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Observation of GOI

Reply
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In part I as Sr. No.A-1(ix) non

forestland required  for
proposal is mentioned as zero

which is incorrect.
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As part II the progress of
compensatory affectation in

the Division is very low

Reasons may be intimated.
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The proposal is submitted
with three efficient versions of
part-1 and two versions of
part II. Reasons for doing so

may be elaborated.

g W03 @ ®d ¥ TWd & Ue—1 Td ge-2 @ A
TG B W O] Y ol T B

At Sr. No. 11 of part II
information regarding
violating of FCA-1980 “No
Data” has been mentioned,

which needs clarification.
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At Several places of proposal
correction with white ink has
without

been done

authenticated.
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In two different versions of
part I data regarding
employment generation

avarice.
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The crown density of forest
patch varies in two versions of

part-II submitted with the
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incorrect and does not match
with the approved layout

plan.
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The toposhect at page 36 is

without title, legend and

index.
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The site inspection report
with the proposal at page 40
is not as per GOI approved

format.
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There are corrections on
layout plan of the proposal
without authentication of the

competent authority.
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The enumeration list of trees
enclosed is without botanical

names.
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The compensatory
effectuation scheme is without
incorporating provision for

cost ecasluation.
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The compensatory
afforestation site is located on

protected forest along road
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side which my be relocated

forest patch.
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15 | The proposal is without NPV

calculation.
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16 | Of has written that he has
inspected  but inspection
report of OF has not been
provided with the proposal.
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