
 

 

22
nd

  February 2013 

 

Ms. Jayanthi Natarajan 

Minister of Environment and Forests 

Paryavaran Bhawan, CGO Complex 

New Delhi-110003  

Email: jayanthi.n@sansad.nic.in 

Fax: +91 11 24362222 

 

Subject: Faulty and exclusionary process to determine criteria for the declaration of inviolate 

forest areas with respect to coal mining  
 

Dear Ms. Natarajan, 

 

We the undersigned would like to put forward our strong objection to the process followed by the 

MoEF in the drafting of the above mentioned criteria (Report of the Committee to Formulate 

Objective Parameters for Identification of Inviolate Forest Areas, July 2012) and the short-sighted 

nature of the approach to identify which forests of India are to be exposed to exploitation by coal 

mining.  

 

From the time this process of identifying inviolate forests was first announced, we have been 

writing to the MoEF asking that the process be open to public input and engagement, and 

highlighting that any criteria must take into account the multifaceted nature of human-forest 

interactions in the country and the millions of livelihoods that depend on the country’s forests, aside 

from issues of biodiversity, endangered species, intact landscapes and hydrological value.  

 

Despite our requests, the MoEF has kept this process secretive and opaque. We are attaching with 

this letter earlier communications sent to your ministry as well as Right to Information applications 

both of which have received inadequate responses (See annexure 1). By keeping this process behind 

closed doors, the MoEF has made this process to determine “forest trade-offs” extremely exclusive, 

expert-driven and narrow in scope. This is contrary to your government’s stated objectives of 

upholding democracy and promoting inclusive growth. The fact that this report was finalised in July 

2012 and yet only uploaded in the public domain on January 24, 2013, with a period of less than 

one month for comments, is unacceptable and indicative of the opaque manner in which this critical 

issue has been approached.  

 

Our overarching and firm objection is that the MoEF has adopted a non-participatory and 

undemocratic approach of arriving at these parameters, preferring to work behind closed 

doors and ignoring calls for openness. Our first demand therefore is that these parameters be 

opened up for extensive public debate, scrutiny and contribution, in such a manner as to hear 

from those people and organisations that stand to be most affected. This process, of course, 

cannot be accomplished in less than a month, so we are asking that a new process to achieve 

the same be announced. 
 

Without prejudice to the above, we would also like to raise strong substantive concerns related to 

the parameters that have been suggested, which go beyond the issues of process stated above. While 

the suggested criteria appear to recognise the importance of forests for their biological, landscape, 

hydrological, wildlife and forest cover values, they are completely silent on the issue of the 

livelihoods of forest-dependent communities. As you are no doubt aware, India’s forests are a 

critical survival resource of millions of Indians. These livelihoods are invariably severely 

compromised, if not destroyed entirely, by mining activities. 
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For a government which has pioneered the rights of tribal and forest dwelling communities and as a 

Minister who has stood up against proposed dilution of the recognition of forest rights process, such 

a contradictory approach to India’s forests devoid of their socio-economic context is disconcerting. 

For a country which has a large part of its population dependent directly or indirectly on 

forests, the future of these same forests cannot be determined solely through the parameters 

listed in the report. 
 

The proposed system of weights/scoring is also faulty and arbitrary. The system of averaging the 

score rigs the process such that a high score on any one parameter (for example, areas notified as 

Conservation Reserves) is not sufficient to protect the area. By stating that only areas with an 

average score above 70 will be considered inviolate, the system is in effect discounting the need to 

protect any area that scores less than 70. This includes, by the committee’s proposal, areas outside 

the PA network with more than 5 Schedule I species, or areas with occasional wildlife presence, or 

most Dry Deciduous Forests. The vast majority of wildlife corridors in Central and Eastern India 

will fall in these categories.  

 

Similarly, the parameters do not deal effectively with the critical issue of fragmentation of 

forests as a result of coal-mining related infrastructure and ancillary activities – roads, 

railways, power lines etc. If some areas are recognised as inviolate and the adjoining areas are  

opened up for mining, there will be demands on the adjoining forests for ancillary infrastructure. 

Fait accompli arguments will be advanced, as is currently the practice among industry proponents.  

Any discussion on excluding mining from critical forest areas needs to take on board cumulative 

impacts of the land use change which is likely to take place. The MoEF needs to engage with 

this critical question through widespread debate and consultation as a first step. 

  

Keeping in mind all of the above, we demand that: 

 

a) The above mentioned criteria be opened up for more detailed scrutiny and debate with an 

acceptance of the multiple roles played by our forest areas. This process must be inclusive and 

broad-based, in contrast to the exclusionary process followed thus far.  

 

b) That the ministry uphold the spirit of environment justice and the need to safeguard the 

livelihoods of forest dependent communities when making decisions on forest diversion.  

 

c) That no further forest diversion for mining should be allowed until the conclusion of a 

transparent and open process as specified in point a) above. This is especially important given the 

growing conflict in forest areas. 

 

 d) Any further criteria setting process be inclusive and broadbased rather than the  exclusive 

and expert dominated processes like is in the present case. This goes completely against the 

government's constitutional commitment to being a sovereign, socialist republic. 

 

We look forward to your response and the announcement of an open consultation process on the 

need to protect our remnant forests from coal mining. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Kanchi Kohli 

Independent Researcher 

  



Dr Claude Alvares 

Director 

The Goa Foundation, Goa. 

  

Mr. Debi Goenka, 

Executive Director, 

Conservation Action Trust 

  

Mr. Madhuresh Kumar 

National Alliance for People’s Movements 

  

Mr. Nitin Rai 

Ashoka Trust for Research in Ecology and the Environment (ATREE) 

Bangalore 

  

Dr. Sachin Wazalwar, 

Green Planet Society, Chandrapur 

Assistant Professor, RCERT, Chandrapur, Mahasrashtra 

  

Mr. Shankar Sharma 

Power Policy Analyst 

Karnataka 

  

Mr. Sharachchandra Lele, 

Centre for Environment & Development, ATREE, Bangalore.  

  

Mr. Soumya Dutta  

Bharat Jan Vigyan Jatha & Beyond Copenhagen Collective 

 

Ms. Vinuta Gopal 

Greenpeace India 

 

Mr. Shankar Gopalakrishnan 

Dehradun/New Delhi 

 

Ms.Manju Menon 

Namati-Centre for Policy Research (Environment Justice Program) 

New Delhi 

 

Ms. Neema Pathak Broome 

Kalpavriksh 

 

Mr. Ashish Kothari  

Kalpavriksh 

 

 

 

CC: Dr. V RAJAGOPALAN, SECRETARY (E&F), Ministry of Environment and Forests 


