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EDS DATED 01-02-2016 FP/UK/ROAR/9590/2015

S.No.

Observation by R.O. office Dehradun

Compliance by User Agency

Short narrative of the project does not give
adequate information in part I.

Shott narrative R ¥ forg®s mtraﬂe BT
fear ar 2|

An applicant detail is not filled in proper ard the
letter of authority is issued in favour of Govind
singh Rawat (JE) instead of the applicant.

Authority Letter 3OS AFa=T 90 THO S0
w0 ars0 R0 Wus $ 9 9§ Iuars Hx &
T B

Justification for locating the project in forest
area is not provided in part |.-

FARDIC T B GAT UaT HR 8q 4
fawen 7 frem @ sy Arf & a9 4§ o
S T |

Employment generation detail is seems to be
incorrect and need to be reviewed.

Employment generation detail @I correct

&) foar T B

The FRA Certificate is issued for the area of 1.89
ha while as per information provided in part |
the area Proposed for diversion is 1.1375 ha.

Area for diversion 1.89 Ha @~ fear mar &1 &

fi5 FRA # f&3 72 1.80 Ha & «xra~ &x Ram
T

As per land schedule provided in the hard copy
the forest area comes 1.89 ha (1.1375 ha RF and
ha 0.7525 civil Land) which does not match with
the details provided in part |. The state govt
advised to review the area required for the
project and make necessary correction in part |
and |l of the Proposal.

Part-1 H Area of diversion 1.89 Ha &= faar

L TT 2, WY f Hard Copy ¥ &% ¥ Forest

Area 1.89 Ha (1.1375 Ha RFand 0.7525 Ha
Civil Land) & aw7aR & faan Tar & |

KML file uploaded for CA is not correct in Part .

CA KML File & W& @@ Upload 3R faar
T8 |

Ownership proof of the land proposed for CA is
not provided in Part |.

Owner Ship Proof ¥&9 @< Upload &X ﬁ'ﬂl
Rl !

GPS coordinate marked digitally on geo
referenced map for area proposed for diversion
on each turn of the proposed road may be
provided and upload the same in part |. The
google earth map is not accepted.

Kml Biger adeite: @< far war 2| AN B
YRR Wi T GPS #F 30°37'55.08"N @
78%33'21.73" E & 97 Iif<19. &1 GPS H1H

30°38'30.76"N @ 78°33'4074" E B T
T TRET/RA B §h b R D

| GPS HI11 30°37'14.46" N & 78°33'013" E,.

X/S .0/27 HPB -1 30° 37"14.47" N &
78°33'0.22" E, X/S HPB-2 30°38'0.32 N
& 78°33'5.43" E, XIS HPB-3
30°37'16.15 N & 78°33'3.05"E, X/S 3/30
30°38' 13.08" N & 78°33' 6.37"E % |

10.

GPS coordinate marked digitally on geo
referenced map for area proposed for CA on
each corner of the CA site may be provided and
upload the same in online Part I.

CAPlan & GPS Coordinate fer@a Scan
Copy Upload ®X &I T 2

i

Scanned copy of survey of India topo sheet in
1:50000 scale indicating location of CA site is not
Provided.

CA Patch @ foTu Survey of India Topo sheet
@1 1:50000 wber TR auf far @ 2

2

In the muck disposal plan provided as an
additional document in Part | Shows one point
for muck humping in civil land but it is not clear
that this area is included in the area proposed
for diversion or not if not then revised the area

Muck Disposal ® ﬁ‘TEZ arEr Dumping
Point AT oivs # fmar T B Wit &

| Hard Copy # Correct &x fam 7137 8|

accordingly.

¥



The list provided as an additional document
shows 269 tree to be felled however it is
mentioned in part Il are only 161, this
discrepancy should be clarified.

HIHT PRI & J9ER Bt 269 U
3 R | Part -l DFO BT ERT 51T
ST R

The density shows as 0.6 does not seems
appropriate for the area proposed for diversion
may need review and calculate the NPV
accordingly.

—

Approximate distance of the area proposed for

T HET D R A T A b A |

diversion from forest boundary is not given in T Ty 2|

part Il

District profile in Part Il is not correct as the total | CA Patch & fofe &Y orel =gtaa (o 9
land diverted is not commensurate with CA B O 5 v 8 fyer ITRBNT F 2|

stipulated.

The CA scheme has been provided for the area
3.78 ha which is double the area of 1.89 ha,
however if the area proposed for diversion is
1.1375 ha then the CA scheme should be
provided for the area 2.275 ha. Kindly recheck
the area proposed for diversion and make
necessary correction in the proposal.

CA & fIT 3.78 Ha foram 747 &, o) [
T A SRR TG B 1.89 20 B o
T forar wam #)
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