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fas: Diversion of 13.684 ha.. Forest land (closed under section 4 & 5 of PLPA 1900)
in favour of Manav Rachna International Institute of Research and Studies along
Badkhal — Surajkund road under Forest Division and District Faridbad.
Online Proposal No. FP/HR/SCH/41500/2019
Fef: JMYHT UF BHID 9-HRC093/2020-CHATEIH 02.12.2022
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not been provided in the online proposal. An
area of 0.19 ha has also been encroached by the
user agency and the State Govt has not sent any
reply in its compliance dated 30.11.2022. Hence,
Complete proposal incorporating the details of
entire area under the possession of the user
agency needs to be submitted by the State
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Examination of Google Satellite Imagery revealed
other similar construction in the area. The State
Govt may, therefore, clarify if this is the isolated
case or there are other similarly placed
proposals. Detail of the same should be provided
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Detail of Forest Offence Report booked by the
DFO and its current status may be provided.
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Nodal Officer (FCA), in Part-IV, has also
mentioned that extant proposal has been
submitted as per the recommendation made by
the CEC in IA No. 828 where CEC recommended
that areas notified under section 4 and or 5 of
the PLP Act including areas for which the
notification have expired, areas planted under
Aravalli  afforestation project and other
Plan/Non-Plan scheme of the Centre/State
Government may also be treated as prohibited
cone for colonization, construction of farm
houses and other construction activities. Such
activities in prohibited zone should be
permissible only of found in public interests and
after obtaining permission from Hon’ble Court.
However, Hon’ble Supreme Court in its order
dated 22.07.2022 directed that “.....If such non-
forest use is permitted in accordance with
Section 2 of the 1980 Forest Act, to that extent,
the restrictions imposed by the special orders
under Section 4 of PLPA will not apply in view of
the language used in the opening part of Section
2 of the 1980 Forest Act”.... Therefore, a
clarification is needed on the recommendation of
the Nodal Officer made in Part-IV

The user agency has submitted
application for diversion of said
deemed forest land, falling under
section 4 & 5 of PLPA 1900 under
forest conservation ACT 1980.
Further decision in this regard is to
be taken by MoEF & CC, GOI as
per the advice of CEC, directions of
Hon 'ble Supreme Court dated 21-
07-2022 in Civil Appeal No. 10294
of 2013 Narinder Singh Vs Divesh
Bhutani.

Examination of sites proposed for CA reveals that
CA has been proposed in two|isolated patches
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involving areas of 11.33 ha and 2.05 ha. As per
extant guidelines, the minimum acceptable area
of non-forest land identified for CAis 5 ha. Since
the patches are isolated i.e. not contiguous to
forest land, NFL of 2.05 needs to be changed to
suitable location.
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Misleading details of alternative has been
provided in the proposal i.e. in the online field
pertaining to alternative examined, the details of
CA land has been provided. Moreover, relevancy
of the same has not been justified in view of the
fact that intended use has already been
constructed i.e. situation of fait accompli has
been created. Hence, the details of alternatives
examined, needs to be modified accordingly
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Authorities in the Forest Department in their
inspection report have mentioned that area
proposed of diversion is barest minimum without
justifying or indicating the supporting documents
establishing the requirement as barest minimum.
The detailed justification/documents needs to be
given for justifying barest minimum
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