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1. The justiﬁ(?ali(m of proposcd widening 18 based on increased traffic volume but the data
of traffic study has not been pr()vidcd to support the justificmi()n of widening.
2. The land schedule showing calculation for forest arca pr()posod for widening has
following shortcomings:

a. The land schedule does not depict forest land requirement on LHS and RHS from
the centre lin¢ of the road. Therefore it cannot be deciphered from the proposal
that whether {he widening 1S symmctrical or asymmctrical.

b. The position of ROW with respect 10 centre line of the road has also not been
pr()\’idcd with the proposal.

c. The requirement of varying width at various chainage has also not been
explained.

3. The gco coordinates of key points have not been pro\'idcd with the g¢o referenced map
of the }’)r()posal.

4. The copy of gazctic notification is Not legible and the road proposcd for widening has

not been highligh\(:d in the notification.

The enumeration list of trees from page 53 to 74 does not contain details of pole s12€

crop (ghh <30 cms).

6. The in formation regarding gr No. 6 of part 1 is not appropriu\(n

7. The information regarding employment gcncration in part I upl()a(lvd online and hindi

o)

copy of the samece arc different.

8. The part Il at page 3 is with corrections made by black pen and the same has not been
autlu‘micmcd by the concerned official.

9. The site inspection report of the DFO is without seal and is without rvcomnwndm'\on,

10.The site suitability certificate of compensatory afforestation at page 20 is not as per Gol
format.

11.The prop()scd compensatory afforestation scheme {rom page 22 to 39 guffer from
following shortcomings:
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a. Two CA schemes have been Proposed withoyt
Government for additiona] Compensatory
b. The Compensatory afforestation schemes

Cost escalation dye to inflation_

C. The DFO mentions that if need be additiona] amount shg]]
which is in contravention of provisions of FCA guidelines.

d. The location of additiona] Compensatory afforest
Crores have not been mentioned in t
attitude towards FCA Proposals.

12.The muck Mmanagement plan is sketchy. The
requirement of muck for embankment cte.

Specific
affm'(,‘station.
are withoyt Incor

recommendation of State

porating provision for

be deman ded later

ation amoy nting ne
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he Proposal which shows careless

& casual
plan does not
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1t plan needs revision.
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