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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Monga, a local term, meaning ‘near famine situation’ occurs every year during Aman rice crop 

growing season, in the Northern districts of Bangladesh. This region is inhabited by the poorest 

people of the country. It is situated in the Tista and Jamuna basin, and many tributaries of these 

rivers flow through the region. Topography and climate make the area ecologically vulnerable to 

natural calamities including floods, river erosion, drought spells and cold waves, all of which 

occur more frequently and intensely in the region. Amidst these compelling conditions, the local 

economy shows little diversification and is heavily dependent on agriculture,  which yields only 

one or sometimes two annual harvests, in contrast with three crops per year in other more fertile 

and benign parts of the country. In this setting, local employment is limited from September 

through December in average years. As the landless and poorest survive on agricultural wages, 

their opportunities of earning incomes drop in this period, and they become trapped in what is 

called Monga – a cyclical phenomenon of poverty and hunger.  

Bangladesh is rich with seasonal and perennial inland waters. In order to combat monga, water 

resources may play a significant role. Government owned ponds, closed beels (natural 

depressions) open beels and flood plains, which are considered as common property waterbodies 

(CPW), are important resources in the monga affected area. Historically the fishers and poor had 

free access to the CPW. However, due to subsequent government policy of revenue collection 

through leasing system, the access of poor became limited. The present study was designed to 

know the current status of access by poor fishers and non-fishers to CPW, their food security and 

income generation status through access to CPW and to recommend a sustainable management 

plan for CPW. This study was conducted for one year in 3 selected Upazillas of the Northern 

region of Bangladesh, one each from Rangpur, Lalmonirhat and Kurigram districts. Data were 

collected from fishers, non-fishers and other stakeholders through structured interview schedules, 

monitoring and from secondary sources.  

People in the study area were very poor and their poverty status was worse than in other parts of 

the country. It was found that conditions of fishers in respect of income, education, food 

consumption was inferior to non-fishers. Productivity of open CPW was low compared to closed 

CPW. Although waterbodies in the study area were pollution free with water and soil quality 

suitable for fish growth, production from CPW in the study area was low compared to national 

average. Involvement of the Department of Fisheries (DoF) in CPW leasing process was 

minimum, which negatively affected the sustainable management of CPW. The main income 

source of fishers came from fisheries, which was very insufficient for their food security. 

Therefore, some of the fishers had taken other occupations, such as fish trading, wage labour and 

related occupations. Some of them now undertake fishing on contract basis for harvesting from 

private ponds and other closed water bodies. Fishers could not benefit from the Government 
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policy regarding CPW due to lack of education, capital, unity and leadership. A revenue oriented 

fisheries management system with short lease terms where lease value increased annually with no 

consideration for the productivity of waterbodies encouraged over fishing and destructive fishing 

by lessees. The lessees are noted to dewater water bodies to maximize profit at the expenses of the 

sustainability of fisheries resources. In order to ensure effective access of the poor to CPW, it is 

important to manage CPW in a sustainable way. Leasing of CPW should be primarily be a means 

of controlling access to water bodies to ensure sustainable management rather than create a system 

to raise government revenue. All leasing must be subject to the preparation and implementation of 

a management plan for the resources indicating approaches to sustainable management and 

identifying the participating fishers and user communities and should include, where feasible, a 

sanctuary as an integral part of the fisheries management plan.  Alternative income generation 

activities should be identified and provided to the poor user community so that they can gain a 

livelihood outside fishing, thus reducing the pressure on the fishing resource.  Seasonal safety nets 

must be ensured. It is necessary to work with support agencies to identify income generation 

activities for closed seasons and times with low fishing income.  Alternatives to fishing are 

essential to improve the access of poor fishing households to public and private sector services and 

opportunities so that they can move away from fishing for an income. DoF must be given 

authority to ensure that the CPWs are managed in a sustainable way. Awareness among the fishers 

need to be created about the benefit of community based management. Granting of lease must be 

dependent on the submission and subsequent implementation of fisheries management plans 

approved by DoF personnel. Financial capacity of fishers needs to be increased through 

institutional supports. Instead of present 3 years lease system, long-term leasing is necessary. 

Appropriate steps should be taken to increase the educational status of fishers’ community.  

Community leadership needs to be developed to protect them from conflict as well as to enhance 

their internal dynamics.  
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Chapter 1Chapter 1Chapter 1Chapter 1    

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 
Bangladesh is located between north latitudes 20° 34’ and 26° 38’ and east longitudes 88° 01’ 

and 92° 41’. The country is bordered by India on the west, north and northeast, Myanmar on the 

southeast, and the Bay of Bengal on the south.  The area of the country is 147,570 square 

kilometers, 7% of which is permanently under water.  The population is 153 million, a quarter of 

which is urban (BBS, 2008).   

Bangladesh enjoys a generally warm and humid subtropical environment with a mild winter 

from October to March, a hot and humid summer from March to June, and a warm and humid 

rainy monsoon from June to October. Temperatures range from a minimum of 7-13°C during the 

winter to a maximum of 31-37°C in the summer.  

Bangladesh is a low-lying riverine country. Its topography, ecology and human habitat are 

greatly influenced by the Ganges and Brahmaputra river systems originating from the 

Himalayas. Changing courses of the river systems and frequent flooding during the monsoon 

have created a large amount (4 million ha) of diverse wetlands, such as rivers, baors (resulting 

from loss of river flows), beels and haors (natural depressions) and flood lands. These water 

resources contribute to a substantial proportion of the country’s yearly supply of fish (72%). The 

inland water resource of Bangladesh and productivity are shown in Table 1.  

Fisheries is an important sub-sector of agriculture in Bangladesh and plays a significant role in 

nutrition, employment, foreign exchange earnings and food supply. The fishery sub-sector 

contributed 3.63% to GDP at current price (2007-08). The fishery sub-sector provides full-time 

employment to over 1.2 million people. Another 11 million people earn their livelihoods 

indirectly from activities related to fisheries. 

Inland capture fisheries consist of 4 047 316 ha of water area, and inland culture fisheries cover 

290 374 ha of water area. In 2007-08, catches from capture fisheries contributed 41.36% and 

culture fisheries 39.23% to the country’s total inland production of 80.59%; marine fishes 

contributed 19.41%. Total fish production in 2007-08 was 2.52 million tonnes of which 2.07 

million came from inland water bodies and 0.50 million tonnes from marine fisheries (FRSS 
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2008). The inland waters of Bangladesh are inhabited by 260 indigenous species of fish, 11 

exotic species of fish and 24 species of prawns. The marine waters of the Bay of Bengal are 

blessed with about 475 species of finfish and 38 species of shrimp (Mazid, 2002).  

 

           Table 1. Water area and catch from fisheries sector   (July 2007 - June 2008) 

Sector of Fisheries Water Area 
(Hectare) 

Total Catch 
(Metric Ton) 

Catch/Area 
(Kg/Hectar

e) 
A. Inland fisheries    
i. Inland capture    
1. River & Estuaries  853,863 136,812 160 
2. Sundarbans 177,700 18,151 102 
3. Beel 114,161 77,524 679 
4. Kaptai Lake 68,800 8,248 289 
5. Flood plain 2,832,792 819,446 289 
Capture Total  4,047,316 1,060,181 41.36% 
 
ii. Inland Culture 

   

1. Pond & Ditch  305,025  866,049  2,839 
2. Baor  5,488  4,778  871 
3. Shrimp/Prawn 
Farm  

217,877  134,715  618 

Culture Total  528,390  1,005,542 39.23% 
Inland Total  (i+ii) 4,575,706  2,065,723  80.59% 

 
B. Marine 
Fisheries 

   

(i) Industrial Fisheries 
(Trawl) 

 34,159  

(ii) Artisanal 
Fisheries 

 463,414  

Marine Total   497,073    19.41% 
Country total    2,563,296      100% 

               * Source : FRSS 2008. 

 

 

Historically, most of inland waterbodies were non-private or state property and use rights for 

fishing, animal grazing, and fodder and plant harvesting were open to all. In course of time the 

government took away free fishing rights from the relatively large waterbodies (e.g., rivers, 

beels and haors) through establishment of periodic leasing system, in order to generate revenues. 

To facilitate  the  leasing process,  rivers  and  its  tributaries  are  divided by the Ministry of  

Land  (M0L)  into several small  arbitrary  segments.  These segments or  waterbodies are  then  

leased  out  through  auction  for  the  collection  of  revenue.  Similarly  land depressions  and  
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ponds  owned  by  the  government  fall  under  this  category.  There  are over  10,000  

waterbodies (inland  water  bodies  generating  government  revenue)  in Bangladesh 

(Viswanathan et al. 2002)  and they  are leased to the highest bidder  with  a  preference  for  

fisher  cooperatives  but  very  often,  either  directly  or  by bidding  through  a  cooperative,  

control  ends  in  the  hands  of  the  rich  and  influential lessees.  Due to  the  private  auction 

leasing  system,  fisher’s  access  to  inland  fisheries has  become  increasingly  difficult  and  

competition  over  the  fisheries  resources  is becoming  more  intense  and  complex  every  

year.   This leasing system created a group of middle agents, usually from rich and elite class, 

who with their economic and social powers, established perpetual authority over these resources 

and continued to benefit at the expense of the professional and hereditary fishers. On the other 

hand, small indigenous including seasonally flooded wetlands that comprised nearly 65% of the 

total inland water area were still a common property resource as far as fishing was concerned. 

Again, in the course of time through different land settlement measures, titles of land in many 

such waterbodies got transferred to the local landless families for crop cultivation for at least 

part of the year by taking advantage of new agricultural technologies. As a result, fishing and 

many other community uses became limited, though not entirely closed. It is estimated that 

about 10 million households take part in fishing in the flood lands and catch nearly 190,000 t of 

fish every year.  

Over the years, introduction of new agricultural technologies and increased competitive 

pressures for more intensive use of the wetlands resulted in the deterioration of fishery resources 

as well as reduced the size of common property wetlands. Nevertheless, traditional rules of 

fishing rights by the community was maintained, at least in the water areas with marginal or no 

use value for agricultural purposes. Very recently, extension and application of new aquaculture 

technologies in flood lands and beels within the flood lands, formerly considered of little or no 

value, have increased their productive potential and consequently, have caused their value to 

rise. As a result of increasing private investment and transformation of wetlands to more 

economically profitable land uses, the poor fishers are being denied access to these resources 

and deprived of their benefits. This will contribute to a widening gap between the better-off and 

the worse-off in rural communities. Development policies with respect to these water resources 

seldom considered the interests of the poor communities who used to derive benefits for their 

livelihood.  

Bangladesh first surveyed its poverty situation in 1973-74 to get an idea of the poverty scenario. 

The survey method used was the Household Expenditure survey (HES). In HES, food intake and 

direct calorie intake method were used. Daily per capita intake of 2122 kcal and 1805 kcal were 
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considered respectively as absolute poverty and hard core poverty. According to HIES, poverty 

headcount ratio was 58.8% in 1991-92, which was reduced   to 49.8% in 2000. In recent days 

though poverty rate is declining, the number of poor people is increasing. Poverty has been 

reduced by 7% during 1991 to 2005, but the total number of poor people increased by 4.4 

million during this period. On the other hand, only from 2000 to 2005, the number of hard core 

poor people increased by 3 million. According to the latest survey of HIES 2005 of Bangladesh 

Bureau of Statistics, 56 million people live under poverty line. In 1991-92 the total number of 

poor people was 51.6 million and in 1995-96 the number reached 55.3 million. In 2000 the 

number of poor people was 55.8 million. From 1991 to 2005 more than 4.4 million people were 

added to poverty line population (HIES 2005). Hossain (2004) indicated that the growth of off-

farm activities in rural Bangladesh contributed to a higher rate of poverty reduction than could 

have been achieved by people dependent only on agriculture. More equitable growth remains an 

important goal for the government of Bangladesh (GoB). The welfare monitoring survey 2009 

said that 41.2% of people are poor. Amongst this, 31.9% is poor and 9.3% is ultra-poor.  Thirty 

seven percent families thought that poverty was increasing; 23% thought that it was decreasing. 

and 40% thought that it remained static.  Earlier it was stated that 40% population of Bangladesh 

were below poverty line. World Bank recently defined poverty as earning below 1 dollar 25 

cents/day.  In that respect, the poverty in Bangladesh has increased (BBS 2009). 

The fisheries sector is closely associated with poverty in the developing countries of Asia, 

including Bangladesh. Fish is associated with many dimensions of the poverty alleviation 

strategy in Bangladesh, as it contributes to nutrition, livelihoods, income and foreign exchange 

earnings. Fish provides food f or millions of poor people in Bangladesh, where it is regarded as 

“poor people’s protein”.  In fact, fish has long been the main source of protein in Bangladesh.  

Fish is also an important source of micronutrients and the essential n-3 fatty acids that confer 

protective attributes to the body against cardiovascular diseases and related conditions. In poor, 

rural, Bangladeshi households, mean fish intake has been noted to range between 13–83 g raw, 

whole fish per person/d. Frequency of intake of small fish is high and small fish make up 50–

80% of all fish eaten during the fish production season in rural Bangladesh (Thilsted et al, 1997; 

Roos et al, 2007)  

The present per capita annual fish consumption in Bangladesh stands at about 14 kg/year against 

a recommended minimum requirement of 18 kg/year. Previous food consumption studies have 

shown the mean fish intake to be 13–83 g raw, whole fish per person/day. The consumption 

remains almost unchanged with the current mean intake noted to be 42 g per capita per day 

(HIES, 2005) There is need to improve fish consumption in the country, given its importance in 
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the diet and livelihoods of many poor people who are suffering from deficiencies of macro and 

micronutrients.  

With population and demand for fish, including export demand, rising, the expansion of fish 

supply to maintain food security has emerged as a priority concern. The fisheries sector plays a 

particularly important role among disadvantaged groups as a main or supplementary source of 

employment, livelihood and income. The fisheries sector is the second largest part-time and full-

time employer in rural areas. An estimated 1.2 million people are directly employed in this 

sector. A further 12 million rural people indirectly earn livelihood from fisheries-related 

activities, such as the downstream activities of fish trading and processing (Dey et al. 2008).  

The fish trade is a significant source of foreign currency earnings for Bangladesh and delivers 

benefits at both the macro and microeconomic levels (Dey et al. 2005). Fish is the third largest 

contributor to Bangladesh’s export earnings and is growing annually by 5-8%. Revenue from 

traditional exports of non-fish agricultural products is gradually being outpaced by fishery 

products, to the extent that fish has become the most important primary commodity that 

Bangladesh exports (Dey et al. 2008). 

The topography of Bangladesh is predominantly characterized by the delta, a flat alluvial plain 

less than 10 meters above  sea level that occupies 93% of the land area (some mountains occupy 

part of the southeast). About 88% of arable land is floodplain, which receives alluvium deposits 

every year as some 300 rivers overflow during the wet monsoon (BBS 2006). About two thirds 

of the country is under water at some point in a typical year, and over one third remains 

inundated for a good portion of the year and are therefore favorable for use as fish nurseries and 

for grow-out culture. Patterns of land and water use vary by season, as water bodies expand and 

areas for terrestrial crop production shrink significantly during the wet season. 

 ‘Monga’ is a local term, meaning ‘near famine situation’ which occurs every year during the 

growing season of Aman rice crop (between the planting time in August and harvest time in 

December) in the Northern districts of Bangladesh. This region is the poorest part of the country. 

Seven districts, Nilphamari, Lalmonirhat, Kurigram, Gaibandha, Rangpur, Panchagar and 

Thakurgoan are severely affected by monga. The Northern Region of Bangladesh is situated in 

the Tista and Jamuna basin, and contains many tributaries of these rivers. Topography and 

climate make the area ecologically vulnerable to floods, river erosion, drought spells, and cold 

waves, all of which occur more frequently and intensely in this region than in other regions. 

Amidst these compelling conditions, the local economy shows little diversification and is 

heavily dependent on agriculture, which yields only one or sometimes two annual harvests, in 
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contrast with three crops per year in more fertile and benign parts of the country. In this setting, 

local employment is limited from September through December – in average years. As the 

landless and poorest survive on agricultural wage labor, their opportunities of earning incomes 

drop in this period, and they become trapped in what is called Monga – a cyclical phenomenon 

of poverty and hunger. In years with particular negative weather conditions – drought, cold 

spells or floods, the period of seasonal unemployment expands to more than four months. For 

example, early floods in August – September destroy part of the newly sown Aman rice crop and 

unexpected rainfall leads to swollen rivers and increased erosion or flooding.  In this context of 

vulnerability, seasonal food insecurity manifests itself in all three of its dimensions: availability; 

access and utilization.  

The shocks that trigger food insecurity are usually local natural disasters, aggravated by the 

specific vulnerability that the hard-core poor endure in economic, social, health and governance 

factors. There is virtually no demand for wage labor – precisely when thousands of laborers are 

desperate to earn a few takas to repair their damaged houses and buy much - needed food. Many 

of them and their families have already entered a routine of only one poor meal per day, which 

leads to a state of chronic malnutrition and starvation. Every year, substantial numbers of boys 

and men migrate during the Monga season to cities and more benign rural regions, in search of 

work. This coping mechanism does not end the suffering of their family, particularly women and 

children whose able -bodied male household members migrate and they often cannot cover their 

basic needs. Concrete manifestations of Monga are presented in the following box (CARE 

2005). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

      * CARE (2005). 

• The poorest households are pushed into distress conditions, and become compelled to sell their assets 
for survival. 

• Monga affected families take maximum one meal per day. 
• Pregnant, children, lactating mothers including elderly people suffer from malnutrition. 
• Rate of diseases increase due to malnutrition and distressed life conditions. 
• Theft and hijacking increase in the Monga affected areas. 
• Poor vulnerable people change their professions. 
• Unrest and domestic violence tend to increase. 
• Able-bodied boys and men migrate to cities and more resourceful rural regions of the country. 
• Babies are born with low birth weight and begin life in a compromised state of nutrition and health. 
• Child education stagnates. 
• Loan from non-institutional sources increases 
• Disabled and elderly people of the families are neglected and suffer in particular. 
• Numbers of beggars increase. 
• Advance labour sale becomes a phenomenon. 
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The households that were most affected by Monga coped with the situation by taking food of 

inferior quality, and by skipping meals. The array of households’ responses further includes the 

sale of labor in advance, or taking loan from money -lenders at high interest rates. The relief 

distribution on behalf of the government is found insufficient. Particularly vulnerable are women, 

children, elderly and ethnic minority people, as they tend to have limited options in terms of social 

capital and safety nets (CARE 2005). 

Different intervention programs and policies are being taken to combat monga. One of the ways 

to ensure food security of monga affected areas is poor people’s access to and utilization of 

common property resources (CPRs), such as, khaslands, forest and waterbodies. Especially, 

common property waterbodies (CPW), if properly utilized by the poor people, may contribute to 

their income generation and nutrition security. CPW include government owned ponds, closed 

beels, open beels and flood plains.  

The fishers are the most vulnerable groups to ‘Monga’ situation. This issue needs to be 

emphasized in the National Fisheries Policy of Bangladesh, which advocates for sustainable 

management of fishery resources with involvement of fishers. The main objectives of National 

Fisheries Policy of Bangladesh are - a) enhancement of the fisheries production and 

development; b) poverty alleviation through creating self-employment and improvement of 

socio-economic conditions of the fishers; c) meeting the demand for animal protein; d) 

achieving economic growth; e) earning foreign currency by exporting fish and fisheries 

products; and f) maintaining ecological balance, conserve biodiversity and improve public 

health. In the above context, it is evident that the present status of CPW in monga affected areas, 

access of poor and management strategy need to be clarified. Therefore, the present study was 

carried out with the following objectives:   

a. To know the present status of CPW in monga affected areas. 

b. To know access of fishers and non-fishers poor to CPW. 

c. To know socioeconomic conditions of people residing near CPW. 

d. To determine productivity of CPW. 

e. To recommend guidelines for the sustainable management of   CPW in               
relation to increased productivity and effective access of poor people. 
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METHODOLOGY 

 
 
 
2.1 Conceptual dimension of common property right 

The term “common-property resource” is a glaring example of a term that is repeatedly used by 

political economists to refer to varying empirical situations including: (1) property owned by a 

government, (2) property owned by no one, and (3) property owned and defended by a 

community of resource users.’ The term is also used to refer to any common-pool resource used 

by multiple individuals regardless of the type of property rights involved. Property rights may 

also originate among resource users. In some situations resource users cooperate to define and 

enforce rights among themselves. Such rights are de facto as long as they are not recognized by 

government authorities. Users of a resource who have developed de facto rights act as if they 

have de jure rights by enforcing these rights among themselves. In some settings de facto rights 

may eventually be given recognition in courts of law if challenged, but until so recognized they 

are less secure than de jure rights. 

In Bangladesh, experiences from good practices for common property resources (CPR) 

identified that it is necessary to choose CPR members from the resource users with clearly 

defined rights to use the resource with defined physical boundary. The long-term security of 

tenure is a precondition for establishment of common property resources in the water bodies by 

the users (mainly fishers and adjoining agriculturists of the water body) themselves. The 

sustainability of such CPW depends on the equity in sharing expenses and income; monitoring 

by the users themselves; graduated sanctions for violations of CPW rules; and development of 

local forums for resolving conflicts. 

Seasonally flooded wetlands under fallow are one of the very few remaining common property 

natural resources in Bangladesh. Traditionally, these wetlands have been accessible to 

surrounding communities especially the poor and landless who derive benefits from their use. In 

recent years, extension and application of new aquaculture technologies in common property 

wetlands, formerly considered of little or no value, have increased their productive potential and 

consequently, have caused their value to rise. As a result of increasing private investment and 

transformation of wetlands to more economically profitable land uses, the poor and the landless 



11 
 

are denied of access to these resources and deprived of their benefits. This is contributing to a 

widening gap between the better-off and the worse-off in rural communities. Moreover, 

competition for the resource may spawn violence and abuse of human rights. Therefore, some 

drastic measures on the use of wetlands should be undertaken by the government to protect the 

rights of the poor and disadvantaged members of the community. It will also need newer 

institutional arrangements and management mechanism that could increase wetland productivity 

and yet allow communities to retain access and management responsibility. 

Historically,  state  and  private  property  rights  regimes  have  expanded  often  at  the expense  

of  communal  or  common  property  regimes. In  recent  years  there  has  been renewed  

scholarly  interest  in  the  value  of  common  property  rights  in  the  management  of  natural  

resources,  including  fisheries.  This  has  been  partly  in response  to  Hardin’s  negative  

assessment  of  the  role  of  common  property  in management  of  resources  but  also  to  the  

worsening  situation  of  many  peoples hitherto  dependent  on  common  property  rights  for  

survival (Hardin 1968).  All  around  the  world, fish  stocks,  forests,  grasslands,  air,  soils,  

wildlife,  and  water  quality  have  been seriously  degraded  by  human  activity.  A  key  

question,  then,  is  under  what conditions  will  people  conserve  the  resources  on  which  their  

livelihood  depends? Hardin (1968)  examined  the  problem  of  overexploitation  of  common  

property  resources  (including  fisheries  resources) under what  he called common property  

practices, concluding  that such practices led inevitably  to  environmental  degradation.  

However,  critics  have  pointed  out  that  he conflated  open  access  with  common  property  

and  failed  to  examine  the  historical and  ethnographic  record  on  actual  management  

practices  among  fishers,  foresters and  others  who  lived  under  common  property  rights  

regimes  (Dyer  &  McGoodwin,  1994;  McCay  &  Acheson,  1989;  Ostrom,  1990).    

According  to  Hardin’s  idea of  tragedy  of  commons, when  the conservation of  common 

property resources is no one’s  responsibility then it obviously results in overexploitation,  

resources  stock  depletion  and  environmental  degradation.  While there  is  some  truth  to  this  

view,  there  are  many  studies  which  show  that  where  rights  of  access  to  common  

property  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  long-standing local  traditions  and  customs  which  

include  use-rules,  use-restrictions  and  users rights  protection,  over-exploitation  of  common  

property  resources  can  be minimized  and  even  eliminated (Acheson,  1989;  Baines,  1989;  

Berkes,  1995; Ruddle, 1989;  Moorehead,  1989;  Ostrom, 1990; Pomeroy, 1999). The  common  

property  rights  (CPR)  issue  has  led  to  vigorous  debate  over  key concepts  and  their  

applicability  to  different  environmental  and  other  settings (Hardin, 1968, 1998; Berkes, 

1993,1996; Feeny et al., 1990, Ostrom, 1990, 1998). It is important at the outset to distinguish 
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common property from un-owned non-property or open- access. The latter is  defined  as a 

resource to  which access is  unrestricted  and  can  be  used  by  any  one. Examples  would be  

the  air  we  breathe and  areas  of  the  oceans  not  owned  by  particular  states  (Knudsen, 

1995). A completely open access regime is a free for all. In an open-access  fishery there  would  

be  no limits  on who  can  fish,  the  gear  they  can use  or  how  many  fish can  be  caught.  

Iudicello et al.  (1999)  in  their  study Fish,  Markets  and  Fishermen mention  that  when  a  

fishery  is open  to  anyone,  there  is  no  assurance  that  a  fish  not  caught  today  will  be  

around tomorrow.  In fact, someone else will probably catch it.  So, nobody  would be ready to  

leave the fish for future and  would not be ready to invest  in  the  long-term  sustainability  of  

the  fishery  because  what  happens tomorrow  or  next  week  or  next  year  is  highly  uncertain.  

The  authors  mention that leaving  fisheries  open  to  anyone  is  often  done  with  the  best  of  

intentions.  It  is  an attempt  to  be  fair  to  all  and  to  share  the  opportunity  of  fishing.  

However, the outcome of open access fishing is neither fair nor profitable. An open access 

fishery will attract too many boats, too may people, and too much fishing power. The result is an 

over fished fishery.  In  Bangladesh,  an  open  access  fishery  was  created  by government  fiat  

in  1995  which  had  largely  negative  consequences  for  small-scale fishers.   

Common property regimes arise in situations where appropriators acting independently in 

relationship to a common-pool resource generating scarce resource units would obtain a lower 

total net benefit than what is achieved if they coordinate their strategies in some way, 

maintaining the resource system as common property instead of dividing it up into bits of private 

property. Common property regimes typically protect the core resource and allocate the fringe 

through complex norms of consensus decision-making. Common resource management has to 

face the difficult task of devising rules that limit the amount, timing, and technology used to 

withdraw various resource units from the resource system. Setting the limits too high would lead 

to overuse and eventually to the destruction of the core resource, while setting the limits too low 

would unnecessarily reduce the benefits obtained by the users. 

In common property regimes, access to the resource is not free, and common-pool resources are 

not public goods. While there is relatively free but monitored access to the resource system for 

community members, there are mechanisms in place which allow the community to exclude 

outsiders from using its resource. Thus, in a common property regime, a common-pool resource 

appears as a private good to an outsider and as a common good to an insider of the community. 

The resource units withdrawn from the system are typically owned individually by the 

appropriators. Common property regimes typically function at a local level to prevent the 
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overexploitation of a resource system from which fringe units can be extracted. Analyzing the 

design of long-enduring CPR institutions, Ostrum (1990) identified eight principles which are 

prerequisites for a stable CPR arrangement: 

 

1. Clearly defined boundaries  

2. Congruence between appropriation and provision rules and local conditions  

3. Collective-choice arrangements allowing for the participation of most of the 
appropriators in the decision making process. 

4. Effective monitoring by monitors who are part of or accountable to the appropriators 

5. Graduated sanctions for appropriators who do not respect community rules  

6. Conflict-resolution mechanisms which are cheap and easy of access  

7. Minimal recognition of rights to organize (e.g., by the government)  

8. In case of larger CPRs: Organization in the form of multiple layers of nested 
enterprises, with small, local CPRs at their bases.  

 
 
2.2  Study area 

In this study government owned waterbodies, which  can be accessed  by common people or 

should  be access  by common people free of cost or on lease basis, are considered as common 

property waterbodies (CPW).  The study was conducted through PRA, survey, monitoring, 

discussion and consultation and also secondary information in three selected locations under 

Rangpur, Kurigram and Lalmonirhat districts, the most poverty prone areas of the country.  

Detailed study locations are presented in Table 2, and Figure 1. 

 

Table 2. Study location 

 Masankura moranodi Ratnai Nodi Dasherhat charra 
Location The site is located in the 

Pirgacha Upazila of  Rangpur 
district, which is 28 km east of  
Rangpur and about 10 km from 
upazila headquarter.  

Ratnai nodi  is a small open 
CPW. It is a branch of 
Dhjarla river situated about 
10 km east of Lalmonirhat 
sadar Upazilla.  

Dasherhat Chara is an oxbow 
lake located in Kurigram 
Sadar Upazilla, which is 
located in 16 km  South-East 
of district headquarters. 
 

Area The water body is about 1.6 km 
long and 50 m wide (official 
area 9.28 hectare). Water depth 
in the deepest area vary within 
7-15 ft. 

This waterbody is 25 km 
long with a dry season water 
area of 23.5 ha (official 
area). Water depth in the 
deepest area vary within 10-
35 ft. 

The oxbowlake shape water 
body is about 700-hectare. 
Water depth in deepest area 
vary within 10-25 ft. 
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                 Figure 1. Map of Bangladesh showing study locations. 

 

2.3   Data collection methods 

Questionnaire Interview: Two interview schedules were used for data collection. One was for 

collection of data from fishers and non-fishers and another for different stakeholders including 

Upazilla and District level Personnel of Ministry of Land, Department of Fisheries and Ministry 

of Youth and Sports. For questionnaire interviews, fishers and non-fishers in the study area were 

selected through simple random sampling method. Fishermen were interviewed at home and/or 

fishing sites. In a given day approximately 5 to 7 interviews were conducted, where each 

interview schedule for fishermen ware addressed the issue of fishing activities, access to CPW, 

their problems relating access, fish catch and their socio-economic condition. The sampling 

design is shown in Table 3.  The term ‘Fisher’ is clearly defined in the Government Jolmohal 

Policy 2009 as ‘Someone who catches fish from natural source and sell it for a livelihood will be 
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regarded as real fisher. All the other rural people who are not dependent on catching fish for 

their livelihood but may occasionally catch fish for their own consumption are grouped as non-

fishers.  

 

Table 3. Sampling frame 

District  Upazilla CPW Village Fisher 
respondent 

Non-fisher 
respondent 

Rangpur Pirgaccha Masankura  

Moranodi 

Nijpara,  

Kabila para 

73 56 

Lalonirhat Lalmonirhat  

Sadar 

Ratnai Nodi Kulaghat,  

Khatamari 

106 51 

Kurigram Kurigram  

Sadar 

Dasherhat  

Charra 

Polasbari, 

Cherenga 

95 71 

Total 274 178 

 

 

Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA): PRA is a group method of collecting information from 

rural communities in a participatory fashion. The advantages of PRA over other methods are that 

it allows wider participation of the community. The information collected is likely to be more 

accurate. For this study, PRA tool such as Focus Group Discussion (FGD) was conducted with 

fisher and non-fisher groups in the study areas. A total of 9 (Focus group discussion) sessions, 3 

from each location, were conducted where each group size was 10 to 14 people.  FGD sessions 

were held in front of village shops and on the bank of CPWs.  

Monitoring:  Water parameters were recorded fortnightly from 10 spots of each CPW under 

study. Soil samples were collected from 10 different locations of each CPW under study. 

Analysis of soil samples were done at Soil Science Laboratory of BSMRAU.  

Secondary Data Collection:  Secondary data were collected from relevant Upazilla and District 

level Govt. offices, statistical year book, project reports, scientific articles, websites, etc. 

2.3 Data processing and analysis  

Data from various sources were coded and entered into database system using Microsoft excel 

software. Data were analyzed though tabular presentation and simple statistical methods.  
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

3.1 Present status CPW in monga affected areas  

The present status of CPW of the 3 Upazillas is presented in Appendix 1. Data were collected 

from Upazilla level offices of Ministry of Land and Department of fisheries. Data shows that 

most of the water bodies were leased out to fishers cooperative. However, in most cases the 

lessees were non-fishers.   

3.2 Leasing system of CPW 

Government Jolmohal Management Policy, 2009 restricted Jolmohal leasing to only real fishers. 

If an organization of real fishers is registered with Cooperative Department or Department of 

Social Welfare at local level then it will be qualified to participate in the lease process. But if the 

organization has any non-fisher member then it would not be qualified to get the Jolmohal 

settlement. Individual person or unregistered CBO does not qualify to apply for Government 

Jolmohal. Government Jolmohal (CPW) over 20 acres are managed by ‘District Jolmohal 

Management Committee’. The District Jolmohal Management Committee lease out the 

Jolmohals over 20 acres on behalf of the Ministry of Land to locally registered CBOs for 3 

years. Similarly, CPW less than 20 acres are managed by ‘Upazilla Jolmohal Management 

Committee.’ Table 4 shows the major bodies responsible in Jolmohal management system.  
 

Table 4. Major responsible bodies for management of CPW 

Level Actor Responsibilities 
National  
  
  

MoFL  Formulate policy and planning for fisheries management, research, 
conservation and development 

DoF Assist MoFL in policy formulation and planning in technical aspect, plan for 
execution of the activities, guide, supervise, monitor and evaluate 

MoL Policy and planning, lease management of waterbidies  
MoYS* Policy and planning for closed type of water bodies below 20 acres. 

District 
  

DFO Supervision, monitoring, advising, enforcement of law 
DC Leasing waterbodies above 20 acres and collection of revenue 

Upazilla 
  

UFO 
UYDO 

Enforce fish act and laws and extension activities 

UNO Coordinating lease of small waterbodies below 20 acres placed under the 
ministry of Youth  

Local FO/NGO Motivate and organize the fisher for capacity building to establish fisher’s right, 
and bargaining for the interest of fisher’s community 

  UP Chairman Management of Khas waterbodies upto 3 acres as CPW.  
* In the previous policy, the waterbodies below 20 acres were leased out to unemployed youth in addition to fishers. However, in 2009, 
Govt. amended the Jolmohal policy which, restricted leasing jolmohal to only Fishers. Therefore, involvement of Ministry of Youth will not 
be necessary. 
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The  two  main  state  organizations  involved  in  fisheries  sector  management  and 

development  are the Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock (MOFL) and the Ministry  of Land 

(MOL) (Table 4). Under the Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock, there are four state level 

fisheries  bodies  with  responsibility  for  fisheries  related  administration,  research  and 

development  activities.  They  are  the  Directorate  of  Fisheries  (DOF),  Bangladesh Fisheries 

Development  Corporation (BFDC),  Bangladesh Fisheries  Research Institute (BFRI) and Marine 

Fisheries Academy (MFA). Among these four, DOF is the largest and  is  responsible  for  

management  and  conservation  of  fisheries  resources, enforcement  of fisheries rules  and  

regulations, extension  of aquaculture and fisheries management  technology  through  training,  

demonstration  and  motivation,  execution of  development  projects,  quality  control  of  fish  

and  fish  products  for  home consumption  and  export.  On  the  other  hand,  Deputy  

Commissioner  of  Land  and  the District  Administration,  together  with  the  Upazila  

administration,  work  under  the MOL  as  it  controls  all  public  water  bodies  such  as  rivers,  

lakes,  ox -bow  lakes, beels, Government  owned  ponds  etc.    There  are  also a  number  of  

state central  and  local  organizations  and  institutions  involved  in  the  fisheries  sector, 

including  the  Ministry  of  Youth  and  Sports  (MOYS),  Ministry  of  Water  Resources 

(MWR),  Ministry  of  Local  Government,  Rural  Development  and  Cooperatives, Ministry  of  

Industry,  Ministry  of  Commerce,  Ministry  of  Shipping,  Ministry  of Finance,  Ministry  of  

Education,  Ministry  of  Forest  and  Environment,  Planning Commission,  Banks,  Fishers  

Cooperative  Societies/  Fishers  Organization,  and  other Community Based Organizations (Ali 

et al., 2003). A  committee,  consisting  of  the  Deputy  Commissioner  of  the  district 

(chairman),  Additional  Deputy Commissioner  Revenue  (member),  District  Fisheries  Officer 

(member), District Cooperative Officer (member), and the Revenue Deputy Collector (member 

secretary), works in  every district for  the  purpose of  settling leases of  these fisheries or water 

bodies and implementing leasing arrangements through a number  of circulars. The  Additional   

Deputy  Commissioner  is  generally  responsible  for  leasing  water bodies  of  20 acres  or  

more, provided  the  ministry  has  not  placed  an  injunction  on them. Water bodies below 20 

acres are leased though Upazila Fisheries Management Committee.  In practice, smaller water 

bodies are also leased out at district level.  This  is  done by  lumping  together  several  small  

water bodies and  creating  a  group  fishery  totaling  20 acres  or  more.  This group of water 

bodies is leased out as a single waterbody of 20 acres or more. Thus, in  the  name of  better  

management,  the  district  authority takes  over  a resource,  which  would  otherwise  be  leased  

at  the  Upazila  level  or  remain  open to all  and  would be more easily  accessible to poor 

fishers. . 
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3.3 Socio-economic profile of fisher and non-fishers in the study area 

 
3.3.1 Age  

 
Age of the decision-maker is an important factor influencing change. In case of both fisher and 

non-fishers, majority of the respondent were middle aged (30-45 years).  About 49% of the 

fishers and 51% of non-fishers were of middle age (Table 5). Twenty seven percent of fishers 

and 25.3% of non-fishers were 45+ age. Twenty four percent of fishers and 23.6% non-fishers 

were below 30 years of age. That is, most of the respondents fell into the active-age category. 

Training, extension and spread of knowledge should be quite effective for people of that age. 

 

Table 5. Distribution of  fishers and non-fishers respondents according to age groups 

Age group Fisher Non-fisher 
No. of respondent % No. of respondent % 

 <30 Years 66 24.1 42 23.6 

30-45 Years 134 48.9 91 51.1 

>45 Years 74 27.0 45 25.3 

 

 

3.3.2 Education 

 
Over 70% of all household heads in the study area were illiterate (Fig. 2). The fishing 

households performed the worst. The proportion of illiterate fishing households was much 

higher than the village average, i.e. 74.5% of fisher respondents were illiterate. Fishers were 

falling behind the non-fishers in primary and above level education categories. Only 2.8 % 

respondent from non-fishers had above secondary level education, whereas none of the fisher 

respondents had above secondary level education.   
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 Figure 2.  Distribution of the respondents according to education. 

 

It is evident that in respect to education fishers community had lower position compared to non-

fishers. Education is the prerequisites for development. Many Govt. development initiatives can 

not be successful due to lack of education of the incumbent persons. 

Percentage of illiteracy was higher in the study area compared to national level. Percentage of 

minimum literacy in Bangladesh is 54.8%. Male were more educated than female. Percent of 

male education was 58.9% and in female the percentage was 50.6%. As regards level of 

education, 27.6% completed primary education, 22.7% reached up to Class IX 5.6 % only 

completed SSC. The percent of respondents having H.S. C and degree level education were 

3.8% and 2.3% respectively (BBS 2009).  

 

3.3.3 Family size  

  
Most of the respondents had medium to small families (Fig. 3). Incidence of big family (>6) was 

very low in both the group. Small family size was higher in non-fisher than in fisher households. 

While higher percent of non-fisher households had smaller family size, lowest percent of this 

category of households had medium and large family size.  
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                   Figure 3.  Distribution of the respondents according to family size.  

 

3.3.4 Farm size 
 

Inequality in land distribution was striking in the study area. The extent of overall landlessness 

was more than two-third. The professional and occasional fishers in the study areas were 

extremely land poor.  Among the non-fishers 60.1% were landless (Figure 4). They pursued 

other livelihoods. They were agricultural laborers, service sector workers, self-employed heads 

of the households such as the petty traders, carpenters, van drivers and so on. Most of the 

households who had land were marginal to small landowners.  
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Fig. 4. Distribution of household according to farm size (Landless below 0.02 ha; 
Marginal 0.02-0.2 ha; Small 0.2-1.0; Medium 1.0-3.0 ha; (DAE, 1999). 
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3.3.5 Family income  

In general, people in the monga-affected areas were poor, earning a daily per capita income of 

less than Tk. 70 (Figure 5). About 38% of fishers and 30% of non-fishers earned less than Tk. 

70/day  (below the poverty line of $1/day that is used by the World Bank for cross-country 

comparisons) Around 40% of fishers and 43% of non-fishers were medium category income 

earners. This group is also not better of in context of poverty. Because, recently the World Bank 

redefined the poverty line at $1.25 dollar per day. In that case the proportion of respondents 

falling below poverty level will be increased. Respondents getting more than Tk. 140/day were 

only 7.3% in fishers and 14.0% in non-fishers. Fishers were in worse position in respect to 

income compared to nonfishers. 
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Figure 5. Distribution of the respondents according to family income. 

 

Table 6 shows that agriculture contributed only 7.4% to the family income of fishers, whereas 

contribution of agriculture to non-fishers’ family income was 50.1%. The main income sources 

of fishers were fisheries (71.4%).  Income from wage labor was low in fishers compared to non-

fisher. Practically fishers did not like wage laborers, even though income from fishing was low. 

This is due to the cultural norms. However, wage earning in their locality and other neighboring 

districts was more rewarding.  
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     Table 6. Share of different sub-sectors to total family income (%) 

Sl. No. Sector  Fishers Non-fishers 
1 Agriculture 7.4 50.1 

2 Fisheries 71.5 5.2 

3 Wage labour 13.0 30.2 

4 Small business 2.5 8.4 

5 Others 5.6 6.1 

 Total 100 100 

 

 

3.3.6 Training exposure 

Training is important for increasing the efficiency of a group. However, in the study areas, 

exposure to training was limited to the fishers and non-fishers. Table 7 shows that more than 

90% of fishers and non-fishers did not receive any training during the past one year and 

remaining got some limited training.  All types of training both fisheries and agriculture related 

were considered. 

            Table 7. Training obtained by fishers and non-fishers in 1 year period.  

Respondent Number of training obtained 

0 1-2 3-4 

Fishers 94.9 

(%) 

4.0 

(%) 

1.1 

(%) 

Non-fishers 92.0 

(%) 

5.8 

(%) 

2.2 

(%) 

 

3.3.7   Mode of involvement in fishing  

Among the fishers, 85.0% were professional, that is, they completely depended on fish capture 

and selling for their livelihood (Table 8). Among the fishers community, 11.7% were seasonal. 

They generally caught fish only in the peak season of fishing. In the lean fishing season, they 

had to find alternative livelihood, as the return from fishing was very minimum to ensure their 

living. Majority of non-fishers used to catch fishes from CPW only for their own consumption.  
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Table 8. Mode of involvement in fishing by fishers and non-fishers 

               Professional Seasonal Subsistence Total 
 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fisher 233 85.0 32 11.7 9 3.3 274 100 

Non-fisher - - 7 3.9 171 96.1 178 100 

 

3.3.8  Knowledge about fisheries technology 

Knowledge of fishers and non-fishers about fisheries technology are shown in Table 9.  The 

respondents were asked 20 questions on both culture and capture fisheries to know their 

knowledge and awareness. The areas of questions included: fish sanctuary, community 

harvesting, modern method of harvesting, cage culture, fish species and diversity, fry 

transportation, rice-fish culture, etc.  

 

Table 9. Distribution of the respondents according to knowledge about fisheries technology 

Sl. No. Knowledge  group Fishers Non-fishers 
Number % Number % 

1.  Low (<20) 131 47.8 93 52.3 

2. Medium (20-40) 127 46.4 81 45.5 

3. High (41-60) 16 5.8 4 2.2 

Respondents were asked 20 questions and assigned a score; total score was 60.  

 
 
Raising awareness at all levels of society of the potential of fisheries is one of the main 

components of any framework for fisheries development. Education, information sharing and 

capacity building are other cross-cutting themes that are relevant to most aspects of fisheries 

development and management Emphasis should also be given to peoples’ knowledge as well as 

ability to apply these. 

 

3.3.9 Food intake  

 
The poverty situation of the sample households in respect to food intake status is presented in 

Table 10. The extent of overall poverty is around 57%. As high as a quarter of all households 

were in chronic food deficit situation or were in what we have been referring to as extreme 

poverty. In the study area 38.0% of the fishers and 15.7% of the non-fishers were under extreme 
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form of poverty – they were in chronic food deficit situation. But the highest proportion of 

households who were in extreme poor came from the fisher households. Thus extreme form of 

poverty may be associated with fishing. On the other hand 37.2% of the fisher households and 

32.0% of non-fisher households were in occasional food deficit.  The families with chronic food 

deficit were mainly from landless group.  They also took up occupations such as fishing, non-

agricultural and agricultural labor selling. In the study areas, fishing was more associated with 

food insecurity and poverty.  

 

Table 10. Food intake status in study area  

Food intake Fisher Non-fisher 
Chronic deficit 104 

(38.0) 

28 

(15.7) 

Occasional deficit 102 

(37.2) 

57 

(32.0) 

Never deficit 68 

(24.8) 

93 

(52.2) 

Total 274 
(100.0) 

178 
(100.0) 

Data in the parenthesis indicate percentages; Chronic food deficit: (not regularly having three meals a day), Note: 
Occasional  food deficit:    (sometimes having less than three meals a day), Never food deficit:  (always managed to have 
three meals a day).  
 

 

According to Welfare Monitoring Survey 2009 (BBS 2009) majority of the population in 

Bangladesh has food security, while 39.8% population are in insecurity. Those who are insecure, 

19.2% of them are in temporary insecurity, remaining 80.8% are in long term insecurity. Two 

reasons could be identified for food insecurity, one is inadequate income, second is inadequate 

land for cultivation. For loss in the business, some people will fell into the trap of insecurity. 

About 9.5% population remains in food insecurity for lack of job, only 35.5% of whom is 

covered by the social security program of the government. If we consider the 3 meals/day round 

the year as an indicator of food security status, then only 24.8% of fishers and 52.2% of non-

fishers were secured. The food security status was worse in the study area compared to national 

average.  

Average consumption of some selected food items is shown in Table 11. Weekly rice 

consumption was higher for non-fishers than for fishers. Fishers could consume more fish than 

non-fishers; because, fishers kept some small and less dominant fishes for their own 
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consumption. In Bangladesh, the share of cereal intake is much higher than the desirable level 

(465 g versus 372 g). Desirable food intake from animal sources is 126 g (it should cover 5% of 

total energy requirement), while the actual intake is 60 g (less than half of the required quantity) 

(Ahamsul 2001).  

   Table 11.  Per capita food consumption by fishers and non-fishers families* (kg/week)   
   

Sl. No. Food Item Fishers Non-fishers 

1 Rice 11.12 13.23 

2 Fish 0.92 0.43 

3 Meat 0.22 0.36 

4 Milk 0.22 0.74 

5 Vegetables 2.51 3.56 

     *Average family size: Fishers 3.96; Non-fishers 3.66. 

Fish consumption needs to be more than double and reach 50 g daily, up from the current level 

of 24 g. Thus, fish consumption needs to be increased. The share of protein from fish is higher 

than protein supplied by livestock and poultry products together, both in urban and rural areas 

(Ahamsul, 2001).  

A household food security and nutrition survey conducted in Luapula, Zambia, in 1997-98 

illustrates the role that fish can play in improving diets is undisputed, and this can be particularly 

important in regard to children’s diets and child nutrition (FAO, 2000). In the Luapula Valley 

fish is often the most important source of high-quality protein. When programmes that improve 

access to fish are combined with effective nutrition education to promote the inclusion of fish in 

children’s diets, child nutrition can be markedly improved in a cost-effective manner.  

 

3.3.10 Use of fishing gear   

Fishing gears used by the respondents in the study areas are presented in the Table 12. It is 

observed that most of the professional fishers used large gear like ber jal (seine net) and gill net. 

Subsistence fishers and non-fishers generally used caste net, hooks, and wounding gears.  
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Table 12. Fishing gears used by fishers and non-fishers 

Sl. No. Gears Fishers Non-fishers 

Number % Number % 

1 Ber jal (Seine net) 130 47.4 - 0.0 

2 Gill net 141 51.5 - 0.0 

3 Cast net 123 44.9 55 30.9 

4 Push net 35 12.8 72 40.4 

5 Trap 73 26.6 121 68.0 

6 Hook 62 22.6 143 80.3 

7 Other gears 25 9.1 10 5.6 

 
 

3.4 Biodiversity and Productivity of the CPW  

Biodiversity and productivity of CPW in the study area are discussed below.  Total fish species 

in the study area are shown in Table 13. A list of species available in the study area is shown in 

Appendix 2.  

 
         Table 13. Number of fish species available in the study area 

Fish group Number of species available 

Masankura mora nodi Dasherhat Charra Ratnai Nodi 

Indigenous species 49 45 52 

Exotic species 6 5 6 

Shrimp species 2 1 2 

 

 

Beel fisheries resources of Bangladesh are considered to be hotspots of exceptional fish 

biodiversity owing to their unique freshwater fish wealth. These are an important source of 

animal protein and livelihood. The diversity and abundance of most of the fish species are 

depleting at a fast rate due to diverse types of human interventions and habitat destructions of 

beels. The present study revealed the presence of 60 species. Cyprinidae dominated the fish 
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groups. The findings of this study are expected to provide baseline information on fish 

biodiversity.  

In the present study, ‘masankura mora nodi’ and ‘dasherhat charra’ were Beel, annual 

production from which were 398 kg and 314 kg per hectare respectively (Table 14), which were 

lower than the national average of 658 kg/ha/year. Another jolmohal ‘rotnai nodi’ was a river 

area, production of which (97 kg/ha/year) was also lower than the national average. This may be 

due to the lack of proper management program and interventions. Annual catch per households 

(Figure 6) and annual catch from beel (Table 15) were also lower in the study areas compared to 

national average. Fishers complained for decline in fish catch. Despite the possession of a highly 

productive water area the decrease in fish catch threatens the livelihoods of fishers in the study 

area. The government’s open access and leasing policies have been identified as the principal 

causes of catch decline. Conflicting demands on the inland aquatic area also accelerate 

drastically the destruction of aquatic resources. Barriers to the access of fishers in the 

management of inland fisheries resources and over-exploitation by the relatively wealthier non-

fisher population are reducing the options for sustaining the livelihoods of fishery dependent 

communities. Therefore, the opportunities for existing fisheries management needs to be 

evolved towards community based fisheries management (CBFM) to support the sustainable use 

of fisheries resources in the future. 

 

Table 14. Productivity of CPW 

CPW Productivity (kg/ha/year) National Production from 
CPW 

Masankura moranodi 398 Beel 658 kg/ha/year 

 
Dasherhat charra 314 

Ratnai Nodi 97 River 133 kg/ha/year 
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           Figure  6. Average annual catch per household (FRSS 2006-2007). 

 
 

      Table 15. Annual catch from beel fisheries 

 Total beel area (ha) Total production 
from beel (M ton) 

Production 
per ha (kg) 

Rangpur 1911 1502 785.98 

Kurigram 1351 623 461.14 

Lalmonirhat  603 145 240.46 

National  114,161 75,137 658.17 

        FRSS 2006-2007. 
 
 

The water quality and soil quality parameters in the study areas are presented in Table 16, Table 

17, Table 18 and Table 19. Water and soil quality was suitable for fish production and there 

were no signs of pollution in the study area which indicated that these water bodies were 

suitable for fish production.  
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Tabe 16. Water quality parameters recorded in Masankura moranodi 

Parameter Dec.- Jan. Feb- March April- May June-July 

DO (ppm) 5.6 - 7.8 6.2 - 6.7 5.5 - 6.6 26.5 - 7.8 

pH 6.7 - 7.7 6.3 - 8.4 7.0 - 8.2 6.4 - 8.3 

Transparency (cm) 39 - 95 45 - 72 43 - 75 30 - 77 

Water temperature (°C) 18.4 - 21.5 19.8 - 23.5 23.2 - 26.8 27.4 - 32.7 

* Water parameters were collected fortnightly from 10 spots.  

 

Table 17. Water quality parameters recorded in Dasherhat charra 

Parameter Dec.- Jan. Feb- March April- May June-July 

DO (ppm) 5.2 - 7.2 6.3 - 6.9 5.4 - 6.5 6.5 - 7.9 

pH 6.8 - 7.8 6.2 - 8.3 7.0 - 8.1 6.3 - 8.2 

Transparency (cm) 38 - 88 45 - 70 48 - 74 40-75 

Water temperature (°C) 17.8 - 20.7 18.3 - 20.7 24.3 - 26.7 25.6 - 32.5 

* Water parameters were collected fortnightly from 10 spots.  

Table 18. Water quality parameters recorded in Ratnai nodi 

Parameter Dec.- Jan. Feb- March April- May June-July 

DO (ppm) 5.8 - 7.4 6.0 - 6.8 5.8 - 6.6 6.3 - 7.2 

pH 6.3 - 7.5 6.4 - 8.4 6.9 - 8.2 6.3 - 8.1 

Transparency (cm) 37 - 93 43 - 52 49 - 70 37 - 60 

Water temperature (°C) 19.0 - 20.8 21.1 - 22.8 23.5 - 26.6 24.9 - 32.3 

• Water parameters were collected fortnightly from 10 spots.  

 
Water quality of a water body is very important for its biota and production. Dissolved oxygen 

measured as milligram per liter water is important for fish as it is an important indicator of water 

body’s ability to support aquatic life. Primary production by phytoplankton and aquatic plant 

and diffusion from air are two important sources of oxygen in water.  Oxygen availability in the 

study area was in a favorable condition (Table 16, Table 17, Table 18).  
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pH is the measurement of acidity, alkalinity and neutrality. In neutral condition, pH of water is 

7. Water will be acidic as pH decreases and alkaline as pH increases. The optimum pH for fish is 

6.5-9.0.  The pH of water in the present study was in the suitable range for fish. 

Transparency is the measurement of depth that sunlight can penetrate. Transparency of water is 

an indication of productivity of a water body. High transparencies indicate less amount of 

phytoplankton, i.e. lower primary productivity. Water hyacinth in a water body consume 

available nutrient and prevent sunlight penetration, hence increase transparency of a water body.  

The transparency of water bodies in the study area were suitable for primary productivity, i.e., 

for fish production. 

Soil quality in all study locations was in a very good condition (Table 19). There was no 

evidence of pollution in the study areas. Pollution is very common in some other part of the 

country.  For example, some rivers adjacent to Dhaka, are so heavily polluted that these are not 

suitable for survival of fish.  

 
          Table 19. Soil quality parameters in the study areas  

Parameter Masankura 
mora nodi 

Dasherhat 
Charra 

Ratnai Nodi 

Texture Silty Silty-Clay Sandy-Clay 

Organic matter (%) 1.5 1.2 0.9 

Nitrogen (NH4-N) (ppm) 45 49 23 

Zinc (ppm) 1.6 2.0 1.8 

Boron (ppm) 0.21 0.25 3.0 

Phosphorus (ppm) 35 67 80 

Sulfur (ppm) 85 82 54 

 
 

• National Jolmohal Policy 

The Government declared the new jolmohal policy in 2009, which is more pro-fishers oriented 

than previous policies. The new policy strictly restricted the lease of CPW within fishers. Some 

important features of the new policy are shown in Table 20.   
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Table 20. Govt. Jolmohal Policy 2009 

Criteria Type of Jolmohal Remarks 
Jolmohal over 20 acres Jolmohal below 20 acres 

Eligibility Registered CBO  Registered CBO  All members must 
be fishers 

Leasing authority District Jolmohal 
management Committiee 
on behalf of MoL 
(DC convener, RDC 
Member Secretary) 

Upazila Jolmohal 
Mangement Committee 
MoL 
(UNO convener, AC Land 
Member Secretary) 

In absence of AC 
(Land) Upazilla 
cooperative officer  

Lease period  Max. 3 years  Max. 3 years  
Lease value Average of last 3 years 

plus 5% 
Average of last 3 years 
plus 5% 

 

Access No CBO will get tenure of 
more than two Jolmohals 

No CBO will get tenure of 
more than two Jolmohals 

 

• Adopted from Government Jolmohal Policy 2009.  
 
 

The new jolmohal policy still has some drawbacks as pointed out by the fishers/users. The one 

was short tenure, which does not encourage sustainable management. High lease value is 

another problem. The jolmohal policy does not consider the productivity of the water body 

which may vary year to year. Yet the lease value continuously increases at a rate of 5% of the 

previous year. The main problem lies at the implementation level. In the jolmohal policy, the 

fishers are clearly defined. However, some recent reports in the national dailies showed that 

people from different sectors are getting registration as fishers. Although, fishers are clearly 

defined in the national fisheries policy as ‘someone who catches fish from natural source and 

sell it for a livelihood will be regarded as a real fisher, .’ some people, who are involved in 

aquaculture claim to be fishers to get control over the CPW 

 

3.6  Access to CPWs  

Today,  there  are  several  groups involved  in  fishing  or  fishing related  activities  in  inland  

open  waters  of  Bangladesh and  they  include  the  traditional  caste  fishers  (mostly Hindus),  

non-traditional  fishers (who  entered  fishing  later),  the  leaseholders  of  waterbodies (who  are  

mostly  non-fishers),  and  the general  fishers  (members  of  the  public) who  catch fish  

occasionally for their own family consumption (Blanchet, 1993). In the present study , ‘Fisher’  is 

considered  as ‘Someone who catches fish from natural source and sell it for a livelihood will be 

regarded as real fisher. All the others rural people who are not dependent on catching fish for 

their livelihood but may occasionally catch fish  for their own consumption are grouped as non-

fishers.  
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Fishers always did not get access to adjacent waterbodies and their access was limited. For their 

livelihood, they moved CPW far away mainly in floodplain. Most of the fisher has access to 

river and flood plain, which is 94.5% of the total fisher, followed by beel (Table 21). They have 

also access to ponds, small ditches, canal, irrigation canal in small scales. As most of the non-

fishers are subsistence fishers they do not move far away for fishing  When access to a nearest 

waterbodies become restricted due leasing out or Govt ban, the fishers have no way but to 

moved to other open water bodies which may be far away. However, as the non-fishers and 

subsistence fishers do not depend on the fish catch for their livelihood, they do not go long 

distance to catch fish only for own consumption.  

 
 
Table 21. Use of different CPW by fishers and non-fishers community  

Access Beel Flood Plain and 
River 

Pond Others 

 No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Fisher 188 68.6 259 94.5 32 11.8 71 25.9 

Non-
fisher 

45 25.3 167 93.8 9 5.1 11 6.2 

 

The professional fishers go for fishing in different seasonal water bodies. In the wet season 

when some low agricultural land is inundated by water they turn into seasonal fishing grounds. 

These are temporary fishing grounds that are lost when aman cultivation resumes. They exist for 

3 to 4 months: from Ashar to the month of Ashin. They are common property resources in a de 

facto sense because the private owners of the land refrain from exercising their rights to exclude. 

But increasingly the owners of the land where these seasonal fishing grounds are formed do not 

allow the fishers to fish. Some of them have started to charge a fee for access rights while others 

are having fish aquaculture there by themselves. Thus gradually these fishing grounds are lost to 

the owners of land. The professional fishers also fish in the river for two months during 

Boishakh and Chaitra. Now, after the ban, they cannot fish anywhere in Jaistha. In other season 

they are hired on contract basis for harvesting fish from the ponds during dry season.  Search 

costs are high, as they have to move from one water body to another on foot. A large part of 

their time is spent on traveling to these marginal water bodies. As a result their incomes fall 

because less time is available for actual fishing. This exodus of the fishers to the marginal 



33 
 

fishing grounds prompted the landowners to impose new conditions for fishing. Fishers now 

have to pay more for access rights to these fishing grounds.  

Access of fishers to CPW can be enhanced through community based management approach.   

Community based fisheries management   controlled  community  based  management  systems  

with  some government  or  other  non-government  organization  involvement,  at  least  for  a 

certain period of  time.  The coastal  marine fisheries resources  in Fiji and Solomon Island  

(Baines,  1989), in  coastal Japan (Ruddle, 1989), in  Java/  Indonesia and  West Africa  (Lasserre  

&  Ruddle,  1983),  in  Mali  (Moorehead,  1989)  and  in  Hawaii (Costa-Pierce,  1987,  Berkes,  

1995)  have  been  shown  to  be  successful.  The  Maine lobster fishery is an example  of  both 

communal and state property, where fishermen use  it  as  a  communal  resource  but  the  state  

maintains  some  management jurisdiction (Acheson, 1989). In Japan, the fishers’ organization 

provide fund to Govt. Mariculture Corporations to stock coastal area with hatchery produced fry.  

The fishers stop total harvesting from the stocked area or stop harvesting of the particular species 

for a certain period. After the self imposed ban period they get a handsome harvest. They select 

the species carefully which do not migrate long distance. In fact they used a large area as a pond. 

This technique can be applied in Bangladesh and access of fishers to CPW can be increased.   

 

3.7 Problems of using CPW 

Respondents were asked about the problems of using CPW and the responses were ranked 

according to the prioritization of problem which are shown in Table 22.  

 

Table 22. Problem using CPW 

Problem Rank 

   Decrease in catch from open waters 1 

Short tenure of lease  2 

Development of culture based fisheries in private owned seasonal flood plain 3 

Control of CPW by influential  person   4 

Lack of alternative job in ban/lean period 5 

Difficulty in forming CBO 6 

Shortage of lease money 7 

High lease value 8 

Limited contact with concerned Govt. official 9 

Social conflict 10 
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Decrease in catch from open waters: Decrease of catch from open water was the most 

mentioned problem by the respondents. In the past, water bodies were full of fish. However, 

availability of fish declined in the recent time. Open access was the main cause for decline in 

bio-diversity and stock. Fishers always do not follow fishing regulation and indiscriminately 

harvest small fish and brood fish. In the dry season, the lessee totally drains out the water, 

destroying fry and brood fish.   

Short tenure : Short tenure ranked 2nd position in problems. This is a real big problem faced by 

CPW users, when sustainable management of water body and productivity concerned. The 

present Jolmohal policy allows only 3 years of lease period. The bureaucratic systems and slow 

procedure may take time, then the lease period become even shorter. When a lessee takes a 

lease of a water body for only 3 years, he can not take any steps to improve the habitat. On the 

contrary, he wants to exploit the maximum from the waterbody before ending his tenure. He 

even drain up the fish pocket/shelter in dry season and completely harvest fishes including fry 

and brood fishes and destroy biodiversity.  

Khaled  (1985)  examined  leasing  methods  of  river  fisheries  and  found  that 

overexploitation  of  the  fisheries  is  encouraged  by  the  government  through  its existing  

leasing  system.  Under  this  system  leaseholders  receive  short-term  leases with no guarantee 

that a  lessee will be able to renew the  lease  of  the same fishery in successive  years.  Barr  and  

Dixon’s  (2001)  study  of methods  for the  management of common  property  resources  in  

Bangladesh reveals  that  a  revenue  oriented  fisheries management  system  with  short  lease 

terms  where  lease  values increase yearly  with no  consideration  for  the  productivity  of  

water  bodies  encourages  over  fishing  and destructive  fishing  by  lessees  who  dewater  

water  bodies  to  maximize  profit  at  the expense of the sustainability of the fisheries resources. 

Blanchet  (1993)  in  her  study  of  Shanir  Haor  in  the  wetland  region  of  Bangladesh shows  

how  property  rights,  fishers  access  to  fisheries  and  local  fishing  practices differ  from  the  

text  of  the  law.  The  powerful  leaseholders  of  water  estates  claim ownership  over  all  fish  

at  all  times  of  the  year.  Since  the  mid  eighties  they  have required  local  fishers  to  buy  

fishing  rights  during the  monsoon  and  have  forbidden the  use  of  fishing  nets.  The  so-

called  tickets  they  issue  only  allow  for  the  use  of fishing  hooks  (Blanchet,  1993).  

Similarly,  the difficulty in establishing user rights when combined with the dis-incentive effect 

of short-term leases, further reduces the return from stocking or semi-intensive aquaculture in 

CPW. When lake fishing shifts from capture to semi-intensive (stocking, without fertilizer use) 

or intensive (stocking plus fertilizer use) some infrastructure is needed. Landing platforms are 

needed with connections to the main roads connecting to the markets, so as to be able to carry at 
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a reasonable cost the high volume of fish to the market. Even if the government were to provide 

this infrastructure, with a short lease there would be no incentive to maintain or improve 

infrastructure. 

Along with this infrastructure investment disincentive, short term leases encourage destructive 

methods of fishing. There is an attempt to fish out the lake at the end of every year. In the beels 

this has led to the particularly destructive method of de-watering to catch all possible fish. This 

reduces the numbers of breeding fish for the next season, leading, over time, to a fall in fish 

stocks (Nathan and Apu 2003). 

Shortage of lease money :  Fishers were often deprived of access to CPW due to lack of lease 

money. In earlier days fishers used to catch fish from CPWs and sell to market for livelihood. 

Now a day, fisheries have turned into a good business and important source of additional 

income.  Government lease out the CPWs for better management and revenue collection. 

However, the poor fishers’ community can not often arrange lease money and loss the control 

over CPW. Fisheries also need credit for purchasing fishing gear and coping lean period. In the 

present study area access of fishers to credit was very minimum. In an earlier study, Mazid 

(2002) also observed that the fishers undoubtedly need credit support for fisheries operation.  

Development of culture based fisheries in flood plain: Recent expansion of aquaculture 

reduced/limited the access of poor to CPW. The flood plain aquaculture must include the poor. 

However, when the floodplain aquaculture is conducted in private land, the land owner can only 

be a member. In case of Government land the people who can subscribe can take part in the 

process of fish culture.   

Lack of alternative job in ban/lean period:   Lack of alternative job in Ban/lean period of the 

year are another problem faced by the fisheries in the study areas.  When CBOs adopt 

restrictions on fishing during the spawning season or ban fine mesh nets, this is likely to reduce 

the income of fishers who depend day to day on fishing for their livelihood. To reduce the risk 

of low compliance or seasonal loss of fishing incomes, Govt, local NGOs, should identify 

potentially profitable income generating activities that can compensate for restrictions on fishing 

and providing micro-credit and training in these activities to groups of poor fishers.  

Difficulty in forming CBO:  Govt. Jolmohal policy 2009 emphasized on formation of CBO 

(Community Based Organization) to get access to CPWs. If an organization of real fishers is 

registered with Cooperative Department or Department of Social Welfare at local level then it 

will be qualified to participate in the lease process. But if the CBO has any non-fisher member 
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then it would not be qualified to get the Jolmohal settlement. Individual person or unregistered 

CBO does not qualify to apply for Government Jolmohal.  

Experiences of the last decades have shown that initiatives to alleviate poverty and achieve food 

security can seldom be sustained if planned without the involvement of the community. 

Community-centered approaches encourage self-reliance and self-help and, by doing so, raise 

self-esteem. Such approaches aim at empowering communities to make optimal use of locally 

available resources, and to effectively demand additional resources and better services to 

improve their livelihoods. Building on traditional social networks of support and mutual 

assistance, community-centered approaches mobilize community members in activities to meet 

their perceived needs and development priorities, thus making a significant contribution to 

sustainable development at local and national levels. Community-centered approaches help 

ensure that a range of stakeholders including women and marginal groups become part of the 

development process, real issues and needs are addressed, implementation and monitoring is 

improved, and sustainability enhanced by giving users the leading role in developing and 

adapting activities.  

In the study area most of the respondents emphasized on the community based approach to get 

access to CPW and sustainable management. However, they found establishment of CBO was 

very difficult. This is due to lack of capital, education and integrity. Influential member of the 

CBO often exploit them. Sometimes CBO leaders work for the interest of outsiders influential 

non-fishers.  There was several initiatives in the country for community based management of 

CPW including Community Based Fisheries Management Project -1 (CBFM- 1) and CBFM-2.  

It was found the most of the CBO formed by them worked effectively during the project period 

when the project gives support to the CBO. After completion of project period CBO do not work 

properly. Effective ways need to be developed for sustainable development of CBO.  
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Chapter 4Chapter 4Chapter 4Chapter 4    

  

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
 

4.1 Conclusions 

 

Socioeconomic condition of Fishers and non-fishers 

1. Condition of fishers in respect of income, education, food consumption was worse 

compared to non-fishers. 

2. The main income source of fishers was fisheries, which was grossly insufficient for their 

food security. Therefore, some of the fishers had taken up other occupations, such as fish 

trading, wage labor, etc. Some of them used to fish on contract basis for harvesting 

ponds and other closed water bodies.  

 

Present status of CPW 

1. Productivity of open CPW was low compared to closed CPW. 

2. Production from CPW in the study area was low compared to national average, although 

water and soil quality conditions of CPWs under study were suitable for fish production.  

3. Involvement of DoF in CPW leasing process was minimum, which negatively affected 

the sustainable management of CPW.  

 

Access to CPW 

1. Fishers could not benefit from Government policy regarding CPW and could not ensure 

access  due to lack of education, capital, unity and leadership.  

2. The collection of fish and other aquatic product from inundated private land has always 

been considered an ‘open access’ issue in Bangladesh. However, floodplain aquaculture 

is, by definition, a ‘privatization of the commons’ and changes a seasonal, open access, 

common property resource into a year round, closed, private property resource. As a 

result there are a number of lost livelihood practices, many of which are important to the 

poor.   
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Sustainable Management  

1. In the present situation of Bangladesh complete open access to CPW was found not 

effective. In open access system, stock decline drastically due to the illegal fishing and over 

fishing. Fishermen were harvesting indiscriminately without considering the impact on 

natural fry, brood stock and biodiversity.  

2.  A revenue oriented fisheries management system with short lease terms where lease value 

increase yearly with no consideration for the productivity of water bodies encourages over 

fishing and destructive fishing by lessees who dewater water bodies to maximize profit at the 

expenses of the sustainability of fisheries resources. 

4.2 Recommendation  

1. Leasing of CPW should primarily be a means of controlling access to water bodies to 

ensure sustainable management and not a system to raise government revenue.  

2. All leasing must be subject to the preparation and implementation of a management plan 

for the resource indicating approaches to sustainable management and identifying the 

participating fisher and user communities and should include, where feasible, a sanctuary 

as an integral part of the fisheries management plan.  

3. Alternative income generation activities should be identified and provided to the poor 

user community so that they can gain a livelihood outside of fishing, thus reducing the 

pressure on the fishing resource.  

4. Seasonal Safety Nets must be ensured. Working with support agencies to identify income 

generation activities for closed seasons and times with low fishing income.  

5. Department of Fisheries must be given authority to ensure that the CPWs are managed in 

a sustainable way. 

6. Awareness about the benefit of community based management need to be created among 

the fishers.  

7. Granting of lease must be based on the submission and subsequent implementation of 

fisheries management plans approved by DoF personnel. 

8. Financial capacities of fishers need to be increased through institutional support and 

enabling community credit facilities supports. 

9. Instead of the present 3 years lease system, a long-term leasing system is necessary.  

10 Appropriate steps should be taken to increase the educational status of the fishers 

community.  
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Appendix A 
 
 
 
Table A-1. Present status of CPW of Pirgacha Upazila under Rangpur District  

Name of CPW Area (ha) Kinds of 
CPW 

Lease status Production 
(kg/year) 

Harudanga Beel 19.23 Beel Leased 6600 

Masankura Mora 
Nodi 

9.28 Oxbow lake ,, 3690 

Botolar Beel 25.0 Beel ,, 10250 

Vogorkuri Beel 10.0 Beel ,, 3950 

Baesa Dara 6.62 Dara ,, 3020 

Budar Beel 1.38 Beel Not leased 710 

Data collected from Rangpur District Fisheries Office. 
 
 
Table A-2. Present status of  CPW of Sadar Upazila under Kurigram District  

Name of CPW Area (ha) Kinds of CPW Lease status 
Production 
(kg/year) 

Dudhkumari River 7600 River Not Leased - 

Dharla Khasmohal River 3800 River ,, - 

Dharla Dikdhar River 841 River ,, - 

Dasher Hat Chora 40.0 Oxbow lake Leased 12560 

Pachgachi Chora 52.18 Oxbow lake ,, 22360 

Girai Nodi Jalkor 9.21 Beel ,, 3130 

Boraibari Chora 9.39 Oxbow lake ,, 3340 

AC Lander Chora 25.81 Oxbow lake ,, 9580 

Nagdaho Beel 18.58 Beel ,, 5740 

Boropak Jalkar 9.94 Beel ,, 4270 

Islamari Kura 7.58 Beel ,, 3,490 

Patheshori Jalkar 4.85 Beel ,, 2470 

Satbon Dighi 2.14 Pond ,, 2260 

Ghorpor Pukur 2.18 Pond ,, 2070 

Chatla Pukur 1.03 Pond ,, 1120 

Data collected from Kurigram District Fisheries Office. 
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TableA- 3. Present status of CPW of Sadar Upazila under Lalmonirhat District  

Name of CPW Area (ha) Kinds of CPW Lease status Production 
(kg/year) 

Dajla River 135.85 River Not Leased 5200 

Ratnai River 23.58 River ,, 2300 

Khati River 60.00 River ,, 6000 

Bara Bari Pond 1.50 Pond Leased 3500 

Sindurmati Pond 5.00 Pond ,, 10000 

Singarmari Jalkar 4.00 Beel ,, 8000 

Khonier Chara Beel 2.50 Beel ,, 1000 

Naya Dighi 1.00 Dighi ,, 1000 

Chatora Jalkar 2.00 Beel ,, 500 

Gokhurar Beel 4.00 Beel ,, 3000 

Moyamarir Beel 1.51 Beel ,, 1000 

Bora Dighi 0.45 Dighi ,, 750 

Ratipur Chara 3.50 Chara ,, 4500 

Khudabug Eidgha Pond 0.75 Pond ,, - 

Gacoya Jalkar 3.70 Beel ,, 5000 

Borrir Dighi 8.50 Dighi ,, 10000 

Sokan Dighi 25.00 Dighi Not Leased - 

Data collected from Lalmonirhat  District Fisheries Office 
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Appendix B.  

 

 

Table B-1.  Bangla, English, and Scientific names of the local species of fish caught in the study areas 

Sl. No. Local Name English Name Scientific Name 

1 Air  Giant river-catfish   Sperata seenghala 

2 Air Gagora catfish   Arius gagora 

3 Baghair  Dwarf goonch   Bagarius bagarius 

4 Baim Zig-zag eel   Mastacembelus armatus 

5 Bata    Bata   Labeo bata 

6 Batasi   Indian potasi   Neotropius atherinoides 

7 Bele Tank goby   Glossogobius giuris 

8 Boal Freshwater Shark Wallagu attu 

9 Bou mach Bengal loach   Botia dario 

10 Lomba chanda  Elongate glass-perchlet   Chanda nama 

11 Chapila Indian river shad   Gudusia chapra 

12 Chingri Shrimp Macrobrachium malcolmsonii 

13 Chitol Featherback Notopterus chitala 

14 Foli Featherback Notopterus notopterus 

15 Muribacha Garua Bachcha   Clupisoma garua 

16 Gachua   Gachua  Channa gachua 

17 Gojar Snakehead Channa marulius 

18 Ghonia - Labeo gonius 

19 Grass carp  Grass carp   Ctenopharyngodon idella 

20 Guchi Baim Barred spiny eel   Macrognathus pancalus 

21 Carpio Common carp   Cyprinus carpio carpio 

22 Catla Carp Catla Catla 

23 Darkina    Flying barb   Esomus danricus 
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Sl. No. Local Name English Name Scientific Name 

24 Kachki  Yellowtail mullet  Sicamugil cascasia 

25 Kajuli Gangetic ailia   Ailia coila  

26 Kakila  Freshwater garfish   Xenentodon cancila 

27 Kalibaus Orange-fin labeo   Labeo calbasu 

28 Kani pabda Butter catfish   Ompok bimaculatus 

29 Kholsha Perch Colisa fasciatus 

30 Koi Climbing Perch Anabas testudineus 

31 kholisha   Dwarf gourami   Colisa lalia 

32 Kuchia Cuchia   Monopterus cuchia 

33 Madhu pabda Pabdah catfish   Ompok pabda 

34 Magur Walking Catfish Clarias batrachus 

35 Meni   Nodoi Gangetic leaffish   Nandus nandus 

36 Mola Carplet  Mola  Amblypharyngodon mola   

37 Mrigel Mrigal Cirrhinus cirrhosus 

38 Napte koi  - Badis badis 

39 Nilotica    Nile tilapia   Oreochromis niloticus niloticus 

40 Pabda  Pabo catfish   Ompok pabo 

41 Panchchowkha   Blue panchax   Aplocheilus panchax 

42 Pangas   Yellowtail catfish   Pangasius pangasius 

43 Phasa  Gangetic hairfin anchovy   Setipinna phasa 

44 Puiya  Loktak loach  Lepidocephalichthys irrorata 

45 Punti  Swamp barb   Puntius chola 

46 Punti    Puntio barb   Puntius puntio 

47 Potka Green pufferfish   Tetraodon fluviatilis 

48 Puti Spotfin Swamp Barb Puntius sophore 

49 Rita   Rita   Rita rita 
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Sl. No. Local Name English Name Scientific Name 

50 Rui Carp Labeo rohita 

51 Shing Stinging Catfish Heteropneustes fossilis 

52 Shol Snakehead Channa striatus 

53 Silver carp  Silver carp   Hypophthalmichthys molitrix 

54 Taki Snakehead Channa punctatus 

55 Tara baim  Lesser spiny eel   Macrognathus aculeatus 

56 Tengra  Day's mystus  Mystus bleekeri 

57 Tengra  Striped dwarf catfish   Mystus vittatus 

58 Tilapia  Mozambique tilapia   Oreochromis mossambicus 

59 Tit punti    Ticto barb   Puntius ticto 

60 Vacha River catfish  Eutropiichthys vacha 

 

 


