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Regarding point T gATeeRN] gerad g1 gHodiodio AU 57
n0.03 density mentioned is 0.6 but rate charged for very dense | Hert\ PR A8 [HAT ST & -8

forest in NPV calculation sheet.many corrections have been
found in NPV calculation sheet. Area mentioned is 7.921
instead of 7.9208.

2 in response of point no.5 name of CA scheme is mentioned | SBYERT & HIOW0 Xefef 3ifdhed FR FUSTE =7 =

Dungrabora. 2|

3 Rpply of point no.6 is not found satisfactory. g 6 @ UC 1 A S 3ifhd @} A B¢ oW

T B |

4 regarding point no.7 original hard copy of tree enumeration list | SRaTa® [T gRT g @1 gl ¥ia Aee = ufRa
is required. = B T B

5 in reply to point 9 original hard copy of complete proposal is not | g1 T SRrad AT J UHh 1793/ 280ieTS
submitted. 15122018 HIsdl @) UG B 4 T EL

6 | As per DSS report CA area comes to 9.70 ha instead of | 156416 30 & SIRERT B0 A0 21 3§ =9a7 we
15.6416 ha. Fx Areel B Ifa $1 T B

7 in FRA annexure the Garm sabha proceedings of village | I ¥ FHTST B 3§ U & JEIT UF Alsa
Manch and sutola are not found. RET P Ywa fhar T 2

mj

8 KML file of CA area proposed shows patch different in shape J0T0 X1 B POTHAOYSO ITeE BN (ol T2
than in geo-referenced mapé&sol toposheet.

9 Employment detail seems incorrect. ISR T 3 Aredl 3 9ed @%@ a8
g |
10| justification for locating the project in forest land is not ¢/ s by | ST GHTEIeRY gTRT SfCIEReiIeriNe fareqa Raeer
DFO. P For PR ST $) UG X R TWEl
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