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- Inoreply w pumi no-1 of EDS dated 24-035-2016 and point No-§ of EDS dated 18-05-2016. me
reply of PCCF & Nodal Officer is not n.mushmi drle, Furhiter, the DFO has mentioned that the
same has been corrected but, the working plan prescr fxlmn are still not given in para-5 of online
part 11 in respect of 2.38ha of RF land proposed for diversion.

2o In reply to point No-1 of EDS dated 24-05-2016 and point No-9 of EDS dated 18-05-2016, it is
mentioned that an estimate of Rs. 35.00Jacs has been prepared to stop soil erosion but, the
details of mitigative measure to be imiplemented has not been submitted’ attached with the

reply.

3- Ao reply to point No-1 of EDS dated 24-15-20106 & poml NO-10 of EDS dated 18-05-2016. it 13
mentioned that the land required for the road is Civil land panchayat land and the affect of
Leopard ete is negligible in the aren Construction of road will have any special impact. But, it
is seen from para-2 of online Part 11 that 2 38ha o Reserve Forest land is also involved in the
propusal which is contradictory to the reply given chove,

4+ The reply of point No-2 of EDS dated 24-05-2015.has not been submitted by the State Gov,

wherein it was informed tat the DSS analysis of thearea proposed for CA revealed that 1.00ha

area is falling in very dense forest which is not considered suitable for CA. State Govt. wag
asked to change the 1.00ha acea proposud for CA i some other suitable area.
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