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Observation ! Reply

A. Compliance to REC Lucknow vide ref. no-1 dated 26" July 2017

1 The revised proposal has not been uploaded online on Online proposal has been updated as per observations made by REC and
www.forestclearances.nic.in compliance documents have also been submitted in Hard copy as

additional document to forest proposal.

2 | The land schedule submitted on page no. 38 & 39 does not provide Area statement presenting balance RoW is attached as Appendix-l with
balance of RoW duly deducting proposed forest width for diversion. this letter and same has been uploaded on online portal as additional
Reasons for varying width at different chainage have not been document.
explained in the proposal. Existing RoW varies from 12-30 & proposed COI varies; 12 m in

settlement area and 20m in open/rural area. The varying width has been
considered to minimize the R&R issue in settlement areas.

3 The georefernced map uploaded with the proposal does not provide Revised Geo-referenced map is attached as Appendix-ll with this letter

geo-coordinated of all key points defining proposed forest diversion. and same has been uploaded on on online portal in designated section .

B. Compliance to MoEF&CC RO, Lucknow letter no. 8B/UP/06/05/2017/FC/141 dated 14" July, 2017

1

39 BT ERT AR T Gkl DI TR YT 3T Duly signed copy of compliance letter is attached with this letter as
AT 3Teire 8 & TR 2 Appendix lll and same has been uploaded on online portal as additional

document.

ﬁFgﬁﬂ"\’ EIRD] Skl 7 ﬁ@ HEIT—03 Uq 04 @I I{\Uf Observation 3: The land schedule provide from page 38 to 39 does not
SUTT 37T ENi A P 2l provide for balance of RoW at various chainage. Why varying width has

been adopted at various chainages has not been explained in the
proposal.

Compliance: Same as stated above under Compliance Point No. 2 of REC
Observations.

Observation 4: The map uploaded of proposed forest land diversions is
not a geo referenced map providing key points geo co ordinates.
Compliance: Same as stated above under Compliance Point No.3 of REC
Observations.

Wﬁfﬁ A== @t kml file fa=m <l nggjaz—ﬁ SHTY -kml file as uploaded on MoEFCC portal reaches to Ministry of
Environment, Forests Imatic Changes, Regional Office (Centra egion
o R e s @ w8 : s s el il

after recommendation of Divisional Forest Officer, Conservator of Forests,
Nodal Officer, State Government.
Copy of kml is again being submitted in the form of CD with this letter as
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