


COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

As per MoE'F & CC guideline no 7-69/2011-FC (Pt. Dated 1st Aug 2017 )

Table B:- Estimation of Loss of Forest Diversion

No Parameters Estimated Cost
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COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Table C:- Estimation of Loss of Forest Diversion

S. No. Parameters Estimated Cost
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It is clear from above analysisthat construction of Nandprayag-Ghat Motor road is more Benefit that
environmental losses.



