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1. As per the details provided at Al (ii) & (iii) part I, it appears that the forest land is
required for establishment of retail outlet whereas the requirement is for entry &
exit to the retail outlet. This needs clarification.

2. Details of non forest land required for the proposal has not been mentioned in part
I of the proposal.

3. The mention of Eco Class I in Etah District is incorrect as this class belongs to
tropical wet evergreen forest, tropical semi evergreen forest and tropical moist
deciduous forest. The concerned DCF may check the details before submitting the
proposal.

4. The working plan prescription and brief note on vulnerability of the forest area for
erosion has been mentioned as “No Eﬂaﬁa’ and ‘No’ at Sr no. 5 & 6 of the part II of
the proposal. Why information has lbeen provided may be explained.

S. At Sr no. 13 of part II where details regarding violation of FCA 1980 are required
“No DATA’ is mentioned. Why entry has not been made may be explained.

6. Three copies of online part II has been provided with the proposal. Reasons may be

W){plained.
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7. The forest area calculation and layout map provided at page 31 does not match.

8. The geo reference map at page 32 does not provide details of GPS coordinates of
key points.

9. The topo sheet on page 33 is without title.

10. The NPV calculation at page 57 incorrect.

11. The site suitability certificate at page 42 is not as per approved format.

12. At many places seal of concerned official has not been affixed.

13. The proposal is without forest land notification duly authenticated by the

concerned DCF.

14. As per DSS analysis:

(a) .kml files for proposed forest land diversion is in poly line format and the same

shall be submitted in polygon format.

(b) .kml file for proposed CA shows plantation existing and needs change in locatinu/

revision.
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