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without index and page number. The
proposal papers have been submitted
in a haphazard manner.
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The kml file uploaded for proposed
forest land diversion with the online
proposal is not opening on Google
earth platform.
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The topo sheet showing location of
proposed forest land diversion is
without index and legend.
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The geo referenced map uploaded
with the proposal does not provided
geo coordinates of key points.
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The cost benefit analysis as per
MOEF guidelines suffer from lot of
discrepancy and inconsistencies. The
same need revision.
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The proposal has been submitted
without detailed land sehedule
showing width ot ROW, requirement
of protected forest width, balance
width of PF etc chainage wise as well
as on RHS and LHS. Due to absence
of details. It is difficult to ascertain
exact requirement of forest land for
proposal.
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The information provided in Sr. no.
8(i) of part II of the proposal is
irrelevant.
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The information provided for
employment generation in part I
(Online) on page 20 are at variance.
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The site inspection report at page no.
48 mentions about existence of rere/
endangered / unique species of flora
and funna but the details have not
been provided with the proposal.
Comments of Chief Wild Life
Warden are also required.
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10.

The district/division profile on page
49 and online part II are at variance.
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The information regarding cost of CA
proposed at 13 (i) is incorrect.
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The compensatory afforestation
scheme has been prepared without
incorporating provision for cost
escalation.
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The information given against column
no. 12 of part -2 appears to be wrong.
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14.

The site inspection report of DFO
shows that the forest involved are
RF/unclassed/ protected forest but the
details given in the proposal does not
match with this. Further, there is no
specific recommendation in the site
inspection report.
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The area involved is more than 40 ha.
But inspection report of CF has not
been attached.
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