (BTAP) of KP Forest Department had carried out large 

scale forestry activities in the study areas through JFMCs/ local communities which has 

not only a positive impact on the condition of forests but the locals were provided income 

and employment opportunities through these forestry activities for their livelihoods 

improvement.  

This was also confirmed from the record of forest department and PC-1 document 

of BTAP Project given on its web-site which showed involvement of the JFMCs/local 

communities in the project activities such as establishment of private forest nurseries, 

plantations and especially forest enclosures. The recent plantations on communal lands 

and regeneration in the forest enclosures were also seen during the field survey/data 

collection in the study sites. 

From the above discussion, it can be concluded that Nayak and Berkes (2008) 

have rightly stated that Joint Forest Management is an approach which has been adopted 

by many countries as a mode of achieving sustainable forest management by the 

collaboration of local community and the government (state forest department).  

Thus, the overall results of the study regarding the impact of JFM on the 

condition of forests indicated that JFM had contributed in the development, protection 

and sustainable management of forest resources (see table 15, 16, 17 & 29). 
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6.2   Impact of Joint Forest Management on Rural Livelihoods: 

The main thrust of the research study was to analyze the impact/ role of JFM in 

rural livelihoods. There is a close relationship between forest resources and rural 

livelihoods as already given in the literature review. Various studies have shown the 

livelihoods dependency of above one billion people on forests throughout the world. As 

supported by many authors, the key aim of the JFM is livelihoods improvement of the 

forest adjacent communities. 

Results of the study showed that the inception/ adoption of JFM approach for the 

management of forests in the study areas was based on twofold objective i.e. sustainable 

management, protection and development of forests with improvement of livelihoods of 

the local communities through provision of benefits from the forest resources (see table-8 

& table-25). 

6.2.1 Forest Dependence & Access to Forest Produce: 

In the study areas, the importance of forests protection and development for the 

local communities were its cash/ financial and non-cash/ subsistence (firewood, 

construction timber, fodder, NTFPs) related needs (see table-6).  

The forest products (firewood, construction timber, NTFPs, fodder/ grazing lands) 

were available in the adjacent forests managed jointly by the forest department and local 

communities under the JFM program and these forest products were used by all of the 

respondents at household level (see table-11).  
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The intensive use of firewood in the hilly areas/ study villages is due to the non 

availability of natural gas in those areas and the kerosene oil or LPG cylinders are 

unaffordable by the local people. Secondly, the winter season is very harsh and too long 

with heavy snowfall and the temperature even goes to -5 to -7, therefore the local people 

have no other option except to use forest wood for cooking and heating purposes. Other 

uses of forest products reported by the locals were use of timber for construction and 

repair of their houses, fodder and grazing lands for livestock and collection of NTFPs 

from the forests. This shows the survival/ subsistence oriented livelihoods dependency of 

locals on the forest products. 82% of the respondents confirmed that the JFM has 

increased the access of local communities to the above forest products used by them (see 

table-11). These findings substantiate the findings of Rao et al (2009) based on their 

study in Shivmogga district of Karnataka which revealed that the JFM programme was 

supporting to the people’s livelihood by providing fire-wood, fodder/grass, and non 

timber forest products on regular basis. Commercially oriented single-purpose management 

of forests damages forest-dependent community’s livelihoods by reducing the availability of 

(NTFPs) and other forest related benefits to the locals. Local community involvement in 

forest management on the other hand can protect and increase livelihood benefits from the 

forest, and enhance their role as a safety net (Brown et al., 2002). 

The study results (table-12) revealed that the forest produce had a contribution 

(cash and non-cash) in community livelihoods. That was in the shape of firewood, 

construction timber, fodder/ grazing lands 52.7%, financial benefits through royalty share 

in the sale of trees 30.0% and collection/ selling of NTFPs & medicinal plants 17.3%. All 

these benefits were provided to the local communities under the JFM program. The 
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research studies showed that: i) the income range of poorer people in rural villages 

depends disproportionately on forest products (Cavendish 1999); ii) forests provide a 

source of savings and security for the poor (Chambers and Leach 1989); iii) forests offer 

opportunities for livelihoods (Ellis 2000); and iv) even the barren village wastelands are 

an important source of livelihood for poor people in rural communities (Jodha 1986). 

This was also confirmed by 100% of the respondents from forest department 

personnel that due to dependency of the local communities on forest resources for their 

livelihoods, the operating rules of the JFM program i.e. JFM (Community Participation 

Rules 2004) legally allowed the local communities especially for collection & selling of 

NTFPs from forest, royalty/ community share from forest and satisfying their direct 

needs (firewood, fodder, construction timber) from forest.  

These findings corroborate the views of Iqbal (2002) who stated that the reserve 

forests were declared free of all rights under Pakistan Forest act of 1927 before the 

introduction of JFM. The new system of JFM proved to be a legal way for these 

communities to fulfill their direct needs from the forests. During his study on JFM he 

found 65% households who believed that importance of the forest for them was increased 

as their direct benefits (timber, fuel wood, fodder) from forest increased under the new 

JFM system as compared to traditional system. 

The above results indicated that the locals are dependent upon forest produce for 

their livelihoods and the JFM has increased their access to the forest produce available in 

the adjacent forests managed under the JFM program which shows the contribution/ role 

of the JFM in rural communities livelihoods. 
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6.2.2 Role of JFM in Infrastructure Development, Social Networking & 

Skill Development of local communities: 

Infrastructure development is also one of the components of JFM programs for 

community mobilization but various studies have shown that it has been given less 

priority. Majority of the respondents 68% reported that JFM has played no role in 

infrastructure development at the community level whereas 32% of the respondents said 

that infrastructure development activities have been carried out under the JFM program 

(see table-13). These results indicate that the JFM has given less priority to infrastructure 

development. The participants during the focus group discussions emphasized upon the 

infrastructure development activities in their villages. During the field survey in the 

selected villages of Kalam Forest Division, the locals told that the drastic floods of 2010 

had severely damaged the link roads, schools, bridges and other infrastructure of their 

villages. The link road to one of the study village/ Bishigram was severely damaged by 

the 2010 floods. Similarly, in all of the study villages, there was a need of infrastructure 

improvement activities. During the focus group interviews, the participants suggested that 

the JFM program should give importance to infrastructure development activities which 

will further strengthen the JFM program. 

Regarding the social networking, the research study explored that the forest 

department has a specialized wing/ Directorate i.e. (Community Development, Extension 

and Gender & Development) for social capital/ JFMCs formation and strengthening of 

the JFMCs through development of its linkages with other departments and 

organizations. The monthly meetings of JFMC provide villagers a platform to 

communicate and interact with each other. It further enhances the understanding among 
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the villagers, and in turn, each person knows village’s assets. Besides discussions on 

forests related topics at this platform, they also consider issues/ problems in their village 

related to other departments and try to solve them. 

62.7% respondents told that the JFM has provided support in linkages 

development of the JFMC (see table-13) with agriculture department, livestock 

department, horticulture and NGOs. These departments have provided trainings and other 

services to the local people for best results who were earning their livelihoods from 

agriculture, livestock, and horticulture. The NGOs have also implemented their projects 

through JFMCs in some of the study villages. This shows that JFM has contributed 

directly in social capital formation and making the social networks stronger which had a 

positive impact on the livelihoods of the locals. 

The study results further, indicated (see table-14) that the JFM has played a role 

in the capacity building and skill development of the local communities. The locals had 

acquired income generating trainings through JFM program such as nursery raising, bee 

keeping, NTFPs and medicinal plants collection & preservation techniques, kitchen 

gardening. For capacity building and skill development of the local communities, the 

forest department has another specialized directorate (Institutional and Human Resource 

Development Directorate). The locals are selected through JFMCs and then they are 

given different income generating trainings for their livelihood improvement. This 

indicates that the JFM has not only focused on forestry activities but also provided the 

alternate sources of livelihoods/ income earning to the local communities through skill 

development trainings. 
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6.2.3 Monetary / Financial Benefits of JFM: 

The study results indicated that JFM had provided financial benefits/ income 

earning opportunities to the local communities in the shape of royalty share in the sale of 

trees, income from nursery raising and selling, employment/ income earning 

opportunities through forest enclosures and other forestry activities, NTFPs/ medicinal 

plants collection and selling. This was confirmed by both the JFMCs and forest 

department personnel (see table 20 & 31). 

As discussed above in section 6.1 forestry projects have been implemented in 

JFM areas which provided income earning and employment opportunities to the local 

communities. During focus group discussions with the local community, the participants 

told that they had gained financial benefits from the recent BTAP Project through nursery 

raising and selling to the project. Many of the participants reported that they were given a 

nursery raising unit of 25000 plants under the BTAP Project which they raised and the 

plants were then purchased by the forest department @ Rs.6/- per plant as per TOP 

signed with the forest department i.e (Rs. 150000/- was paid for each unit of 25000 

plants). It was found that a number of such nursery raising units of 25000 plants were 

given to locals and then the plants were purchased from them by the forest department.  

Another intervention of the BTAP project reported by the participants which 

provided financial benefits to the locals was establishment of forest enclosures for natural 

regeneration. These forest enclosures were established in consultation with the JFMCs/ 

local community and the TOPs were signed between JFMCs and forest department for 

protection of these enclosures. The persons nominated by the JFMCs/ local community 
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were appointed as Chowkidars/ guards for the protection of the forest enclosures who 

were paid Rs. 15000/- per month by the forest department for each forest enclosure.  

The study also found that some of the locals were earning their livelihoods from 

NTFPs and medicinal plants collection and selling (see table-12 & 20). These findings 

substantiate the findings of Hussain (2014) who stated that some of the local people of 

Kalam gain their earning through selling of NTFPs, medicinal plants and firewood 

collected from the nearby forests. Other income earning opportunities provided by the 

JFM program included provision of free of cost fruit plants, forest plants, kitchen 

gardening seeds in the study areas.  

Finally, the majority 82.7% of the respondents indicated that JFM has improved 

both the forest condition and local community livelihoods (see table-23).  

From the synthesis of overall results regarding the impact of joint forest 

management on rural livelihoods, it can be concluded that JFM had improved the 

livelihoods (both subsistence and cash) of the rural participating communities through 

development and protection of natural capital, legal access to forest products, skill 

development, social networking and provision of income earning/ employment 

opportunities. 

6.3 Attitude of the concerned rural communities and Forest 

Department staff towards the approach of JFM 

 Regarding the approach of JFM, majority of the respondents 88.7% indicated that 

JFM is a practical approach for forest management and livelihoods improvement and it 
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should be continued whereas 11.3% of the respondents were not in favor of the JFM 

approach and were having the assertion that in JFM the decision making powers are with 

land owners/ influential community members and forest department personnel (see table-

22). It was observed that those respondents who were having the reservations regarding 

the JFM system were from the area where the JFM had benefited the influential land 

owners. 

In rural areas, the influential groups such as the rich, elite, politicians and 

educated people constantly made attempts to grab the benefits and increase their authority 

(Shackleton et al., 2002). Behera and Engel (2006) also stated that the dominance of 

these influential groups in decision making at the community level exists instead of the 

fact that the policy demands the involvement of vulnerable and poor groups in the 

decision making process. 

The attitude of majority of the forest department personnel 85% regarding the 

JFM approach was found positive. They indicated that the local communities provide 

support to the forest department in sustainable management and protection of forest 

resources under the JFM arrangement. Further, the JFM provides livelihoods 

opportunities to the forest dependent communities. On the other side, 15 % respondents 

from forest department opposed the JFM approach and stated that the local community 

creates hurdles for the forest department personnel in their duties and conventional 

approach/ policing role of forest management was better than the new system (see table-

26).This shows that although less in proportion but the mindset of traditional forest 

management exists in the forest department. This is due to the reason that the forests have 

been managed through traditional/ colonial approach for more than 100 years. The 
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traditional system of protecting the natural resources was to keep away the local 

community from these resources whereas the concept of the JFM is based on the 

involvement of local communities in the protection and management of forests.  

However, the overall interviews of forest department personnel revealed that the 

colonial approach of forest management had been replaced by the JFM/ participatory 

approach. Institutional arrangements had already been made for participatory 

management of forests through creation of new sections/ specialized Directorates in the 

forest department as discussed above in section 6.2.2. Further, the forest ordinance 2002 

under its sections 101, 102 and JFM Rules 2004 give legal provisions for joint forest 

management (see table-25). 

6.4 Factors influencing local community involvement in joint 

management of forests    

The study revealed that the main factors influencing local community 

involvement in JFM were access to firewood, construction timber, fodder for livestock, 

NTFPs, financial benefits, skill development and income earning opportunities provided 

under the JFM program as reported by 90.7% respondents who were actively involved in 

the JFM activities (see table-9).  

In the study areas more than 90% of the respondents indicated the above benefits 

accruing to them from the JFM program, therefore they were participating in the 

activities of JFM. The majority 70% of forest department personnel also reported high 

level of community participation in JFM program (see table-28). The benefit sharing 

mechanism between the forestry department and rural communities is the most important 
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factor in the success of JFM programs (Angleson and Jumbe, 2007). The active 

participation of the rural communities in the JFM activities is dependent upon the 

benefits of JFM. Local people participate in the JFM program only when they are 

rewarded for their time spent in the forest protection and management activities as the 

local people considered their involvement in the forestry activities as an investment. 

(Coralie, 1994; Bwalya, 2004; Behera and Engel, 2006; Dolisca et al., 2006). 

In India, the reason behind the success of JFM program is the benefit sharing 

between the state and rural communities (Murali et al., 2003). Another important factor in 

the success of JFM program is transfer of authority/ decision making powers to the rural 

communities. Murali et al., further stated that the participation of the local communities 

in the JFM activities will be low because of no decision making powers compared to 

those JFM villages where the decision making powers/ authority have transferred to the 

participating communities. This was found in the case of 9.3% respondents who stated 

that they did not participate in the activities of JFM due to lack of decision making 

powers and no benefits in the JFM (see table-9). 

The study results showed that in majority of the areas, the participation of local 

communities in JFM activities was high whereas in some areas it was low due to non 

availability of JFM benefits to the locals.  

6.5 Issues/ Problems in the Joint Forest Management: 

The study results explored various problems faced by both the local community 

and forest department personnel in the implementation of JFM program. The main issues 
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identified in the JFM program were lack of trust between forest department personnel and 

local community, bureaucratic approach of forest department, illiteracy of local 

community, internal conflicts within the community and royalty/ community share in sale 

of trees (see table-10, 27 & 28). 

Before the introduction of JFM the relation between the local/ forest dependent 

communities and forest department was very hostile due to the policing role/ 

conventional approach employed for forest protection and management. Now the joint 

working of local communities and forest department personnel under the umbrella of 

JFM has improved their relation but still a lot needs to be done for trust building between 

the two. The results indicated that 63.3% of the respondents were satisfied with the 

services/ role of forest department in JFM whereas 36.7% of the respondents were not 

satisfied due to the non-participatory/ bureaucratic attitude of forest department staff. 

Further, as discussed above in section 6.4, some of the respondents though less in 

proportion 9.3% also reported lack of decision making powers/ transfer of authority for 

forest management under the JFM program by the forest department. Arnold (2001) has 

also reported that the forestry departments representing the state mostly fails to transfer 

decision making powers under the JFM program to the grass root level/ community 

organizations which affects the success of JFM. Anderson and Lele (2000) also stated 

that the government is by nature interested in keeping the power and authority whereas 

the rural communities could not play an effective role in the participatory management of 

natural resources unless they are given the decision making powers. 

Illiteracy of the local community was also found one of the hurdles in active 

participation of all the locals in JFM activities. These findings corroborate the findings of 
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Thakadu (2005) who reported that the people having low level of education takes more 

time to adapt change in the policy and concepts. On the other hand, the educated 

communities are more active in adjusting with the new policies and concepts. Similarly, 

Lise (2000) also found the active involvement of the educated local communities in 

comparison with the communities having low literacy level. Table-3 shows that near to 

half of the respondents were illiterate and among the literate, 47.3% were having only 

matric level education. 

Another barrier identified in the implementation of JFM program was unclear 

land settlement due to which conflicts existed among different khels/ tribes on natural 

resources/ land ownership in the rural areas. Further, the illiteracy has also stimulated 

these conflicts. 

Royalty/ community share in the sale of trees was found another issue of the 

locals from Kalam Forest Division where the forest royalty was distributed at the ratio of 

60:40 i.e. (60% local community share and 40% forest department share). 40% of the 

respondents from Kalam Forest Division were not satisfied with the distribution ratio of 

forest royalty (see table-18). Their dissatisfaction was found justified due to the reason 

that the distribution ratio of the same royalty share in Hazara Region was 80:20 i.e. (80% 

for local community and 20% for forest department) (see table-18). Therefore, they 

strongly demanded that the royalty/ community share should be increased from 60% to 

80% in Kalam Forest Division. In this regard the forest department personnel told that the 

difference in the distribution of royalty share is due to the legal categories of forests i.e. 

(for protected forests as in Kalam the royalty/ community share is 60% and for guzara 

forests as in Hazara the royalty share is 80%). 
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Although the problems exist in the joint forest management but the study has 

shown positive impacts of JFM not only on the condition of forests but also on 

livelihoods of the participating rural communities. It has been proved that promotion of 

community participation in forest protection and management through an intervention 

such as JFM can contribute greatly to rural livelihoods and sustainable management of 

forests. 
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Chapter-7    Conclusions & Recommendations 

The focus of the research study was to analyze the existing Joint Forest 

Management System in Pakistan and the impacts it introduced in that sphere. This final 

chapter starts by presenting the conclusions of the study while the second part is made up 

of recommendations based on the findings of the study.  

7.1 Conclusions: 

Joint Forest Management emerged in the late 1970s at global level as an 

alternative approach for the sustainable management of forests. It has been adopted by 

many countries across the globe with the objective of forest development and protection 

on one hand and improving the livelihoods of forest adjacent communities on the other. 

The JFM was introduced in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan in 1996. The piloting of the 

JFM was experimented in the reserved forests where 02 JFMCs were established. Public 

access in the reserve forest is prohibited unless authorized; therefore it was encouraging 

for the local community to get access/ stake in the reserve forests where they had no legal 

stake before introduction of JFM. Legal coverage to the JFM was given under the new 

Forest Act in 2002. This legal adoption of the JFM approach was based on the realization 

that the colonial/ conventional policing syndrome was not working towards sustainable 

management of forests and to the socio-economic well-being of the forest dependent 

communities. The JFM was then institutionalized and operating rules of the concept 

namely JFM (Community Participation Rules) were framed and notified by the Forest 

Department in 2004. New sections/ specialized directorates were also established in the 
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forest department in order to provide inputs in the social mobilization of rural 

communities, establishment of JFMCs and capacity building of JFMCs in planning and 

participatory forest management. The JFM was then also expanded to the guzara forests 

and protected forests in whole of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan and a number of 

JFMCs were established for the joint management of forests. This research study was 

conducted in 10 JFM villages of Siran and Kalam Forest Divisions of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. 

The study concludes that the JFM has positive impacts on rural livelihoods. The 

rural communities of the study areas were dependent upon the forest resources for their 

subsistence needs such as fuel wood, timber, fodder, NTFPs and medicinal plants. All of 

these forest products were available to the locals from the adjacent forests in their 

villages. The JFM had allowed the local communities legally even in the reserve forests 

to satisfy their needs from the forests. Further, they were also legally allowed for 

collection and selling of NTFPs like herbs, seeds, grasses, mushrooms, medicinal plants 

from the forest under JFM and royalty/ community share in the sale of trees from forest. 

The results indicated that that the JFM had stimulated the income generating 

opportunities in the study villages. The local communities were provided income and 

employment opportunities through nursery raising and selling, daily wager opportunities 

in plantations, employment in forest enclosures, provision of free of cost fruit plants for 

orchards and seeds for kitchen gardening. In addition to that capacity building and skill 

development trainings were also provided to the locals in the study areas which 

contributed in income generation of the locals. The results further indicated that Social 

capital/ formation of the JFMCs has provided a platform to the locals for collective action 
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and acquiring support from other departments such as livestock, agriculture, NGOs in the 

shape of trainings and other services. It is therefore, concluded that the JFM had provided 

support to the rural participating communities in their livelihoods improvement both cash 

and non-cash (subsistence oriented). 

Regarding the role of JFM in protection and development of forests, the study has 

shown that large scale forestry interventions were carried out in the study villages with 

the collaboration of local communities which has not only contributed in forest 

development but also provided livelihoods improvement opportunities to the local 

people. The study further showed that the locals had also taken measures for protection of 

forests such as creation of community forest check posts, patrolling by the local 

community, production of witness against the forest offenders in the court and forest fire 

protection. It can therefore, be concluded that the JFM had contributed in the 

conservation and development of forests which is the livelihood source of the rural 

communities. 

The level of local community participation in the JFM activities was high in 

majority of the study villages. The influencing factors of local community involvement in 

JFM were legal access to the forest products and income earning opportunities provided 

under the JFM program. In some of the areas due to lack of tangible benefits from the 

JFM and lack of decision making/ transfer of power to local communities under the JFM 

had resulted in low participation of the locals in the JFM activities. This shows that the 

success of JFM is based on distribution of both the benefits and responsibilities among 

the two stakeholders i.e. participating local communities and state forest department.  
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The attitude of the majority of respondents from both the local community and 

forest department personnel was positive towards the approach of JFM. They regarded 

the JFM as a practical approach for sustainable management of forests and livelihoods 

improvement of the forest adjacent communities. In a very low proportion, respondents 

from local community and forest department were against the JFM.  

The study has shown that in majority of the study areas the role of both the 

stakeholders in the JFM was satisfactory but in a few areas the issues like lack of trust 

between locals and forest department, bureaucratic/ non-participatory approach of forest 

department, lack of decision making/ transfer of power to the local communities in JFM, 

internal conflicts in the rural communities among different Khels (sub-tribes) especially 

on natural resources and land ownership were hindering the performance of JFM which 

needs to be addressed.  

From the analysis of overall results, the study concludes that the JFM had played 

a vital role in livelihoods improvement of the rural communities. It had made a 

contribution to sustainable management, protection and development of forest resources. 

Therefore, there is a need for further strengthening of the JFM approach and extending it 

to the management of all the reserve, guzara and protected forests throughout Pakistan. 

7.2 Recommendations: 

Making the rural/ forest adjacent communities the guardians of forest resources seems to 

be the most effective approach for the sustainable management of forests. Under right 

conditions, such as tangible benefits/ livelihoods security, these rural communities can 
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become the efficient forest managers at low cost. The foresters would become technical 

advisors and not policeman which is the true spirit of JFM. But this will require some 

practical measures especially on the part of Government authorities. This study, within 

the limitations of time and resources has made the following recommendations for further 

improvement, strengthening and effectiveness of the joint forest management. 

1. Trust Building: 

Promotion of an environment of trust and confidence between the forest 

department and local communities in which both of the stakeholders accept and 

appreciate the role and responsibility of the other. 

2. Community Empowerment: 

Lack of local empowerment and decentralization of decision-making in planning 

and management of adjacent forests under the JFM was found in some of the 

study villages which were hampering the active participation of local community 

in JFM activities. It is therefore, recommended that the JFMCs/ local 

communities should be empowered with enough authority and support to enable 

them to make decision in all matters concerning the management. This will also 

be helpful in trust building between the locals and forest department. 

3. Ownership of JFM/ Participatory Approach: 

Ownership of the approach of joint forest management by the forest department in 

true spirit is a pre-requisite for the success of JFM. Therefore, the personnel of 

forest department, especially the lower level who are directly involved in dealing 
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with the local communities should adopt participatory approach instead of top-

down conventional approach. 

4. Clarity on JFM Rules: 

Lack of clarity of the operating rules of JFM i.e (JFM, Community Participation 

Rules 2004) was found during the fieldwork. Therefore, the orientation trainings/ 

workshops of both the local community and forest department staff especially 

new recruits are required on JFM rules, its objectives and role of each stakeholder 

in the JFM. Further, the document of JFM (Community Participation Rules 2004) 

is in english language. Considering the high illiteracy rate in Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, it should be translated into local languages. 

5. Equal Distribution of Royalty Share: 

The percentage of royalty/ community share in the sale of trees from a forest was 

found 60% in Kalam Forest Division (In protected forests) whereas the same was 

80% in Siran Forest Division (In guzara forests). This needs the attention of 

policy makers in order to provide equal benefits/ royalty share in both the 

protected and guzara forests.  

6. Settlement of Land Ownership: 

Internal conflicts within the local communities among different khels/ sub-

sections especially communal land issues was also found an impediment in the 

effectiveness of JFM. Therefore, concerted efforts are required on the part of 
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Government to specify ownership/ land settlement in order to minimize these 

conflicts.  

7. Integrated JFM Plans: 

Preparation of at least 5 years Integrated Joint Forest Management Plans for all 

the JFMCs should be made with involvement of NGOs and other departments 

such as agriculture, livestock, horticulture in order to provide their expertise and 

services at the local level in their respective fields. This will not only strengthen 

the JFM program but will also improve the livelihoods of local communities. 

8. Extending JFM to Reserve Forests: 

It was found that mostly the JFM had implemented in the guzara and protected 

forests. The JFM should also be extended to the reserve forests which will not 

only be helpful in trust building/ encouraging the local communities but will also 

have a positive impact upon the livelihoods of the rural communities. 

9. Value Addition of NTFPs: 

Large variety of NTFPs/ medicinal plants and abundance of wild fruits and 

vegetables were found in the JFM/ study areas. Therefore, it is recommended that 

the Government should promote processing, packaging and marketing of all these 

which will further improve the livelihood of local people. 
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10. Infrastructure Development: 

Infrastructure development is often given less priority by the concerned 

government authorities in rural areas. Therefore, provision and improvement of 

basic facilities such as maintenance of road, water harvesting structures, hand 

pumps for drinking water etc should be included in the JFM program. This will 

further raise the interest of locals in the joint management of forests. 

11. Awareness Raising & Alternate Energy Sources: 

More and more income generating activities and trainings for the forest dependent 

communities, educating/awareness raising of the locals regarding the importance 

and sustainable use of forest resources, provision of alternate sources of energy at 

subsidized rates to rural communities and promotion of efficient firewood stoves 

will not only minimize the pressure on forests but will also contribute in 

strengthening of the JFM program.  

12. Capacity Building: 

Capacity building of the local communities in planning and participatory forest 

management is an important factor in the success of JFM. Capacity building of 

community institutions can increase effectiveness and sensitize local people and 

motivate them for long- term protection and management of resources. Therefore, 

capacity building of the local communities should be the regular program of JFM.  
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13. Sharing of JFM Experiences: 

Holding of workshops, seminars of JFMCs on quarterly basis by the forest 

department to share their experiences, success stories, achievements and other issues 

related to the management of forests will further contribute to the effectiveness of the 

JFM. 

The realities of changing modern times calls for the need to move away from 

conventional approaches and ways of addressing the issues like policies, laws and 

regulations to a more holistic and situation specific approaches that the local forest users/ 

forest fringe people may adopt and protect the forest resources that they value and seek to 

conserve. This will undoubtedly contribute to sustainable forest conservation and 

livelihoods in Pakistan. 

 

A Photo taken by the researcher during data collection showing forests and the houses of 

forest fringe people in one of the selected study village i.e. Bishigram of Kalam Forest 

Division)  
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ANNEX-I 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR COMMUNITY/ JFMC MEMBERS 

1. Forest Division_____________________________________________________ 

2. Name of the Joint Forest Management Committee (JFMC) _____________ 

3. Respondent Name (Optional):________________________ 

4. Age:  (Years) 

5. Marital Status:   

a) Married    

b) Unmarried 

6. If married, number of children:  

a) 1-4     

b) 5-8    

c) 9-12   

7. No. of family members in the house hold    

a) Less than 5        

b) 5-10     

c) 11-15    

d) More than 15 
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8. Education  

a) Literate    

b) Illiterate  

9. If literate, level of education:  

a) Matric        

b) Intermediate             

c) Graduate      

d) Post Graduate  

10. Profession:  

a) Government Servant    

b) Private Servant       

c) Daily Wage Earner   

d) Forest related trade 

e) Other   

11. Monthly Income:  

a) Rs. 10000 – 15000 P.M     

b) Rs. 15001 – 20000  

c) Rs. 20001 – 25000 
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d) Rs. 25001 – 30000  

e) Rs. 30001 – 40000  

f) Rs. 40001 and above 

12. Do you know about the legal status of forest in your area?  

Yes/ No 

13. If Yes please specify;  

(Guzara forest, Protected Forest, Reserve Forest) 

14. What is the existing practice/ use of the forest resource in the area?  

a) Use with the permission of JFMC/Forest Department. 

b) Use without permission  

15. Why is it important to sustainably manage, protect and develop the forests?  

a) To get Firewood, construction timber and fodder/ grass  

b) NTFPs/ Medicinal plants 

c) Financial benefits for the locals 

d) Environmental Services 

16. When was the JFM initiated/ JFMC established in your area/ village?  

a) 7 – 10 years 

b) 11 – 14 years 

c) 15 – 20 years 

17. How the JFMC was established in the Village?  

a) Forest Department 

b) Forest Owners 



176 
 

c) Forest Users 

d) Local Community 

e) NGOs/ Project 

f) Any Other 

18. What were the main objectives of JFM? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 

19. Do you participate in the activities of Joint Forest Management?  

Yes/ No 

20. If Yes why?  

a) Access to forest products (fire wood, Construction timber, fodder, NTFPs) 

b) Financial benefits (forest royalty share) 

c) Capacity building/ skill development 

d) Employment opportunity 

e) Any other  

21. If No why?  

a) No benefits  

b) Limited decision making powers 

c) Any other  

22. What are the main hurdles/ obstacles you come across in the JFM system? 

a) Conflicts on natural resources within the community 

b) Procedure for establishment of JFMC is difficult 
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c) Illiteracy among the locals 

d) Inadequate support from Forest Department 

e) Lack of tangible benefits 

f) Other If any; 

23. Which of the following forest produce are used by your house hold?  

a) Firewood, construction timber 

b) NTFPs, Fodder/ grazing land 

c) Any other  

d) All of the above 

24. Are the above forest produce available in the adjacent forest?  

Yes/ No 

25. What is the impact of JFM regarding access of the local community to the above 

forest produce? 

a) Increased access 

b) Decreased access 

c) Unchanged  

26. Is there any contribution of the forests produce in local community livelihoods?  

Yes / No  

27. If Yes how? Please explain  

28. Has the JFMC had an effect on the level of support to your community from 

NGOs/ Projects and other line departments?  

Yes/ No  
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29. Is there any physical infrastructure development activities carried out by the 

JFMC in the village?  

Yes / No 

30. Has the JFM played any role in the capacity building and skill development of the 

local communities?  

Yes / No 

31. If yes how; 

a) Training of the local community in nursery raising 

b) Bee keeping, livestock 

c) NTFPs/ medicinal plants 

d) Kitchen gardening 

e) Any other 

32. Is there any Forestry Interventions being undertaken in the area under the Joint 

Forest Management?  

Yes/ No 

33. If yes please specify; 

a) Plantations, establishment of forest enclosures for Natural Regeneration, 

agro/farm forestry, establishment of forest nurseries 

b) NTFPs conservation activities 

c) Rangelands improvement activities 

d) Other interventions 

 



179 
 

34. Has the JFMC played any role in the protection of forests?  

Yes/ No 

35. If yes please specify; 

a) Creation of community forest check posts 

b) Patrolling by JFMC/ local Community 

c) Forest fire protection 

d) Witness against forest offenders in court 

e) Any other  

36. What is the impact of Joint Forest Management on the condition of forests and its 

produce in the area?  

a) Forest Cover (Increase, Decrease, Unchanged) 

b) Productivity of Grass lands (Increase, Decrease, Unchanged) 

c) Trees on Farm lands (Increase, Decrease, Unchanged) 

d) Conservation of NTFPs/medicinal plants (Increase, Decrease, Unchanged) 

e) Natural Regeneration (Increase, Decrease, Unchanged) 

37. Is there any provision for the community share/ financial benefits in the sale of 

trees from a forest managed under JFM Program? 

Yes/ No 

38. If yes; are you satisfied with the community share/ monetary benefits in the sale 

of trees?  

39. If No why; Reasons for not satisfaction 

40. Has the JFMC its own account in the Bank? 

Yes / No 
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41. If yes how the fund is generated? 

42. For which purpose/activities the JFMC utilizes the funds? 

_______________________________________________________________ 

43. What benefits do you derive from JFM? 

_______________________________________________________________ 

44. What kind of support/ services is being provided by the forest department under 

the Joint Forest Management?  

_______________________________________________________________ 

45. Are you satisfied with the services/ role of forest department in JFM?  

Yes/ No 

46. If No why? please explain;  

47. Do you think that JFM is a good/ practical approach for forest management and 

livelihoods improvement and it should be continued?  

Yes/ No 

48. If No why; 

49. What is the role of JFM in forest development and livelihoods provision to the 

rural community?  

a) JFM has improved both the forest condition and local communities 

livelihood 

b) JFM has only improved livelihoods 

c) JFM has only improved forest condition  

d) JFM has no impact on the forest condition and communities livelihoods 
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50. What measures are required for further strengthening and effectiveness of the 

joint forest management system? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 
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ANNEX-II 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR FOREST DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

1. Designation of the Officer:_________________________________________ 

2. Since how many years the approach of JFM is being adopted by the Forest 

Department?  

No. of Years ________________ 

3. What are the main objectives of JFM?  

_______________________________________________________________ 

4. What is the legal provision for JFM in the Forest Policy/ Rules? 

_______________________________________________________________ 

5. Do you think that JFM is a practical approach for the sustainable management of 

Forests? 

Yes/ No  

6. If Yes how? ____________________________________________________ 

7. If No why?  _____________________________________________________ 

8. Did you remain involve in implementing JFM program? 

Yes/ No 

9. If yes what problems you faced in implementing JFM program at community 

level/ working with the JFMCs?  

_______________________________________________________________ 
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10. What has been the level of interest from the local community to become involved 

in JFM? 

a) Low  

b) High  

c) Medium   

11. What are the main barriers that hinder active involvement of local communities in 

JFM?  

_______________________________________________________________ 

12. Is there any contribution of the JFM in forest conservation and development?  

Yes/ No 

13. If yes how; _____________________________________________________ 

 

14. Do you think that the rural communities are dependent upon forests produce for 

their livelihoods?  

Yes/ No 

15. Is there any provision under the JFM Program for livelihood improvement of the 

rural/ forest dependent communities?  

Yes/ No 

16. If yes how; _____________________________________________________ 

17. Is there any impact of the JFM on the income generation of the rural community? 

Yes/No 

18. If yes how; _____________________________________________________ 



184 
 

19. What measures do you think can be taken to minimize and mitigate forests from 

depletion? 

_______________________________________________________________ 

20. Suggestions for further improvement of the JFM system. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 
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ANNEX-III 

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION 

1) Why the Joint Forest Management system was started in your area? 

2) What were the main objectives of JFM? 

3) Was the local community involved/consulted in the process of establishment of 

JFMC in the area?                                                                                                                     

4) What are the major activities of JFMCs under the JFM system? 

5) Has the community fully involved in planning and decision making regarding 

NRM activities? 

6) Which of the forest produce are available in the adjacent forest? 

7) Does the local community dependent upon forest produce for their livelihoods? 

8) How the local community access the forest produce? 

9) What is the existing practice/ use of forest produce in the area? (Rules/ 

Regulations/ set procedure, Communal use, use by individuals) 

10) Are you satisfied with the present use of forest resources in the area? 

11) What problems do you face in accessing these resources? 

12) What is the status of forest produce in the area after the JFM? (increase/ decrease 

in the forest produce, availability of forest produce to the locals) 

13) Are there any economic benefits available to the community under the JFM? 

14) Are you satisfied with the benefits? 

15) Has the JFM played any role in the income generation, capacity building and skill 

development of the local community? (major income generating activities 

introduced under JFM, trainings of local communities) 
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16) Is there any role of the JFM in linkages development of the local community with 

NGOs/ other line departments? 

17) Is there any infrastructure development activities undertaken in the village under 

the JFM program 

18) Is there any role of the JFM in livelihoods provision to the forest adjacent 

communities? 

19) Is there any role of the JFM in forest conservation and development? 

20) What is the role of Forest Department in JFM? 

21) Are you satisfied with the role of forest department? 

22) What measures are required for practical implementation, strengthening and 

effectiveness of the joint forest management system? 
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Annex-IV 

LAND USE MAP OF KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA PROVINCE OF PAKISTAN 

 

Source: GIS lab Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department, Peshawar. 
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Annex-V 

LAND USE MAP OF KALAM FOREST DIVISION (showing study villages) 

 

Source: GIS lab Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department, Peshawar 
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Annex-VI 

LAND USE MAP OF SIRAN FOREST DIVISION (showing study villages)  

 
 

Source: GIS lab Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Forest Department, Peshawar 


