i

~
<4

— g e ATETfoTh Tl JHTT, 3TNT |

> A

T ERE,
IR gﬁ, 34I‘RI|
SIS JIFRT

1 AT & aRE |

25/ 14— e @ SIRT @ FEER 07~ 2023

mwﬁﬁawméwmwﬁm(ﬂw)mm@ﬁ?@
R Yo7 @ erdia QgwAd. @ e 3 aiEgR 99 wld, IR IT D, 7S 9T
Wqﬁmaﬁmaﬁo.gom%@sﬂ@maﬂﬁﬁzﬁﬁ?mﬁaﬁm

T4 g1 get ura+

Gt e ARG GATERET, @ T STeaR] uRade #ATed S driied SoH0 s Pl
gHiH—8dT / Jgodlo /09 /94 /2023 / THHlL /371 AP 13.10.2023
HEI, |
mﬁwwﬁawzﬁaﬂﬁmm%ﬁﬁﬁwwﬁmﬁweﬁ
m@m“mw%%mﬁwwmmmﬁ wfd = geR Smadm! Jar |
ufd 3 -
| BoFo armafed 3T
1. As per the Revised KML file area proposed for diversion JOEd ®.QAUd. BIsa URAY grcd
is 0.96 ha. Which is still not matched with the proposal | T* AT B & T B
area. According to the Geo-referenced map positional
error has been found. The shape of the KML file is also
not matched with the Geo-referenced map, for example,
KK Nagar. Geo-referenced map/KML file of the area
proposed for diversion may need to be revised.
5 | The revised kml file has been uploaded, but as per the dfoq®d  aNPRY B I IR
DSS, the proposed CA land partially falls under the a:rqjﬁ A Gfd $UAld. Bigd
Forest land. This may need to be rectified. O¢e R aee R 4 T B |
3 Geo-referenced cadastral of the proposed CA land may ™ T |
need to be submitted.
| 4 The visibility of the SOI toposheet of the proposed CA SICCER AR G garile g
| land is poor. This may need to be re-uploaded with high R ider U 3Ucils dx ol Al 2
’g dpi.
| 5 As per part-ii of the proposal, zero trees are proposed URATad I W m&zﬁﬁﬁ w0 A 9
‘i while as per kml file some trees are visible on the area | Tnfedl @ @ © @ € wIfAd
! proposed for diversion. P R fed At ga @1 uad ER
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