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I- In reply to point No-1 of EDS dated 24-05-2016 and point No-6 of EDS dated 18-05-2016. it is
mentioned that the 434.32ha CA has been done prior to 2008 against 1031.955ha of forest Jand
diverted which is not the correct reply of the query. As per data given in para-14 of online part 1I. The
CA Stipulated (434.32ha) is not commensurate to the forest land diverted (1031.955ha) . Logically,
CA stipulated should be double the area of forest land diverted. any mismatch between the CA
stipulated and the forest land diverted is required to be clarified suitably. 7

- In reply to point No-1 of EDS dated 24-05-2016 and point No-7 of EDS dated 18-05-2016 it is

mentioned that the density has been recalculated but, the densit is mentioned as 0.2 msKwd of"() 3 in
the NPV calculation sheet attached with the reply.

=

3- Tree enumeration in part 11 included tree to be felled on naap land also should be revised for trees:on
forest land only. 3.29.1 of cost benefit analysis should be filled as per guideline. :

4= Inreply to point no-1 of EDS dated 24-05-2016 and point No-8 of EDS dated 18-05-2016. Ih(. up‘ly of
PCCF & Nodal Officer is not understandable. Furhter, the DFO has mentioned that the samé hag | been
corrected but, the working plan prescription are still not given in para-5 of online part 11 in resplect of
2.38ha of RF land proposed for diversion. |
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In reply to point No-1 of EDS dated 24-05-2016 and point No-9 of EDS dated 18-05-2016. rt is
mentioned that an estimate of Rs. 35 00lacs has been prepared 1o stop soil erosion but, the dct:uls of
mitigative measure to be implemented has not been submitted/ attached with the reply.

In reply to point No-i of EDS dated 24-05-2016 & point NO-10 of EDS dated 18- 05-201@
mentioned that the Jand required for the road is Civil land panchayat land and the affect of Léopa j
is negligible in the area Construction of road will have any special impact. But, it is seen from pam—i
of online Part I that 2.38ha of Reserve Forest land is also involved in the proposal which is

contradictory to the reply given above,

Fhe reply of pomt No-2 of EDS dated 24-05-2016.has not been submitted by the State Govt, wheren
it was informed tat the DSS analysis of thearea proposed for CA revealed that 1.00ha area is falling n
very dense forest which is not considered suitable for CA. State Govt. was asked to change the 1, OUlm
area proposed for CA in some other suitable area.
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