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Observation of GOl

| The pmpmal has been submilted without

lindex and page number. The proposal
| papers have  been  submutted in a
- haphazard manner.

| The kml file uploaded for proposed forest

' land diversion with the online proposal is

not opening on Google earth platform.

The topo  sheet showing  location of
proposed lorest land diversion is without
index and legend.

The peo referenced  map uploaded with
the proposal does not provided geo
coordinates ol key points,

The cpst benefit analysis as per MOEF
puidelines sutler from lot of discrepancy
and inconsistencies. The same need
revision,

The proposal has been summitted without
detailed land sehedule showing width to
ROW, requirement of protected forest
width, balance width ol PF ele chainage
wise as well as on RHS and LHS. Due to
absence of details. It is dithcult to
ascerlain exact requirement ol forest land
for proposal.
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7. | 'The information provided in Sr. no. 8(i) of
part 11 of the proposal is irrelevant. 13 ¥ Hel | 2) .

& | The information provided for employment | Weife v fRar o & (4ma W&
zeneration in part [ {Online) on page no | 07 U2 Hae &)

: 20 are at variance, — .

9. | The site inspection reporl at page ne. 48 | Wige g=augery Wote 91 WA He
mentions  aboul  existence  of  rere/ | WEe me & T4 8| (Jw W se
endangered / unique species of Mora and | uy yiers )
funna nut the details have not been
provided with the proposal. Comments of
Chiel Wild Life Warden are also required. _ |

10, | The district/division profile on page 49 | 3EATEH A WIEE &Y fRar qa 2
and online part I1 are at variance. | (9= W 22 W ) -

1. | The information regarding cost of CA AYEE e idr @ wsie o |
proposed at 13 (i} is incorrect, AT W ey Rar oy &

e N | (g w13 W e )

12. | The compensatory afforcstation scheme SRS -l [ falbua yrade
has been prepared without incorporating | @1 et afsrd g Rl Frerifing |
provision for cost escalation, L R 1121 R T ) T

et #2239 14 &) (g e a7 |

- W 46 WY Wer ) . |

13. | The mformation given against column no. | Weii8a @, et @e & w4 &)
| 12 of part -2 appears to bic wrong. (g HET 13 9 i L D

14. | The site inspection report of DFO shows | wmfld  aws,  aonfors aifre |
that the forest invelved are REfunclassed! | vy e BT W w wen |
protected forest but the details given in the | 85 = Er (gws W 63 qv |
proposal does not match with  this, | HWel e #)

Forther,  there s no  specific
recommendation in the site  inspection

Teport. = : ——

15, | The area involved is more than 40 ha. But z
inspection  report of CF has not been
attached.
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