Status of Common Property Resources in Northeast India 


The Common Property Resources (CPRs) are important sources of livelihood to rural households in general and to the rural poor in particular. They are the livelihood both tangible and intangible of thousands of people. Far from being an exception to this, since most North Eastern States are on a hilly terrain inhabited by tribals, the CPRs play a more important role in people’s livelihood in this region than in the rest of India. 

That is the background of the present paper whose main objective is to explore the status of the CPRs in the seven states of Northeast India. An effort will be made in it to define the CPRs in the context of the region, study their legal status and legal changes over the years. The paper will then describe how the communities of the region are using the CPRs. It will then analyse the threats to the CPRs and the social implications of their loss. It will end with some suggestions for the protection and proper management of the CPRs.

Keeping these objectives in mind, the paper is organised in six broad sections with many sub-sections. The first section will give an overall picture of the Northeast with sub-sections on its general features, population and administration. The second section will deal with the concept of the CPRs in India in general and the Northeast in particular. The third section is on the existing legal system of CPRs and changes over the years. The fourth section will deal with the current status of the CPRs in the Northeast and the fifth section will look at the threats to the CPRs. The last section will give some suggestions for their protection and proper management.

I. Northeast India – Its Main Features 

Northeast India consists of the seven states of Arunachal Pradesh, Assam, Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland and Tripura. Though Sikkim is included in the North Eastern Council this paper will exclude it from its purview because it is only politically a part of the region. Culturally only the “Seven Sisters” belong to the region which lies deep in the laps of the easternmost Himalayas, connected to the rest of India by a mere 20 kilometre wide land in West Bengal. It shares a 2,000-kilometre border with Bhutan, China, Myanmar and Bangladesh.

A. General Features 

The “Seven Sisters” of the Northeast have a geographical area of 2,55,08,300 hectares or 9 percent of India’s landmass. The isolated areas of the region are among the most enchanting land rich in natural resources. The geographical features of the region present the complexities of the sub-Himalayan ranges, the Indo-Burmese hills of Nagaland, Manipur and Mizoram and the eroded surfaces of the Meghalaya plateau. The Brahmaputra Valley and the Hills differ physically and culturally but are interdependent. The altitude of Manipur and Naga hills varies from 900 to 2,100 meters, the Mizo hills rarely rise above 900 meters, the Shillong Plateau and the Garo, Khasi and Jaintia Hills are 1,200-1,800 metres and parts of Tripura and Imphal Valley represent areas of low relief. The Assam valley is an alluvial expanse created by the Brahmaputra and its tributaries. The mountain range to its north is high in Arunachal Pradesh, loses height towards the south and ends in the low hills of Mizoram (Fernandes et al 2008: 6). 
The Northeast falls in the distinctive part of Indo-Burma hotspots. The region ranks 6th among the 25 biodiversity region of the world. The region is a treasure trove for herbs, plants, animals and microbial resources. Nearly 54 per cent of the geographical area is recorded as forests and that accounts for 7 percent of India’s dense forests. The region is rich in biodiversity and contains more than a third of the country’s biodiversity. Its forest system ranges from the tropical ecosystem in the plains to sub-tropical, temperate and alpine forest ecosystem in the Hills (FRI 1999). Its biodiversity depends on its unique climatic and topographic conditions. 

B. The People of the Northeast

In 2001, the total population of the Northeast was 38,444,206 with density varying from a 13 per sq. kilometre in Arunachal Pradesh to 340 in Assam (Registrar General and Census Commissioner 2001: CDs). The decadal growth rate of the region declined from 27.4 percent in 1981-91 to 22 percent in 1991-2001 but remained higher than the national average of 21.3 percent. Among the seven States the decadal growth during 1991-2001 varied from a low 16.03 percent in Tripura to a high of 64.53 percent in Nagaland.

`

  Table 1: Total Area and Population, Decadal Growth and Density in the North Eastern Region

	States
	Area (ha)
	      Total Population
	 % decadal growth
	Density 

	Region/States
	
	1991
	2001
	1971-81
	1981-91
	1991-01
	1991
	2001

	India
	32,87,24,000 
	846387888
	1028737436
	    24.66
	   23.85
	      21.3
	267
	324

	Arunachal Pr
	8374300
	864558
	10,97,968
	35.15
	36.83
	27.00
	10
	13

	Assam
	7843800
	22414322
	266,55,528
	23.36
	24.24
	10.92
	286
	340

	Manipur
	2232700
	1837149
	22,93,896*
	32.46
	29.29
	24.86
	82
	107

	Meghalaya
	2242900
	1774774
	23,18,822
	32.04
	32.86
	30.65
	79
	103

	Mizoram
	2108100
	689756
	8,88,573
	48.55
	39.70
	28.82
	33
	42

	Nagaland
	1657900
	1209546
	19,90,036
	50.05
	56.08
	64.53
	73
	120

	Tripura
	1048600
	2757205
	31,99,203
	31.92
	34.30
	16.03
	263
	304

	North East 
	25508300
	30,682,752
	38,444,026
	35.87
	27.4
	22.00
	118
	147


* Excludes Mao Maram, Paomata and Rural Sub Division of Senapati District. 

Source: Registrar General and Census Commissioner. 1991 & 2001a. Registrar General and Census Commissioner 2001b.  Registrar General and Census Commissioner 1991 and 2001 (CDs), NEC 2006: 6. 
C. Economy 

The North Eastern economy is agrarian. Agriculture is the principal means of livelihood of most of its people 47.4 percent of whom are cultivators and 11.41 percent earn their livelihood as agricultural labourers. Table 2 shows the significance of land as a source of livelihood of the people of the Northeast. Thus, agriculture occupies an important place in the economy of the region but other sectors are neglected. The region had only 166 medium and major industries in 1996, 118 of them in Assam (D’Souza 1999: 14). Very few new ones have come up since then but all 16 in Nagaland have been declared sick (Ezung 2003) and 42 in Assam run the same risk (The Assam Tribune, Sept. 28, 2006). Also the past history of the region is one of low investment and closure of industries. For example, the number of sick units in Assam including small scale ones rose from 5,686 in 1985 to 11,448 in 1994 (Bhattacharya 1998: 2). 

Table 2: Percentage of People depended on Agriculture in the Northeast in 2001

	States 
	Cultivators
	Agricultural Labourers

	India
	31.7
	26.5

	Arunachal Pr
	57.8
	3.9

	Assam
	39.1
	13.2

	Manipur
	40.2
	12.0

	Meghalaya
	48.1
	17.7

	Mizoram
	54.9
	5.7

	Nagaland
	64.7
	3.6

	Tripura
	27.0
	23.8

	North East 
	47.4
	11.41


Source: Registrar General and Census Commissioner 2001 (Table 13a): (CDs)

As a result, 70 to 75 percent of the workforce of the region depends on the primary sector against 66 percent in India as a whole. More than 20 percent depend on the tertiary sector. 6 to 8 percent of the workforce of the region depends on the secondary sector against 12 percent in India as a whole. Unemployment too is high. In Assam, for example, the Annual Economic Survey mentioned 15,71,996 registered job seekers in the employment exchanges in late 2002 against 15,24,616 in 2001 (The Times of India, 16th June 2004) and their number has remained more or less at that level since then. The Economic Survey 2004-05 (Govt. of Assam 2005: 75) shows that 10,47,734 of them were educated unemployed in December 2004. A year later the number of the educated unemployed had gone up to 11,12,355 (Govt. of Assam 2006: 4) and in late 2006 to 12,48,561 (Govt. of Assam 2007: 75). 

These figures do not depict the actual situation of unemployment in the region since most unemployed persons do not register themselves in the employment exchange. One of the reasons for not registering in the employment exchange is the scarcity of government jobs. The private jobs do not need registration in the employment exchange. Secondly, the employment exchanges are situated in the urban areas. So they are beyond the reach of the unemployed persons from the rural areas (Rayappa 1992: 362-363). So the actual number is higher than what one finds in the employment exchanges. One has to depend on estimates for it and one estimate puts the number of the unemployed in the region at not less than 40,00,000 (Fernandes and Bharali 2006). 
Development in the Northeast is poor. Poverty is rampant in the region. The proportion of the population below the poverty line (BPL) in 2000 was put at 33.47 percent in Arunachal Pradesh, 36.09 per cent in Assam, 28.54 per cent in Manipur, 33.87 percent in Meghalaya, 19.47 percent in Mizoram and 34.44 percent in Tripura. Except Mizoram, the BPL ratio in all other states exceeds the All-India level of 26.10 per cent (NSSO 2000). 
D. Administrative Structure of the Region – Past and Present 

      The Northeast has been added to political India only in recent times, though India itself was rarely been unified for most of its history. Assam, which included at independence, Nagaland, Mizoram and Meghalaya was rarely part of political India for most of its history. Manipur and Tripura were princely states also rarely a part of political India. Arunachal Pradesh was beyond the outer line of British India at the beginning of the 20th century. These areas were incorporated into mainland India during the British Raj when British colonial authorities annexed traditionally separate countries after the Yandabu Treaty of 1826 and joined them to the Indian territory. After the treaty the colonial rulers divided the region into the hills and the plains. The former was separated into excluded and partially excluded areas depending on their status of development and accessibility. Restrictions were put on the people from the plains going to the hill or buying and owning land in such areas (Kumar 2005: 199). 

The political boundaries of the British Empire in the region left many tribes divided. This division continued in the post-independence state formation. The same tribes were divided between different states. At independence, Arunachal was the North East Frontier Agency. Later it became Union Territory and finally a full-fledged state on 20th February 1987. Tripura officially became part of India on October 15, 1949, a Union Territory on 1st November 1956 and a state on January. 21, 1972. Manipur too became a Union Territory in 1956 and attained statehood in January 21, 1972. British rule was established over the Naga hills in the 1890s. In the post-Independence era Assam witnessed several divisions of its territory. The Government of India established a single Naga administrative unit in 1957. In 1960, in the face of civil unrest, the Indian government agreed to make Nagaland a self-governing state within India. The state was officially inaugurated in 1963. The present States of Meghalaya and Mizoram were with Assam till Meghalaya was separated as a full-fledged state on January 21, 1972. The formation of Mizoram State took place on 20th February 1987.

Table 3: Types of Administrative Structure for the Tribes of North East India

	State
	Special Constitutional Provision
	Administrative Structure 

	Arunachal Pradesh
	Art.371H
	No Autonomous Councils, the state has adopted the Panchayati Raj 

	Assam
	Sixth Schedule Read with Art. 371B (for Schd. Areas only)
	Three Autonomous Councils: (i). Karbi-Anglong,  (ii). North Cachar Hills, (iii). Bodo Territorial Council.

	Manipur
	Art.371C
	The Manipur (Village Authorities in Hill Areas) Act, 1956

	Meghalaya
	Sixth Schedule
	Three Autonomous Councils: (i). Khasi Hills, (ii). Jaintia Hills, (iii). Garo Hills

	Mizoram
	Sixth Schedule Read with Art.371G
	Three Autonomous Councils of Pawi, Lakher, Chakma, and other areas without the Autonomous Council

	Nagaland
	Art.371A
	No Autonomous District Councils

	Tripura
	Sixth Schedule
	Tripura Tribal Area Autonomous District Council, Khumulwang


Source: Nongkynrih forthcoming

Each state of the Northeast has a different administrative structure under the Constitution of India. Some areas are under the Sixth Schedule and or under special constitutional safeguards. The Sixth Schedule is applicable to the three Autonomous Councils in Assam, namely North Cachar Hills, Karbi Anglong and Boro Territorial Council, the whole of Meghalaya and the hill areas of Tripura. The Constitution of India was amended in 1963 to introduce Article 371A to bring civil affairs in Nagaland under the tribal customary laws. Article 371G introduced in 1986 conferred the same powers on Mizoram. It is stated in Article 371A of the Constitution: 

Notwithstanding anything in this constitution – no Act of Parliament in respect of (i) religious or social practices of the Nagas; (ii) Naga customary law procedure; (iii) administration of civil and criminal justice; and (iv) ownership of land and its resources shall apply to the state of Nagaland. 

Safeguards, like exemption from the Land and Land Revenue Act Manipur, 1960 are made for the tribal population of Manipur under Article 371C without the Sixth Schedule. The tribes of Arunachal Pradesh run their civil affairs under their customary laws without constitutional recognition. The State is the absolute authority in land related and other administrative matters. As a result, Arunachal Pradesh opted for the Panchayati Raj institution established in 1969 and not the District Council system as it prevails in most tribal areas of the Northeast (Nongbri 2003; Hansaria 2005). The administrative structure has serious implications on the land relations. Each structure has its own land laws and land relationship. The concept of CPRs is very important in this structure of power both at the community and at the State level. The following section will try to see the CPRs from this perspective. 

II. The Concept of CPRs 

The CPRs are community assets that provide both tangible and intangible livelihood (Shyhendra 2002: 3291) to their dependants. They include land used for cultivation and grazing, forests from which non-timber forest produce (NTFP) are collected, waste and panchayat land, watersheds, rivulets, rivers, ponds and other community assets. Some define the CPRs on the basis of their ownership and others according to their use (Menon and Vadivelu 2006). Most include among the CPRs only the natural resources like land, forests and water sources. Others include the sustenance of all the subalterns such as marine fisheries (D’Souza 2001: 58-64). Thus the term CPRs is used in different ways. In general, they refer to resources which are used in common and which have the physical characteristics of being difficult to demarcate. The dependants get from them benefits such as staple food from jhum (shifting) or other forms of cultivation, NTFP like edible fruits, leaves and vegetables, small timber and medicinal herbs (Lobo and Kumar 2007: 208).

However, implicit in much of the discourse is the fact of these resources being managed collectively unlike open access resources that are not. In the Indian context the CPRs can be described as the resources on which a community sustains itself mostly through equal usufruct rights. This right of being co-owners is conferred by some type of membership of the community or group such as a village or town. Its central purpose is not only the use or administration of the resource (Ahmad 1998: 253) but also sustenance that includes people’s culture, economy, social systems and identity. Most tribes have customary laws and rules on how to manage and exploit these resources and on their protection and benefit-sharing.  

A. CPRs in North East India 

The term CPRs has a different meaning in the Northeast from that in Mainland India. The classification of land is itself complex in the region. Each State and at times each community has its own classification. J. B. Ganguly (1978) mentions three categories: i. land owned by the village collectively, ii. land owned by the chief who distributes it among individual families and iii. land owned by the individual families. The first two categories are CPRs and the third is private land. Because of the diversity, the whole region does not have a common definition. Four states namely Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Mizoram and Nagaland have a tribal majority and the remaining three are non-tribal. In each State CPRs are defined in a different way. The non-scheduled areas of Assam have three types of land – patta (individual ownership), Aksonia (temporary) patta and non-patta or khas land or CPRs. Patta land is owned in perpetuity on payment of a tax. Aksonia patta is usually for one year. Khas land is considered State property and its inhabitants are treated as encroachers. This definition does not hold good in the Sixth Schedule areas where the village headman play a role under the DAC and defines the CPRs to the customary law. However, land is under the direct control of the DAC. 

In the customary laws of most other tribes the CPRs are land set apart by a tribe for the use of its members without the right of private ownership. Among the Nagas in Manipur, the land is held under the village council or the clan and no alienation is permitted under the customary laws (Singh and Devi 1991: 55-56). The Kuki-Chins do not have individual ownership. The chief of the Kuki village owns the land. The rent paid by each jhum cultivator to the chief within the chief’s village varies from 3 to 5 tins of paddy. The right enjoyed by the chief is neither proprietary nor hereditary in nature and his office goes from one clan to another by rotation (Nongkynrih forthcoming).
           Table 4: Tangkhul Naga Common Property and Mainland Indian CPRs

	Naga common properties
	Indian CPRs

	(i) Village land and forests

(ii) Streams, rivulets, and rivers (these are shared with the neighbouring villages)

(iii) Village settlement area

(iv) Village ponds, roads, footpaths and burial ground

(v) Public open ground
	(i) Community pastures 

(ii) Community forests 

(iii) Waste land

(iv) Common dumping and threshing grounds

(v) Watershed, drainages, village ponds and rivers and rivulets as well as their bank and beds


Source: Shimray forthcoming

Thus, according to all the tribal customary laws community land is collective property and the residents of the village are users of the land. Among most of them the CPRs include: (i) village land and forests, (ii) streams, rivulets, and rivers (often shared with the neighbouring village), (iii) the village settlement area and (iv) village ponds, roads, footpaths, and burial ground, and (v) public open ground (Nongkynrih forthcoming). In that sense the concept of the CPRs is somewhat different in the Northeast from that of Mainland India. 

Though the management of the CPRs changes from tribe to tribe there are some commonalities too. For example, the customary law determines the utilisation of their village land and forests. The common land resources within the territory of the village are accessible to the whole community. No individual has exclusive property rights over the community properties. The territory of each tribe is well demarcated and each village maintains a permanent boundary (Shimray forthcoming). 

Management and Ownership of CPRs – Past and Present

Like land ownership also the CPR classification and management differ from tribe to tribe. For example, traditionally among the Ao Naga of Nagaland there were four types of land – the common village land, clan land, individual family land and group or Morung land. The common village land managed and controlled by the village authority through the chief of the village consisted of the house sites, forests and woodlands. The village also held large areas of forest which was split into individual holdings for cultivation and for other purposes. The users had to pay rent to the chiefs. Clan land vested with the clan members in perpetuity and was held in common by the clan people as a whole. Jhum land was included under this. Individual land was in the name of the head of the family. Group land was allotted to a particular group, such as boys who stayed in the Morung (dormitory) and could collect firewood from this land. Also those who were ostracised from the community were allotted some group land for their sustenance (Das and Nath 1979: 125-126). 

At present, the land of most Naga tribes is classified broadly into primary or agricultural land and reserved land. The reserved land is broadly divided into three categories: (i) village land, which is kept apart for public purposes. A portion of this village land is forestland. The village land is used by the residents of the village and is under the control of the village council. (ii) Clan or khel land is land used only by the members of a Khel. (iii) Individual land is the land, which has been inherited or acquired. Such land is privately owned and the owners can lease it out (Tamuly 1985: 96-98). 

Among the Thadou of Manipur the CPRs were under the absolute control of the chief who owned them, allocated jhum plots for cultivation annually and ensured that each family got an equal share. He consulted his ministers called Semang Pachang before allocating the plots. In return, each family paid to the chief a tax in the form of a basket (vaibeing) of paddy, approximately equivalent to a five litre container. Individuals or families could not claim ownership rights over the plots allocated to them. If families are unhappy with the chief they have to leave the village and live elsewhere but have to obey the law as long as they live in the village. This practice is still prevalent among the Thadou  (Rajkhowa 1986:  96).

In the Mizo tradition, land was under the village council controlled by the chief who allocated it to the villagers as jhum land with the help of experts on shifting cultivation called Ramhual. In return the villagers paid Fathang a kind of tribute in terms of baskets of paddy to the chief. The British rulers curbed certain arbitrary judicial powers of the chiefs, such as permission of head hunting, power of protection of the criminals by the chiefs and so on by introducing the Rules for Administration of Justice in 1906 and in 1935. But the chiefs’ power in respect of land matters and in social spheres was not touched (Das 1990: 6). 

The Government of Assam abolished the chieftainship in 1954 through The Assam Lushai Hills District (Acquisition of Chief’s Rights) Act 1954 (Assam Act XXI of 1954), and brought land under the direct control of the state. At present, there are four categories of land in Mizoram. The first is the district forest over which the state exercises full control. Agricultural operations are prohibited on such land. The second is called ‘safety supply reserve forests which are owned by the district councils and are beyond the reach of the village councils and individuals. Agricultural practices are not allowed here too. The third category is village council owned ‘safety and supply reserve forests’ which are meant for the benefit of the village community. The villagers are entitled to fuel wood from these plots for their household needs but not for sale or trade. The fourth category is unclassed forest under the village council. They can be allotted to individuals on patta or garden passes for homestead and cultivation (Mahajan 1991: 81-82).

The Tripura tribes present a different picture. Under monarchy land was allotted to people through the collectors appointed by the King. The collectors took the help of a Choudhury from each village while distributing the Jhum land. The villagers had the right to select the plot for jhuming but had to get the Choudhury’s approval after selecting it. In those days land was classified into six categories of Jhum, Nal, Lunga, Chera, Bhiti and Bastu land. Jhum land belonged to the community with no individual ownership and consisted of a house site, forestland and jhum plots and was managed by the village authority under the control of the Choudhury. The Nal land was situated in the plains or river banks with high fertility and it was individually owned by the villagers with permanent heritable right but with no right of alienation. The Lunga land lay between two hills and was used for permanent cultivation. It was allotted to the tribals with yearly tax which varied from tribe to tribe. Chora land was situated on both sides of the river. The villagers owned this land. The Bhiti and Bastu land was permanent and heritable but not transferable (Roy 1986: 59-62). Thus, traditionally, tribal villages had some form of community ownership that was recognised by the King. Each village chief enjoyed customary rights of control over the village. Very little of it remains today because the tribes have been reduced to a minority and the law has been changed to recognise only individual land alone (Debbarma forthcoming).
In Arunachal Pradesh, the tradition of land ownership changes from tribe to tribe. Among the Nyishis, CPRs were clearly demarcated. They included uncultivated forests, rivers and natural resources and were under the control of the village council and were used by the village community. Also among the Galo the CPRs owned by the village community included the land used for residential purposes such as houses (nam) and granaries (nasu) (Nongkynrih forthcoming). Among the Adis, land was allotted by the chief to individual households only for production. In theory its ownership was vested in the community (Agarwal 1991: 44). The Aka tradition lacked the very concept of individual ownership. Each family cultivated as much land as it needed in the jhum season after which it reverted to the community. However, a family could use wetlands on the banks of the river for settled agriculture but those continued to belong to the village (Fernandes and Bharali 2002: 22-23).

That changed with the Balipara Frontier Jhum Land Regulation, 1947 promulgated by the Government of Assam. It gives customary rights to the tribal population over their jhum land, both of a village and of the community provided that such village or community has enjoyed the right to cultivate or utilise it for not less than five years prior to this regulation. The government accepts village/clan/individual ownership of land only in respect of what is under permanent or semi-permanent cultivation or is attached to a dwelling house. All other land including jhum land vests with the state (Nongkynrih forthcoming). 

Among the Khasis of Meghalaya there were three broad categories of land. They are: (i) Raid land (community land); (ii) Rykynti (privately owned land); and iii. Clan land. The Raid land belonged to the community and was within its jurisdiction. This community land was divided into residential land where houses and other common facilities were built and land for economic purposes used mainly for agricultural activities. Permanent residents of the village were its users. The right to use it was based on the membership of the village. The village headman did not have the authority to grant permission for such use to a non-Khasi. The CPRs belonged to the community and are controlled and managed by the village councils. The clan land was owned by the respective clans. The forest land was divided into sacred forest, village community forest, protected forest and individual forest. People could not use the sacred forest. Village community forest was controlled by the village darbar (adminstrtive unit). People could collect leaves from the protected forest for domestic use not for sale. Individual forests could be used by the owner (Dutta 2002: 59). The case of Ri Bhoi District in Khasi hills was unique because in almost the entire district the land was communally owned and controlled and managed by the chief representing a cluster of villages (Nongkynrih forthcoming). Though the traditional system of land ownership has not been abolished, in many cases the power of the Darbar has been reduced  (Dutta 2002: 2). 

Traditionally, the Garo (Meghalaya) CPRs (Akhing) were under the control of the Chief (Nokma). The homestead plots were owned not by individuals but by the community (Kar 1982: 29). At present, the land in the Garo hills is broadly divided into hilly land coming under the customary law and the plain land governed by the provisions of the Assam Land and Revenue Regulation Act of 1886, and adopted by the Garo Hills Autonomous District Council in 1952. The former type comprises almost 95 percent of the total land (Phira 1991). 

In the tradition of the Jaintias of Meghalaya CPRs were owned by the Syiem (chief of the traditional state). The British regime took away the power of the Syiem and conferred the right of ownership of the CPRs on the State and converted all the Rajhali (private land of the Syiem) into Government land. The users of the land were made to pay taxes and were given pattas for a limited period of ten years. Thus, the community land in Jaintia hills was turned into government land and subjected to land revenue (Pyal 2002: 24). 

B. Use of CPRs as Livelihood 

CPRs are important sources of livelihood to rural households in general and to the rural poor in particular. Jodha’s (1986, 1990) pioneering work on the CPRs illustrated their importance not only as regular sources of income and employment but also as safety nets in periods of drought. Their use includes grazing within the commons in addition to collection of firewood, fodder and NTFP. The National Sample Survey data classifies CPR produce as fuelwood, fodder and others which includes manure, fruits, roots and tubers, vegetables, gums and resins, honey and wax, medicinal plants, fish, and leaves and weeds. Studies show that in India approximately 58 per cent the produce collected from the CPRs are fuel wood and fodder is 25 per cent. 17 per cent is classified as ‘others’ (Menon and Vadivelu 2006). 

Jodha (1990) highlighted that, between 84 and 100 per cent of rural poor households gathered items such as fuel, fodder, food and fiber from the CPRs worth Rs 445 to Rs 830 annually. The data pertained to the 1982–1985 period and only to the states of Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Karnataka, Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu. The importance of CPRs to the rural poor has been corroborated by subsequent research and across different agro-climatic zones (Pasha 1992, Singh et al. 1996, Beck and Ghosh 2000). The average annual household value of CPR collections at the all-India level is Rs 693 (Menon and Vadivelu 2006). 

CPRs produce play an important role in people’s livelihood in the Northeast too. For example, in Assam the average value for collection from CPRs is Rs 519 and it is 4.89 percent of the households consumption expenditure. (Menon and Vadivelu 2006). Hill areas have a higher dependence on CPRs. The same is true in case of other hill areas of the Northeast. The CPRs are the base for livestock rearing. In a rural set up for fodder the livestock depend mainly on the grazing land. Once the grazing land is lost people have to buy fodder and that involves money. For example, a study of the present author on the cost-benefit analysis of the Nagaon Paper Mill shows that the number of cattle head as well as income generated from them had declined enormously after they lost the CPRs to the project. 30 families incurred a cost of Rs. 1.86 lakh a year for buying fodder because of it (Bharali 2008). As a result, the number of livestock owned by the families declined enormously. 




III. Legal Structure of CPRs in NE –Past and Present  

After the above structure of mostly traditional ownership of the CPRs, this section will deal with the formal legal structure of land in the region. Most tribes in the Northeast run their civil affairs according to their community-based customary law, which treats the natural resources as renewable. These communities have built a culture and an economy based on their sustainable use. Till the British invasion and introduction of the formal law based on the concept of the CPRs as state property, people in the region lived on this tradition. 

The concept of all land (not merely the CPRs) as state property existed in the Ahom age too in Assam but the Ahom rulers provided security by giving each family a plot of land on lease. Contrary to this, the British regime introduced the zamindari system that deprived people even of temporary ownership. The first instrument of such deprivation was the Assam Waste Land Grant Rules 1838 which paved the way for acquiring the CPRs of the Boros and Kacharis of Assam for the tea gardens. It turned most land losers into landless workers. Then came the Assam Land and Land Revenue Regulation 1886 (AL&LR 1886) that removed many restrictions on land alienation. Upto to the enactment of the AL&LR 1886, the rights of the owners of different classes of estates was not properly defined. This regulation, for the first time, formally defined the rights attached to the owners of different classes of estates (Bora 1986: 49). In most cases the estate holders were given the status of proprietors. There are some other laws too, such as the Calcutta law of 1824 which was applicable to Assam too since it was under the Calcutta Presidency. 

The main objective of these laws was to change the economy and turn the colony into a supplier of capital and raw material for it and a captive market for its finished goods. Basic to achieving this objective was monopoly over land for the coalmines, coffee and tea plantations, roads, railways and other schemes. The laws meant for these objectives culminated in the Land Acquisition Act 1894 that remains in force till today (Upadhyay and Raman 1998). This act gives more power to the State by declaring CPRs as State property  (Ramanathan 1999: 19-20). Under these laws the colonial rulers abolished the power of many tribal chiefs as well as communities. The British kept the system of chieftainship undisturbed and collected the house-tax under him without practically giving him any power to own land. The power land ownership was conferred to the State (Bora 1986: 46). 
After 1947, many legal changes were made in the Northeast though many laws enacted by the British are still prevalent. The customary laws have been accorded legal recognition only in Nagaland through Article 371A and in Mizoram through 371G and to some extent through the Sixth Schedule in Meghalaya and three Autonomous Councils in Assam and the tribal areas of Tripura. Under these provisions the CPRs can be said to be recognized since the customary law recognizes them. The tribes of the other areas, like Arunachal Pradesh and Manipur manage their land and natural resources according to their community based customary laws that are not recognized by the constitution (Barooah 2002). 
The States too enacted some laws. For example, The Assam Adhiars Protection and Regulation Act 1948 meant to provide security to the adhiars (share croppers) did not transfer ownership to them but only stipulated that they pay 20-25 percent of their first crop to the zamindar depending on who paid for the seeds and provided bullocks. For example, if the landlord supplied the plough cattle for cultivation, he would get one-quarter share of the produce and the tenant gets three quarters. But this law has remained only on paper and over 50 percent of private land continues to be under eksonia pattas (Bora 1986: 53). 
The Tripura legislature enacted The Tripura Land Reforms and Land Revenue Act 1960 (TLR&LR Act 1960). It recognises only individual land for registration and according to it the CPRs are state property. Though its declared objective was to bring the cultivators in direct contact with the State and guarantee them permanent heritable and transferable rights over land cultivated by them, in reality it had an adverse impact on the tribals since traditionally they did not have the system of individual ownership and of land registration. So the State alienated much of their land from them and used it to resettle the Bangladeshi (then East Pakistani) Hindu immigrants. As a result, by 1979 the tribals lost more than 60 percent of their land to the immigrants. Because of immigration the tribal proportion has declined from 58 percent of the population in 1951 to 31 percent today (Bhaumik 2003: 84). 

In Arunachal Pradesh, the Sadiya Frontier Tract Jhumland Regulation, 1947 was enacted to define the rights and liabilities in relation to jhum land over which a community had a customary right. The regulated stated that land was not transferable to another community or individual except with the permission of the Land Conservator or Deputy Commissioner (Shimray 2006). Ultimately this law vested the ownership of the CPRs with the State. Nagaland does not have comprehensive land laws because its civil affairs are run according to the customary laws. Only a few acts exist such as the Nagaland Jhum land Act, 1970 and the Nagaland Village and Area Council Act, 1978. The Nagaland Jhum Act bans all transfer of land outside the tribe without the consent of the village council which is to maintain written records about it. 

The above analysis shows that while the tribal tradition conferred the right of ownership of the CPRs mostly on the communities the formal laws transfer ownership to the State. The formal laws have not been adapted to the traditional rules. For example, as explained above the customary laws of the Aka of Arunachal Pradesh give the right of land ownership to the community while according to the formal law the State is the owner of such land.  One of its results is a break up of the traditional system. The formal land laws of the country are individual based and are founded on the principle of the State’s eminent domain. In this view land is only a commodity for cultivation and construction while for the tribal land is their culture, economy and identity and a part of an ecosystem with the local community at its centre (Shimray 2006). Community ownership ensured equity among the members of a tribe. When a community controls the resources, it ensures intra-generational equity. All its members get equal benefits from it because they cultivate land according to their need, i.e., the number of mouths to feed in the family. Community ownership encourages them to save the CPRs for their future generation (Baviskar and Attwood 1998: 255-264).  

The above analysis and knowledge of the land laws under the administrative structure of the Northeast are important for an understanding of the land systems and to define the CPRs. Since the CPRs do not have a common definition applicable to the whole country, the discussion on land laws can give one an insight into the issue. As explained above the administrative structure and definition of the CPRs are different in the Northeast. Based on this understanding and modern classification, the following sections will try to quantify the CPRs in the Northeast. 
IV.  Present Geographical Expanse of CPRs in the Northeast
It is not easy to identify the CPRs in the total land in the country because the land classification followed in India does not specify which categories fall under the CPRs.  Chopra et al (1990) who used a nine-fold land use classification to estimate the total area under the CPRs, suggested that land ‘other than current fallow’, ‘cultivable waste’, ‘pastures’, and ‘protected and unclassed forests’ can be broadly categorised as CPRs. Based on this classification, they concluded that 21.55 per cent of all land in India were CPRs in 1980–81. No recent data is available on the extent of CPRs in the country.


No estimate has been made of the CPRs in the Northeast. Only a few state level studies give some estimates. For example, Ao (1991: 87) showed that in Nagaland in 1991, out of the total geographical area of 16,57,900 hectares, 6.28 percent came under government control, 85.75 percent under private control and 8 percent came under dual control. The first and the third categories are CPRs. Likewise, in 1986, out of the total geographical area of 10,47,700 hectares in Tripura, 5,72,000 hectares were covered with forests. Marshy land covered 2,26,700 hectares. That can be classified as CPRs (Debbarma 1991: 101). 


Since there is no estimate of the CPRs in the Northeast this paper will follow the classification of Chopra et al (1990). Demarcating CPRs on the basis of their division cannot give a clear estimate of the CPRs in the region because of the different land management structures. However, in the absence of other alternatives we will use this division.
A. CPRs under Forests 



We will first calculate the extent of the CPRs under forests. Table 5 shows that in 1995 in Mizoram 75.59 percent of the total geographical area was under forests while in Assam only 39.15 percent belonged to this category. A total of 7,67,80,659 hectares in the Northeast were under forests. All the categories of forests are not CPRs. If we include only protected and unclassified forests then the total land under this category was 82,45,740 hectares in 1995. Since the data on protected and unclassified forests are not available for Nagaland and for unclassified forests in Tripura it is difficult to give an exact figure on the CPRs. Table 5 can give some idea of the CPRs.

   Table 5: Distribution of Forest Area in Northeast 1995 (in ha)

	States 
	Geographical Area
	Reserved 
	Protected 
	Unclassified 
	Total 
	% to Forest to G.A 

	Ar.Pradesh
	8374300
	1532135
	779
	3621086
	5154000
	61.55

	Assam
	7843800
	1792781
	-
	1277976
	3070757
	39.15

	Manipur
	2232700
	146300
	417100
	952000
	1515400
	67.87

	Meghalaya
	2242900
	98063
	1239
	850302
	949604
	42.34

	Mizoram
	2108100
	712700
	356800
	524000
	1593500
	75.59

	Nagaland
	1657900
	862500
	NA
	NA
	862500
	52.02

	Tripura
	1048600
	384709
	244458
	NA
	629167
	60.00

	All NE
	25508300
	5529188
	1020376
	7225364
	13774928
	54.00

	All India
	328726300
	415895.90
	22973385
	12207685
	76780659
	23.26


Source: Maiti and Chakrabarti 2002: 3. 

Table 6 shows the ownership of the total forestland in the Northeast in 1995 when 19,73,920 hectares (14.33%) out of the 1,37,74,928 hectares of forestland were under the forest departments of the states, 4,63,200 hectares (3.36%) were under civil authorities, 1,38,990 hectares (1%) were under corporate bodies and 1,55,600 hectares (1.13%) were private. The ownership of 1,10,43,218 hectares (80.17%) could not be classified. Separate data on the ownership of CPRs is not available. The forest officials of Assam reported that, the forest department has not done such a classification of protected and unclassed forests, which are CPRs. The same holds good for other states too. 

Table 6: Classification of Forest of NE Based on Ownership (in ha) in 1995

	States 
	Forest Department 
	Civil Authority 
	Corporate Bodies 
	Private Individual 
	    NA
	           Total 

	Ar.Pradesh
	132310
	379090
	2530
	1470
	
	5154000

	Assam
	174590
	13890
	118600
	-
	2763677
	3070757

	Manipur
	1515400
	-
	-
	-
	
	1515400

	Meghalaya
	7220
	-
	-
	77920
	864464
	949604

	Mizoram
	71270
	70220
	17860
	-
	1434150
	1593500

	Nagaland
	10040
	-
	-
	76210
	776250
	862500

	Tripura
	63090
	-
	-
	-
	566077
	629167

	Total 
	1973920
	463200
	138990
	155600
	11043218
	13774928


  Barik 2002: 41

Table 7 shows the classification of forestland in 2003 when 1,37,11,100 hectares were under forests. Out of that 18,45,800 hectares are classified as protected forest and 76,03,100 hectares as unclassed forests. As mentioned above these two categories come under CPRs. Thus, the total forestland under CPRs was 94,48,900 hectares. From 1995 to 2003 there is an increase of 12,03,160 hectares of CPRs in the Northeast. The reason may be declaration of reserved forests as unclassed. State-wise, in Arunachal Pradesh one sees an enormous rise in protected forests from 779 hectares to 9,53,500 while Tripura shows an enormous decline from 2,44,458 to 66,400 hectares. Other states have more or less the same area under protected forests. Compared to 1995, in Manipur the area under unclassed forests rose in 2003 from 9,52,000 to 11,78,000 hectares. The area under unclassed forests decreased in Arunachal Pradesh, Assam and Meghalaya and remained the same in Mizoram. Since some figures, like the data on protected and unclassed forests in Nagaland, unclassed forests in Tripura in 1995 and protected forest in Assam in 1995 and 2003 are not available, the exact difference between Tables 5 and 7 for 1995 and 2003 cannot be given. 



Table 7. Distribution of Forest Area in Northeast in 2003 (in ha)

	States
	GA
	Reserved Forest
	Protected
	Unclassed
	Total 
	% of Forest to GA

	Ar.Pradesh
	8374300
	1017800
	953500
	3182700
	5154000
	

	Assam
	7843800
	1806000
	-
	895800
	2701800
	34.45

	Manipur
	2232700
	146700
	417100
	1178000
	1741800
	78.01

	Meghalaya
	2242900
	111200
	1200
	837200
	949600
	42.34

	Mizoram
	2108100
	790900
	356800
	524000
	1671700
	75.71

	Nagaland
	1657900
	30800
	50800
	781300
	862900
	52.05

	Tripura
	1048600
	358800
	66400
	204100
	629300
	60.01

	All NE
	25508300
	4262200
	1845800
	7603100
	13711100
	53.60

	India
	 
	39991900
	23843400
	13638700
	77474000
	



Source: NEC 2006: 173

B. Other CPRs 
 


Chopra et al include permanent pastures, cultivable waste and fallow land other than current fallow among the CPRs. By this classification, 17,92,550 hectares of land in the Northeast would be under CPRs excluding forests. As shown in Table 8, the proportion of other CPRs is the highest in Meghalaya with 33.93 percent of the total geographical area, followed by Mizoram with 14.89 percent. It is lowest in Arunachal Pradesh with 1.35 percent. 


Table 8: Other CPRs in NE in 2003

	States 
	Permanent pastures
	Cultivable Waste 
	Fallow land Other than Current fallow
	Total Other CPRs
	% to Total GA

	Ar.Pradesh
	44000
	33000
	36000
	113000
	1.35

	Assam
	167000
	80000
	82000
	329000
	4.19

	Manipur
	24000
	-
	80550
	104550
	4.68

	Meghalaya
	154000
	449000
	158000
	761000
	33.93

	Mizoram
	23000
	121000
	170000
	314000
	14.89

	Nagaland
	-
	65000
	77000
	142000
	8.57

	Tripura
	27000
	1000
	1000
	29000
	2.77

	All NE
	439000
	749000
	604550
	1792550
	7.03



Source NEC 2006: 173

 C. Total CPRs 

Thus, Table 9 shows that 1,12,41,450 hectares are CPRs which is 44.07 percent of the total geographical area of the region. The highest is in Meghalaya where. 71.31 percent of the total geographical falls under the CPRs while Assam has the lowest at 15.16 percent. 58.76 and 56.68 percent respectively of the land in Nagaland and Mizoram is CPRs while 50.74 percent of Arunachal Pradesh falls under this category. It is clear from Table 9 that tribal majority states have larger areas of CPRs. 

      Table 9: Total CPRs in the North East in 2003

	States 
	Protected forest 
	Unclassed Forest 
	Permanent pastures
	Cultivable Waste 
	Fallow land Other than Current fallow
	Total Other CPRs
	Total G.A. 
	% of CPRs to Total  G.A. 

	Ar.Pradesh
	953500
	3182700
	44000
	33000
	36000
	4249200
	8374300
	50.74

	Assam
	-
	895800
	167000
	80000
	82000
	1224800
	7843800
	15.61

	Manipur
	417100
	117800
	24000
	-
	80550
	639450
	2232700
	28.64

	Meghalaya
	1200
	837200
	154000
	449000
	158000
	1599400
	2242900
	71.31

	Mizoram
	356800
	524000
	23000
	121000
	170000
	1194800
	2108100
	56.68

	Nagaland
	50800
	781300
	-
	65000
	77000
	974100
	1657900
	58.76

	Tripura
	66400
	204100
	27000
	1000
	1000
	299500
	1048600
	28.56

	All NE
	1845800
	7603100
	439000
	749000
	604550
	11241450
	25508300
	44.07


        NEC 2006: 176, Detail tables of Land Used Pattern in NE are given in the appendix

However, one cannot use exclusively the formal system in the classification of the CPRs. Another dimension that deserves attention is the terminology of classifying land. There are vast differences between the tribal classification and that of the nation-state’s statistical system. For example, Basic Statistics of the North Eastern Region, 2006 used terms such as ‘area put to non-agricultural uses’, ‘barren and uncultivable land’, ‘permanent pastures and other grazing land’, cultivable waste land’, and ‘others’. Tribals in the region do not have such classification. Tribals have their own system of land classification, which clearly demarcate CPRs. But the nation-state’s statistical documents ignore the division of the tribals and use different terminologies to suit the need of the mainstream. The modern statistical method cannot give proper and real statistical information on the land of the tribes of the Northeast. This is a matter of concern because by imposing new terminologies the nation-state undermines traditional knowledge and practices. What is presented in statistical handbooks and reports is very different from what is being practised in the field (Nongkynrih forthcoming).




V. Threats to the CPRs

In the overall Indian context, Chopra and Das Gupta (2002) showed that both the extent and quality of the CPRs are declining steadily. This point is important both for the sustainability of the CPR dependent livelihoods and the natural resources, particularly in the North Eastern States. Though because of unavailability of some data in Table 5 and 7 it is difficult to show the decline of the CPRs for the whole region, it is clear that some states show a decline in the CPRs in this period. Other studies too show the same fact. For example, according to the State Forest Report for Arunachal Pradesh 1997, the Northeast has recorded a major loss of forest cover in the 1995 assessment. In Arunachal Pradesh, out of 51,54,000 hectares recorded as forests in 1995; there is a net decrease of 1,900 hectares in the forest cover in the 1997 assessment. In Assam, out of 30,70,757 hectares forest area, there is a net decrease of 23,700 hectares in the forest cover in 1997 over 1995 (Barik 2002: 93). CPRs are also included under these forest areas. This has very serious implications for the livelihood of the indigenous people of the Northeast. One of the factors for this declining trend is the immigration and the other one is used of CPRs for development projects. This section will take a look at it.

A. Immigration 

Though the problem of immigration does not have a direct relationship with the CPRs it has serious implications for the indigenous people of the region whose livelihood is mainly CPR based. So, the immigration problem has to be studied from their perspective. The land laws in the Northeast make it easy for the immigrants to encroach on land, much of it CPRs belonging to the tribes who run their civil affairs according to their community-based customary law. As explained above the colonial land laws that continue to be in force recognise only individual ownership and treat land without pattas as State property. Such imposition of an individual-based legal system on their communities creates a disjunction between the legal and social realities and makes it easy for the immigrants to encroach on the CPRs (Fernandes, Pereira and Khatso 2005: 19-23). 

Every State of the Northeast is affected by the immigration problem in different scales. In Assam the 2001 Census shows an excess of 40 lakh persons over what would have been the natural growth of the population between 1971 and 2001. 40 percent of them are Muslims of Bangladesh origin and the rest are Bihari and Nepali (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 26). The same holds good for other States too. By official count 174,703 East Pakistani Partition refugees entered Tripura between mid-1947 and February 1950. Though refugees were to be stopped after it, their immigration continued after 1950. By official count another 435,295 persons entered Tripura till 1956. Apart from this official figure of registered immigrants who were granted rehabilitation facilities, a large number of others came on their own and found their own mode of rehabilitation without official registration or assistance (Bhattacharyya 1988: 14). That the influx of Hindu Bangladeshis continued after 1956 and even beyond 1971 can be seen from the fact that the tribal proportion in the State has declined from 58 percent in 1951 to 31 percent in 2001 (Registrar General and Census Commissioner 2001: CDs).    

The large-scale immigration is a major threat to the indigenous people of the Northeast most of whom are settled on the CPRs that are the source of livelihood of their sustenance. Because the immigrants occupy mainly the CPRs immigration has serious implications on the indigenous people of the region. 

B. Development Projects 

Another source of CPR loss is development projects. In this case too the legal system goes in favour of the state and against the people depending on the CPRs. The Land Acquisition Act 1894 treats CPRs as State property. As a result, the CPRs are often not counted in the land lost and the persons deprived of them are not treated as displaced. For example, a study of development-induced displacement in Assam 1947-2000 shows that by official count schemes like water resources, refugee rehabilitation, environment protection, defence, transport, and industries used 3,91,772.9 acres of land and displaced or deprived 3,43,262 persons, 1.15 percent of them tribals. The reality is not less than 14,01,184.8 acres used and 19,09,368 persons displaced from them. 10,09,412 acres that are missing from the official files are CPRs. The officials told the researchers that since the CPRs are State property, they do not need to keep any records on them or on the persons displaced or deprived of sustenance without relocation when they are acquired. 15,66,106 of the displaced or deprived persons are CPR dependants who are not counted because the law considers them encroachers. Most of them are tribals (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 77 and 202).  

Also an ongoing study (Fernandes and Garg) on development-induced displacement in Meghalaya, Mizoram and Tripura indicates that more than 70 percent of the land used for development projects in these states is tribal CPRs. For example according to official sources the Dumbur dam in Tripura displaced only 2,361 families (2,119 tribal and 244 Dalit) when the reality was 8,500 to 9,000 families. The state counted and compensated only the families having individual ownership documents. The remaining 6,500 to 7,000 families were not even counted among the displaced because according to the colonial law that continues to be in vogue in the country and was legitimized by the TLR&LR 1960, their sustenance was state property (Bhaumick 2003: 85). One found such examples in other states too. For example in Arunachal Pradesh, according to the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) the proposed Lower Subansiri Dam will displace only 38 families from two villages. During the public hearing the project authorities were made aware that in reality it will displace at least 12 more villages and will affect more families on both banks of the river (Menon et al 2003). But they have not been included in the Detailed Project Report.

 Table: 10: Total Land Used For Development Projects in Assam 1947-2000

	Category 
	Private
	% 
	CPRs
	%
	NA
	%
	Total

	Water Resources
	41835.34
	21.87%
	84938.42
	44.4%
	64534.39
	33.79%
	191304.15

	Industry 
	11317.31
	36.03
	20092.88
	63.97
	00
	
	31410.19

	Mines 
	105.47
	0.37
	7894.53
	28.05
	20145
	71.58
	28215

	Non-hydro
	2187.17
	19.94
	8781.29
	80.06
	00
	00
	10968.46

	Defence/Security
	9483.03
	35.91
	1988.04
	7.52
	14933.44
	56.56
	26404.51

	Environ. Prot
	46002.2
	55.91
	36279.82
	44.09
	0
	0
	82284.02

	Transport- Com
	7054.36
	5%
	11999.41
	0.26%
	96459.05
	95%
	115512.82

	Farms/ Fisheries 
	1383.94
	1%
	227269.24
	95%
	10597.3
	4%
	239250.48

	Refugee s 
	16297
	4.66
	333703
	95.34
	0
	0
	350000

	Social Welfare 
	17254.3
	99.75
	42.44
	0.25
	0
	0
	17296.74

	HRD
	647.77
	35.68
	1167.89
	64.32
	0
	0
	1815.66

	Urban
	1193.33
	100.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1193.33

	Education 
	2464
	10.66
	500
	2.16
	20656
	89.34
	23120

	Health  
	3400
	56.12
	2658
	43.88
	0
	0
	6058

	Administration 
	225562.66
	83.89
	43307.96
	16.11
	
	
	268870.62

	Others 
	7048.79
	100.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7048.79

	Total 
	393236.7
	28.06
	780622.9
	55.71
	227325.2
	16.23
	1401184.80


Source: Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 77

The legal system facilitates also tribal land acquisition and displacement without rehabilitation or compensation. Rehabilitation is weak even of the families that are counted among the displaced. In Assam, for example, there were signs of partial rehabilitation in fewer than 10 out more than 3,000 files studied (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 108). The project authorities of the Lower Subansiri dam in Arunachal claim that the displaced families will be rehabilitated on the basis of land for land. In practice though the 38 families counted will lose 960 hectares, they will be given only one hectare of land each or a total of 38 hectares. That they will get only one hectare of irrigated or two of un-irrigated land each was confirmed by the state Rehabilitation Policy which the chief minister announced in his Independence Day speech on August 15, 2008 (The Times of India 2008).

C. CPR Loss and Natural disasters 

Studies show that the loss of the CPRs mainly forests has a direct impact on the environment. Today’s floods are mainly human-made because of the interference of people to fragile ecology. Trees with large leaves provide the protection the soil needs from sun, wind and heavy rain. They also preserve the moisture required for the soil to absorb rainwater and keep the ground water level high. The role of trees, particularly of their roots, in preventing soil erosion is well known. Thus, the totality of the forest functions as a biomass system that keeps the ecological system needed for rain, for water and soil preservation and soil-fertility maintenance (Gadgil, Prasad and Ali 1983: 21-25).  AS a result of the loss of forest the intensity of flood has increased. For example, in 1953 floods affected 410,000 persons in Assam. By 1998 the number of affected people by floods had risen to 4,698,000 and in 2007 it was around 4,000,000 (Bhattacharjee 2004).

Studies also show a link between droughts and deforestation and diminished rainfall (Biswas 1980). Deforestation results in droughts because a natural forest makes provision for a balance between the pests that destroy crops and the vectors, their predators. Both of them are needed for environmental balance (Bull 1982: 21-25). Over the years one has observed huge loss of forests. In 2004, India's forest cover stood at a paltry 20.6 percent of the country's geographical area, woefully short of the 33.33 percent the country aims to achieve by 2012 under the National Forest Policy, 2002 (The Indian Express, February 14, 2008). As explained above loss of forests leads to drought. Meher-Homji (1988: 116-121) shows that in Tamilnadu and Karnataka deforestation that affected the micro-climate from the 1960s to the 1980s resulted in lower rainfall and drought. The same is true of the Northeast. In the Lakhimpur district of Assam a diminution of 15 cm of rain was witnessed for many years between 1954 and 1978 that were also years of deforestation in that region (Kalita and Sarmah 1981). Landslides are also rising in the region. 

Case of Local Initiative of Forest Management: The villagers of Bodohaur, Rangsai, Rambukdara Garogaon and Upartala in the Goalpara District of Assam had the traditional practices of conserving the forests (community forest) from time immemorial, inasmuch as they depend largely on forests for fuel wood, fodder, construction materials and various small agricultural tools. During 1970s and 1980s the people strongly felt the need of protecting their forest as they experienced a strong inward migration to their area. The villagers formed committees, like Uportola Ban Sanrankhan Samiti, Ban Suraksha Samiti ect during 1970s and 80s to protect and preserve the forest they owned. Till date they are having those committees. The activities of the committee are protection, maintenance, allocation of resources to the members, monitoring of the forest. The committee plants saplings.” From the forest, collection of fuel wood is free. But, fuel wood collection by outsiders is prohibited. For the purpose they can only lop the branches, cannot cut the whole tree. The tree can be cut only if somebody needs that for construction purposes. For that the person concerned has to give an application addressing the President and Secretary of the forest protection committee, where he has to mention how many timbers he needs. The committee takes the decision whether to permit the timber to be cut. In case of Bodohapur, the timber is given free of cost, but in other villages the person has to pay Rs. 50-60/- per pole. They have a strong surveillance system and the person cannot cut more timbers than he mentions in his application. If somehow he violates and get caught, he will be liable to be punished as decided by the committee. A capital punishment is imposed varying from Rs.105/- to Rs. 500/-.  Moreover, the whole villagers, once in a year, visit the forest to see if illegal felling took place. They do some cutting and thinning works and those are distributed among the villagers equally.” (Sarma and Das 2007)
VI: Some Suggestions


The above analysis shows the need for looking at the CPRs from the perspective of people’s livelihood. The following suggestions are made for their management in the region. 

1. There should be proper demarcation of CPRs in the region. The demarcation should be done on the basis of a study of the traditional land system of each State keeping in mind the differences in each community. 

2. There should be a law to preserve the CPRs in the region. 

3. The rights of the indigenous peoples over the CPRs should be recognized. Immigration issue should be looked at from that perspective.

4. The traditional system of forest conservation should be encouraged. The existing self-initiated forest conservation committees should be encouraged. 

Conclusion 

The above analysis has explored the status of the CPRs in the states of the Northeast. It shows that it is very difficult to demarcate the CPRs in the Northeast because of their complex land ownership pattern. The traditional society gave to the CPRs a meaning that is different from that of the formal laws. However, the formal laws do not recognize the role of the CPRs in the sustenance of the tribal and other rural communities. The imposition of the formal law on the people of the Northeast without consideration for the customary law has very serious implications for the CPR dependent people. This paper shows the transformation form community ownership and management of the CPRs to state control. The data show that it has resulted both in the decline of the CPRs and increase of people’s impoverishment. That situation shows the need to take measures to revive the CPRs and community ownership system. 
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Appendices (Sources of the Tables – Statistical Handbook of the States and Basic Statistics of NER 2006. 

Land Used Pattern in Arunachal (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	
	Total Meghalaya 
	
	
	
	

	1
	Forest


	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	1017800

953500

3182600
	√

√
	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 


	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	5000*

21000*
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)

660000
	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	#

44000

33000
	√
√
	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	36000

28000
	√
	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	166000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	264000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	98000
	
	


# Included under the head ‘Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown’.

· As per Agricultural Census 1995-96. 

Land Used Pattern in Assam (2003) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	1
	Forest
	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	1806000

-

895800
	√
√

	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	1080570

1452749
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)
	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	167000

236000

80000
	√
√

	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b)
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	82000

144000
	√

	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	2701000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	4093000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	1392000
	
	


Land Used Pattern in Manipur (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	
	Total Meghalaya 
	
	
	
	

	1
	Forest


	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	146700

417100

1178000
	√

√
	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 

1445000
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)


	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	#

24000

#
	√

√
	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	-

-
	√
	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	140000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	199000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	59000
	
	


# Included under the head ‘Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown’.

Land Used Pattern in Meghalaya (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	1
	Forest
	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	111200

1200

837200
	√
√

	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	225860

12140
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)

630323
	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	648450

154000

449000
	√
√

	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 231440
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	158000

63000
	√

	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	240000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	266000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	26000
	
	


Land Used Pattern in Mizoram (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	1
	Forest

1598000
	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	790900

356800

524000
	√
√

	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 

24000
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	-

16000
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)


	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	23000

31000

121000
	√
√

	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 163000
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	170000

50000
	√

	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	91000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	91000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	-
	
	


Land Used Pattern in Nagaland (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	
	Total Meghalaya 
	
	
	
	

	1
	Forest


	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	30800

50800

781300
	√

√
	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 

65000
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	-

-
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)

660000
	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	-

124000

65000
	√

√
	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	77000

92000
	√
	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	261000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	295000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	34000
	
	


Land Used Pattern in Tripura (2001-2002) In Ha

	Serial no
	Category
	Sub-category
	Area
	Land considered as common lands

(Indicate with √)
	Please detail which government line department/body has the Ownership/Management of this category e.g. Revenue, Forest, Panchayat etc.

	
	Total Meghalaya 
	
	
	
	

	1
	Forest


	(a) Reserved Forest Areas

(b) Protected Forest Areas

(c) Unclassed Forest Areas
	358800

66400

204100
	√
√

	Details on Rights and Concessions*

	2
	Not available for cultivation 

133000
	(a) Non Agricultural uses

(b) Barren and unculturable land
	131000!

3000!
	
	

	3
	Other uncultivated land 

(Excluding fallow land)


	(a) Permanent pastures and other grazing land

(b) Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown

(c) Culturable Waste land
	#

27000

1000
	√
	

	4
	Fallow land (a+b) 1700
	(a) Fallow land other than Current fallows

(b) Current Fallows
	1000

4000
	√
	

	5
	Net area sown (6-7)
	
	277000
	
	

	6
	Gross cropped area
	
	420000
	
	

	7
	Area sown more than once
	
	143000
	
	


# Included under the head ‘Land under Miscellaneous tree crops and groves not included in net area sown’.

!: Relates to the year 1998-99. 
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