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Abstract -The Proposed investment in
infrastructure over the next five years is a gargantuan
Rs. One hundred lakh Crores. To practically achieve
the target AND to get he benefit of such an expenditure
requires that the works get largely commissioned, and
are not largely thrown forward for completion,
commissioning. There has to be an assurance of
removal of bottlenecks. Cutting of trees, intruding into
some forest land are bound to be an inevitable
consequences of mega infrastructural projects.,, The
Environmental Clearances with their associated time
lags in getting the ‘go ahead’ may be a big dampener.
This paper suggests an innovative way of overcoming
the procedural delays so that the projects effected by
forest clearances/ environmental clearances can be
‘kick started.

Keywords - Environmental Clearance;
Compensatory Afforestation; PPP; Forest Land Bank.

(A) Statement of the problem:

Land is required for various industrial and Infrastructural

development projects like Railways, Roads, Canals,
Pipelines, Dams, Mines etc. Sometimes the acquisition of
Forest land becomes inevitable. Apart from the
Environmental Clearances, there has to be acquisition of
land for compensatory afforestation, handing over of such
land to the Forest Authorities, transfer of money for
compensatory afforestation, and only then is permission
granted to work on forest land. This becomes a time

consuming process delaying the taking off of the project.

B) Recent Govt. Initiatives, broad overview of rules:

There is for each State a body called Compensatory
Afforestation and Fund Management and Planning
Authority (CAMPA) which has the funds from the project

proponents, but unable to utilise them in a timely manner
as mandated.. The relevant rules of the Forest Conservation
Act stipulate that the Compensatory Afforestation should
be preferably contiguous or in proximity to Reserved or

Protected Forest

.C Present Scenario:

The present scenario from the Environment perspective is
not very good. Government has identified lands for
compensatory afforestation, has the funds deposited by
various bodies, but is unable to provide the Compensatory
Afforestation in the time it is mandated Meanwhile it is
seen that there are wide spatial disparities in forest cover
over various regions/ states, which is not even being sought
to be rectified, due to concentration of effort only
contiguous or in proximity to existing forests. The present
efforts seem to be a back to the wall effort at sustaining the
existing forest cover, at best seeking marginal increase if at
all. This is a far cry from the stated national policy of
having 33% area under forest cover, whereas we are
currently at about 24% cover.

The concern with Indian forest cover is three fold:
qualitative, quantitative and spatial distribution.

It has to be appreciated that the stated objective of 33%
forest cover is a means to an end and not and end in itself.
If the forests are concentrated in only some areas or corners
or regions of the country , the very purpose is defeated,
because large swathes of the country get exposed to the
vagaries of climate change, extreme weather events like
cloudburst and flash floods because of barren catchments.

What is really needed is a balanced forest cover over the
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The forest survey of India has the following classifications :

o Very Dense= All lands with tree canopy density of
70 percent ( 0.7 tree density) and above.

e Moderately Dense= All lands with tree canopy
density of 40 percent and more but less than 70
percent (0.4 to 0.7 tree density).

e Open Forest= All lands with tree canopy density
of 10 percent and more but less than 40 percent
(0.1 to 0.4 tree density).

e Scrub= All forest lands with poor tree growth
mainly of small or stunted trees canopy density
less than 10 percent (Less than 0.1 tree density).

D) Suggested solution:

It is suggested that instead of identifying a compensatory
plot for afforestation for each project say for a mine, a
dam, a factory , a highway or a Railway line, , the
Government may identify large chunks of land say of the
order of 100 km 2 each. These should be given to Private
Parties to develop forest cover. The lands so chosen will be
with an eye on reducing regional forest cover imbalances
hence should be more desirable than the present practice.
These

Compensatory Afforestation, and be offset against any

lands would be treated as Land Banks of

future industry/ infrastructure requirements.

E) Why would Private parties be interested?

Private parties would be invited to participate as PPP
players. The Private participant could enjoy the rights to
the forest produce for a certain no of years or in perpetuity,
for which they may be allowed to use a part of the forest
for their preferred crop say bamboo, timber etc. they may
also set up a suitable processing plant nearby.

The industries with surplus liquidity could buy into land at
current rates, on which a certain inflation would be
assured, which will be paid by the industry finally making
use of the forest land for its compensatory afforestation
needs as and when their need arises.

This could be considered as a part of the CSR effort of the

company.

The creation of forest wealth is a recognised method of
Carbon Dioxide suppression, and can earn credit under
Mechanism, and can be

Carbon  Development

Internationally traded, earning cash for the participants.

F) other advantages

Apart from the paradigm shift of creating forest first,
before destroying elsewhere, there are many other
advantages of this scheme:

The present incremental afforestation displaces a few
people, who resist, because due to their small numbers,
there are none or inadequate rehabilitation measures put
into place. Then the activity is carried on a large scale, the
displaced people could be clubbed, and give adequate
rehabilitation measures like schools, clinics, connecting
roads etc. to their new settlement .

The displaced people could find a livelihood in the
development/ maintenance of the new forest.

Since a forest would be created ab-initio on a large tract of
land, it could be a very well planned effort with
landscaping, drainage, water bodies, species of trees,
pathways, fire lines.

With an ab-initio planning with watering holes, grazing
lands, even animal species could be gradually introduced to
create its own unique ecosystem possibly even inviting
migratory birds. It could be a great opportunity for
introducing eco-tourism, which could earn additional
revenue.

MNREGA labour could also be meaningfully employed on
these schemes and degraded lands could be considered for
rejuvenation.

Economies of Scale could be achieved.

Regional forest cover imbalances could be rectified by this
afforestation undertaken on a large scale.

Even Environmental Activists may find it hard to oppose

such a scheme!


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tree_crown_measurement




