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1 The short narrative of proposal submitted online does not goI<eEr a9 Y9I 9 Haierd
provide relevant information. ERA

2 The copy of documents in support of the gl eex 99 YHIT 9 Gafdd
competence/authority of the person making this application ER
to make application on behalf of the User Agency is

) incorrect.

3 At B-1 information regarding previous approval shows that goT<3EN 99 Y9RT 9 Hefad
two approvals in principle has been accorded in 2012 and R
2013 but stage llffinal approval is still pending. This issuc

B requires clarification/factual position.

4 The data provided for village wise brekup of non forest land gol<ee} 99 Y9I 9 Gefed
at B-2.3 does not tally with the data provided at A 1 (ix). T8 2

5 The employment generation data at E is incorrect. gol<eer 99 Y9I 9 Haiord

T 2 |

6 The proposal has been submitted without providing kml | geT=<eIgR 9= YT & H4ferd
files in CD for proposed forest land diversion and proposed | 9&}

o compensatory afforestation.

7 The kml file for proposed forest land diversion (uploaded | gT<TIER 99 YUIT U Hafdd
with online proposal) is in polyline format rather polygon | =&Y 2
format. This needs revision.

§/SPS/SURS per GIS DSS  analysis of proposed compensatory | gel-a3Iex d-1 Y9I ¥ SFafrd
afforestation patches of Datiyana shows existence of T8 2
Medium Dense Forest. This needs to be changed.

9 The topo sheets uploaded for location of proposed forest

JAGER 9 Y9I | A fid
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is also incorrect.

10 The geo referenced maps uploaded for proposed forest goT<eER a9 YHTRT q Heferd
land diversion are without geo coordinates of key points. ER

11 The cost benefit analysis attached with the proposal is not goT<eIe} 99 Y9It 3 Hafod
correct and needs revision. 98 2

12 Some pages of forest land gazette notification are not gol<RIe} 99 YA P RfEd
legible and are without authentication. T P ol B By

YHIOTT PR Her' e © |

13 The land schedule for various districts shows requirement golRIer 99 Y9TT A qaforg
of different width of PF on different chainages. The | 58
variation in width requirement at various chainages has not
been explained.

14 The certificate regarding proposed diversion having | I FeI, 3PYRIT & Hdy
minimum 10 km distance from protected area has not been | % qorr 10 fhflo YRR &
uploaded for Social Forestry Division Bulandshahar. arata 9 B9 BT YHOT g5

AT uelrs &) fear
g

15 The crown density for proposed forest land diversion has ESECNESECE I CIR 3 gafad
been shown as 1.457 which is incorrect. The value varies | g} 2|

| fromOto1.

16 The compensatory afforestation scheme for Social Forestry gof~RIEr 9 Y411 J gaferd
Division, Aligarh is without incorporating cost escalation | g} &
due to inflation.

17 NPV calculation of proposed forest area for Social Forestry goT<eey 99 YHTRT 0 gafad
Division. Aligarh is incorrect. ER

18 In Social Forestry Division Aligarh case additional goleIer 99 YHTT 3 Haford
compensatory afforestation on blank patches near road | =g ¢
side has been provided. The additional compensatory
afforestation proposed is without specific recommendation
of the State Government.

19 As per the District Profile mentioned at Sr. no. 14 of part |I. gol<RTex 9+ gHIT I gafod
a. The forest area of Social Forestry Division, Moradabad ER
is less than the forest area diverted since 1980.

b. The forest area of Social Forestry Division, Sambhal is
mentioned as zero, then why proposal for forest land
diversion has been sent?

20 The site inspection report of DFO Moradabad has not been gol<eer 99 Y4TT I gafdd
uploaded. ER

21 The site inspection report of CF (Aligarh) is not in

prescribed formet.
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