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Wildlfe mangement plan should have
been prepared by some expert in
wildlife matters atleast not below
DFO in instant case the same has

SIR has been revised and uploaded at para 13 in Form
A Put 1 a8 additional information The
recommendation of Wildlife Management Plan has

been dropped.




been prepared by RO further the
wildlife  management  plan is
required.

L A

The reply to point no 06 is not
satisfactory as still not comments are
given against para 5.5 of SIR and the

SIR has been revised and uploaded at para 13 in Form
A, part II as additional information. As per site
inspection report again para 5.4 “yes” 5.5 (a) “yes”

recommendation is still sketchy. In
addition, DFO has not done any
correction in SIR except addition of
few lines in para 5.4 that too in old
SIR only. State Govt may do the
needful in this regard.

and 5.5(b) - “No” has been recommended. Proposal
has been recommended for approval.

In the reply to point No 07 muck
disposal plan duly authenticated by
DFO found uplaoded but the DFO
mentioned in his SIR uploaded at
para 15 in part II that muck disposal
plan is not appropriate. State Govt
may clarify this contradiction.

Length of cutting provided in muck
disposal plan does not match with the
length mentioned in the land
Schedule. Hence State Govt may
submit the detailed calculation of
muck showing the length of road,
width of road and cutting and swell
factor taken into account.

ed and uploaded at para 13 in Form
A, Part Il as additional information. As per SIR muck
disposal plan as suggested has been annexed &
uploaded as additional information in online part I by
user agency.

SIR has been revis
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In para B-2.4 of part 0.25 ha of
foret land has been proposed for
muck disposal whereas 2 muck
disposal sites one in forest land with
an area of 0.16 ha (80mx20m) and
second in naap land with an area of
0.09 ha (45mx20m) are mentioned in
MDP. Thus the area of forest land
proposal for muck disposal doesn’t
match.
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