






yVTTI, FHT Ya a o.01373-223433,Email- gwlspurola@gmail.com 

f- 9o) 2020 

FRETC O FP/UK/Others/9741/2015, feio-01.03.2018 

SI. EDS OBJECTIONS RESPONSE 
No. 

1. The requirement mentioned for construction of 42 mtr. 3Trf a1 fAIDUI UR u- ERI 7R 
Long bridge in certain document like digital map and feuT rT 
top sheet in is mentioned as 48 mts long bridge 

2. Total period for which the forest land is proposed to be 3TYfT 7T fRTDvOT qU o ENI 3 
diverted is shown as Nil. 

The authority latter for uploading the case on portal is T9f AVTEDVU OY YU ETRI 37 
in favour of one Sh R.S. Panwar while it is mentioned RaT ATI 
as Sh. Vijay Kumar Moghar at A3 
In village wise breakup the name of village is shown Tf 1 fTNTDVU YT ER 57 
as Dhaula while in FRA it is mentioned as Sewa, Wari T T 
and Hadwari 
Since area proposed for diversion is less than 1 ha. 
Hence CA may not be required but no plantaion | qa a qHTRYUT uT Tho 

3. 

4. 

5. 

scheme is submitted. 

6. KML file does not show bridge. 

7. Justification for locating the project is not uploaded 
online at para D part I instead authority uploaded. 
Google earth picture showing alternative examined 3Tuf RTYUY JR URII ETRI 7 
does not show any alternative to the one proposed. 

8. 

My computer/F/Desktop/ Land trans new, land trans latter 
07 



9. Employment data at E shows temporary employment 3TYT a5T ARTbU TR Zui GTRI Y 

as 16800 while in part of hard copy submitted by user f TT I 

agency it is shown as 9568 which does not match 

10 In the component wise breakup at 2.4 name of area is|TufrT ARTHYUT JURd ETRT 

given which is incorrect 

11. Instead of digital map duly geo-referenced google TYITT 5I RTYUI ZTY QU GTRI 

earth map is uploaded at C (iv) Part I which cannot be fT TJT I 

used for DSS analysis. 
12. Legal status of the area is not clear as it is mentioned T9tc 

as RF online in Para 4 Part II and PF in SIR of DFO. 

13. While as per document provided it appears that prior 3ITYfT 5T ARTYU UR JURI GTRI 7Y 

approvalof NBWL has been obtained it is not clear fT TI ÈI 
Wheather prior approval of Apex court has been 

obtained. 

14. The file folder provided by the state government is a 3TufT a71 ARTYU TR JUTIT ETRT CY 

coloured photocopy which is not admissible as per f T&I 

direction issued by the Ministry. 
15. Vulnerability of land from erosion point of view is not aeM &t TRUT atd 

mentioned rather is is mentioned that as per geologist a HAICAI HE I 

report which defeats the purpose of making the case 

online in public domain if details are not provided in 

the relevant column. 
16. Adminstrative approval and financial sanction from ATYtT RThYUT UR QUN ETRI 7 

the competent authority for the project is not available. faT TBI 

fa- q tita fAEr/TOYTO 
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