COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR DIVERSION OF FOREST LAND \
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Since the proposaus for diversion of forest land measuring more than 20 hectare in partly
plane and partly in hﬂ]y area for road project cost benefit analysis report is a pplicable
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| 1. | Ecosystem smv:ws

kLwnomic value of loss of ecosystem
diversion of forest shall be the net |

GiVen Guldelme

losses due to
proposed forest present value (NPV) of the forest
diversion land being diverted as prescribed
hy central government
MOEF&CC t
N(otg in cascj of Natlonal parks the Of Project road passingthraugh
NPV shall be ten (10) times the | reverse forest- area,(eco class -2
mormal NPV and’ in caw Wildlife tropical Dry Deciduous Forest
sanctuary the NPV shall be five (5) | Dense Forest and per ha. NPV
times the normal ‘ rate is consxdered Rs.9,39,000
NPV or otherwise presaribed by the| (as  per “forest Handbook
ministry or any other competent Guideline 18/03/2019 Foe NPV
authority For 22.8 Ha will be INR
Note-1 : Net present vallle (NPV) of 18,914,000/ Rupees
environment and‘ ecoaystem ‘
‘ser\/iqes lbss i~ The conq pt 1 il
provided. l‘f} e forest would not
have been diverted i
2. |Loss of animal [To be quantified and Loss of animal husbandry due to
husbandry expressed in monetary terms proposed diversion-is moderate
productivity or 10%of NPV and calculatedGross loss @5
including loss of applicabl‘é whichever s ton/h_a./ya:_ax;@ﬁ’s ‘per ton
Folder maximum, Therefore loss of fodder as
estimated for about 22.8hect.
| Will be 22.8x5%100=Rs11400Yr
x50 year = Rs570000/- or 5.7
lakh  or 0.1x18,914,000=INR
i : 18,91,400/-. ;
3. | Cost of To be quantified and Nillas no human resettlement is 7’
human expressed in monetary required in forest fand . |
resettlement terms on actual terms as per
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public 'expressed in monetary Hke Roads, hosptal \ete are Q
facilities and terms on actual cost basis at the investigated . However at few
administrative time of diversion. focations  thepe will be some J
infrastructure ntility  shifing.. ¥ike : plectricity |
(Roads, building lpole telephome line OFC cable |
,School, ete, from praposed row located
dispensaries in forest land.

i electric \

5 | Possession value of | 30% of environmental cost (NPV)| \Possession value of forest
forest land due to loss of forest or circle rate of| land will be (considering
diverted

adjoining areain the district should| 30% of NPV = 0.3x 189.14
beadded as a cost component as| Lakh =56.742 Lakh
possession . value of forestland
whicheveris maximum. For the purpose of estimation
average per hectare average of
Notez passinn value of.forest land | the rate of all these threg
| districts has been taken which|
.} :are follows

G ‘aper hectare rate

. e e
e ent value {NPV) of f(n'est land:
|'The social cost rehabilitation of

oustees (in addition tothe cost likely
to be incurred in providing
residenceoccupation and  social | proposed to be diverted. Also,
services as per R&R plan) be warked | the community residing along
out as 1.5 times ofwhat oustees|{the project road is not

should haveearned in two years had | dependent on forest or forest
he not been shifted produce.

&
Rehabilitation is' 1_dentiﬁed or

required in forest land which is

7. | Habitat ‘While the relationship between ahitgt,}'xag ‘Qnﬁtmn cost is 50%,
Fragmentation fragmentation and forest goods [af NF ‘8_9‘;14 lakh x0.5=]

Cost and services iscomplex for the &
 sake ofsimplicity the cost due to .
fragmentation has been pegged at |-
50% of NPN applicable as a thumb

rule.
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and

in future at

its

estimate. _
So, CA cost 22.8hect x 2 X
829561.40 = Rs37,828,000
Rs378.28 Lakh
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benefit in monetary term
! due

to the activities attributed
to the specific project

in tradn,. tounsm, savl
operatign.  and ™ aintenz

better cn(mectwicyt safe r. )mn'ney to
commuter and savmgnt
Improved road connectivity belps in
| better implementation and
| managemeht of government schemes.
It will g;ovide fast_and. economical
transport of goods. After completion,
the local people and industries
situated in the area will be greatly
beneﬂted. The widening of project
safe, fast,

oﬁlefbenéﬁts'
‘saving in fuel, rq
‘commute, - vehicl
reduction in :",' '

man annnaﬂ conflict and ammal Kill in
road accident etc: fxgwever they have
‘net been gquantified a$ it will be a
ﬁmct;on of variqns gavt. policy
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{3 N of fAs pev detailed project report| The prg } SO
| | population ' | section part :n‘}ﬂ'nmeﬂh
| | benefited due to mrﬁeﬂ peLana.
l specific project ‘
| | Thepqpulahonm h icts are; |
|| Guna - 249.000 lakh, persems which |
|| , Iau'edu'cev:ﬂybeneﬁw.naiziditlm'lm
| ‘ ' lakhs oﬁaetghbourdmctcommuters |
| ' aswe}laslong distance travellers and |
i | | fright
i
] ,
employment as a result of
development of infrastructure and
will also provide direct benefit to
small scale industrial units in the area.
5. | Economic Benefit from | In liew of total trees to be removed
benefitdue suchcompensatory from  Proposed in |
tocompensatoryaffo| forestation accruing over | Reserve/protected forest land along |
restation Lnext 50 yearsmonetized | the project road, it isproposed to |
and discounted to the | undertake at compensatory plantation |
present value should be | leasttwice of the affected/diverted 5
includedas benefits of | forestarea as per ForestConservation)
compensatory Act). So, the net productivity will
Afforestation*for benefit of | increase. ’
CA the guideline of the
5 ministry for NPVestimadon | The campensamk iﬁurSmuon will

may be consulted

be taken up inabout 22.8Hect x 2=
45.6 hectare of degraded Fores: land
which is




hich is down
the line Wmtld be having a density of
minimurh 0.7. The ecplpgxcal value for
as0 yf;u*s period Fomhe density of 1.0
is INR' 126.74 lacs: pef' hectare (As per
Forest Conservation Act 1980). By
considering minimum 0.7 density the
ecolagical;gam for this project would
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Summary of Cost-Benefit Analysis for the project

| Loss (in Lnkhs)

Benefit (in Lakhs)

Ecosystem .senyice_k losses
RS 189.12 Lakh .

Ecological gain from compensatory. afforestation on
22.8 (atleast) hectare on Revenue land wnuld be RS
189.14 lakh

4 B

’ |Loss  of  animal 936000 Mam days will generated for
husbandry unskilled/semiskilled wofker in terms
productivity, including Salary and Wages @Rs.500/day
loss offodder (average)=Rs.4680.00 Lakh
=R5.18.914lakh | (# Minimum wages in Madhyapradesh in Rs,344.6Z (In |
o .| zone C)To 364.62 (in Zone A) For unskilled labour , but |
R | for Ccmsldering actual pracdcal wages Including lodging
i l\.the average cost. per day;!pr semiskilled / labourer is
pprox. Rsﬁ‘EOO perday)-r f%z‘
:\;Also there wlll be lel/ patrol and Dther road
’ taintenanice - staff during operationand. “atleast 100
| permanemt staff for tollperiod (approx.25 years ) will be
-engaged.
3 Loss of pubh‘;
300 lakh ‘
4 | POSSESSION Valué
forest ~ land diverted [t
-56.7421akh ’ i i
5 Habitat fragmentation cost=
94.571akh.
6 Compensatory

afforestation’ and soil &
moisture,consgﬂatmn cost
=3’7B.'281akh, '

Total cost /loss =Rs
189,14+18.914lakh+Rs
300 lakh +R¢56.742lakh
+94.571akh+378.28Lakh
= 1037.646lakh

| Tatal gain/benefit from ppo;ec!’ Rs
189.14Lakh + Rs4680. 00,1;31{}) *, 4
7500.00. lﬁkh + RS 1762 lékh 12369 14 lakh

Cost benefit Ratio=

Total benefit / Total Loss = 12368.14: 1037, 646=11 9which is>1, so
project is found viable based on given/ above- described criteria.
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