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1. At several places in proposal the area of propsed forest land diversion has been
mentioned as 0.2791 ha. and 0.2790848 ha. A single figure needs to be provided.
2. In part I at A-2 details of user agency have been mentioned as PWD but the
documents have been singed by the officials of UP Bridge Corporation Ltd. This is
incorrect and needs rectification
3. The kml file uploaded for proposed forest land diversion does not distinctively show
the boundaries of forest land. The proposed forest area calculation as per GIS DSS
software is 0.37 ha. whereas proposal is for 0.2790848.
4. The topo sheet of proposed diversion is without title, legend, index and scale. A
small portion of topo sheet has been enlarged without relevant scale and attached

with the proposal.

o)

The geo reference map attached with the proposal is not clear. It does nto provide
adequate geo coordinates forming the proposed forest diversion polygon. It does nto
match with the kml file uploaded.

6. The justification for locating project in forest area is irrelevant.




7. The gazette notification of forest land has been signed by the officials of Reliance
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Jio Infocom Ltd.

The forest area calculation has been done without details and it is confusing.
The estimated cost of the proposal mentioned in part I is erroneous and does not
match with the details given at page 12 of the proposal.
The details of employment generation at page 12 do not match with details
provided online.
The details regarding crown density at page 14 has not been provided.
The district profile provided online does not match with the details given at page
15 of the proposal.
The certificate issued by DM under FRA 2006 has not been uploaded with the
proposal.
The location of proposal is on the route to Allahabad and civil works have already
been started. Complete report as per guideline/provision is needed regarding FCA

1980 violation.
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