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fiTFtrRfl THfl F{ETE$F{AL fiffi.SflH TffiTHt]HAI-

SASTERN AONX *MSICH, K$LKATA

IN 'I'IIF, }IA'I""I'EIT 0F:

Munidei Majhi & ors. ... PH,?ETE{}HNft

Vcrsus

\!!l:i:.ir''. r--l-! it.- il+tr:::,:l':1. I.+1.,-':.!- ur:,_l { lit::ut.,{ !_-t:l::,=, & (}r...

Itr_sP()\ I)r.\'t'

I, sachin Annasaheb ohol, s/o Annas*reb Mahadeo ohol, aged 32,

presently working as Divisional Forcst Offrcer, Rayagada Forest Division,

Odisha, having offrce ar Rayagada, Odisha, being conversant with the facts of
, the case, da hereby s*lemnly affirm a$A $s&,*srunder:

I ' Thai, it is humbly submitted, I am well convcrsant with the facts and

circumstances of tl-re present case, as such I arn c*mpctent to $i1ryear this present

af$davit.

I

i'i,\irl-=;'i'H:.ii AEr*-Eii;"rYi'i'iilr Eii'.ii.'-.i,i"ii*r i{H..si,ii}r-l}i.i.';'}i{i.3

@-
ffiForcEilOmer

Rryrysdaffiffin
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2. At the outset ail tire contentions and averments made in the present appeai of the

petiiioners are iienied uniess specificaliy admimeci herein.

3. That, the averments made in paragraph 1, it is humbly submiited that tiie
Ministry of Enviranment, Forest and Climate Change, Regional cffice,
Bhubaneswar, has granted stage 1 approval on 05.01 .2*26,unrier sectirn 2tliiiii
of thc tv'an (Sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan) Abhiniyam, ig80, for the diversion

of 4.9ii hectares of forest iand for non- forestry purposes in favour af Cdisha

industrial Infrastructure *eveiopment Corporation. The said approvai pertains

to the canstruction of an acce$s road from Sijimali Bauxite Mines (Hill trp) to
SH-55 in Kashipur, Tahasil of Rayagada District under Rayagada Forest

Division, odisha, in respect of oniine proposai No.

FP/OR./CTHERS/5 2 33 66 I 2*2s .

4. That, tlte avcrmerts madc in paragraph2, it is humbly submitted that the issue

regarding subn:ission cf the proposal as a standaione prcject was speciflrcaiiy

sxamined tluring the appraisa! process. In this regard, the Nodal Cffrrer had

raised as Essential details Sc*ght (trDsi on 15.04.2025 seeking clarification

fr+tn Respandent no. 3 TIDCO) in light sf sub- para (f) of para T.B of chapter 7

cf the Ccns+tridated Guidelines and Clarifications issued under the Vari

{sanrakstran Evam Samvardhan) Adhiniyam, 198S and tl.re Rules frameri

th*reurrder.

An<tr whereas, in respcnse, the Resp*adcnt no. 3 furnished a elarification
(Annexure- A/1), which w-as duly exami*ed et th€ appropriate leveis, inter alia,

indicatirrg that the proposed road is nct sole$ flor the use of R.espondent no. 4
aird alsa seraieE ccnnecti"rity needs of nearby habitations, including villages such

as *umerpadar', Parlalrd, Sagabari, Bichapinde and Malipadar. The contenti*n
that the proposal has been illegaily obtained by Respondnent no. 3 ar that the
sams represents all imperntissible splitting of the project is baseless and iiabie
tc be rejected.

A ccpy oiihe ctrarifieation furnished is herein marked as Annexure- A/1.

0ffimr
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5. That the averments made in paragraph 3, it is humbiy submitteci that, the

Ministry of Environment, Forest and Ciimate Change, government of India has

granted Stage-i (in-principie) approvai under Section Z(ixii) of the Van

(Sanrakshan Evarn Samvardhan) Adhiniyam, i980 for diversion oi T0g.Z04

hectares of forest land (comprising 564.58i hectares in Rayaga<ia Forest

Division and i43.623 hectares in Kalahandi {South) Forest Division, inciuding
i 1.195 hectares earmarked for Safety Zone)out of the totai mining iease area of
i548.786 hectares for ilrjimali Bauxite Mines in Rayagada and Kaiahandi
Ilistricts, oelisha. The sairi approval has been accorded in favour of Vedanta

Limited vide Online Froposal irlo. Fp/ORA4iNleRy/47025 AfuAZ4, riateri

31.12.2fi25.

6' That, it is irum"uly submitted that, the averments made in paragraph no. 4 are

denied as being miseonceived anri fuctually incorrect. The characterization of
Resporrdeiit No.3 as "masqueraciing" as the User Agency is whoiiy unwarranted

and is emphatieally denied. It is respectf,rlly submitte<i thar rhe proposal
dated 1tJ.*L2*25 was submitte<i by Respandent No. 3 GnCo) in its capaciiy
as the ijser Agency for the subject proposai, arrd the same has been
processed accardingtry under the applicable statutory framewori<. The rnere
refersnce in the applicati+n to the intended use of the roaei for faciiitating
t-'rausp+rtaticir d*es not alter the legal iCe*tity of the pr*p+satr str the
c+:*pet*ne* *f !{espo*dent N*. 3 to sub*rit the same.

It is furrher subrnitted that the issue relatiag to the nafure *f th* prapasal a*d
its treatment as a standalone proiect has alreadSr been speeifieally exarnined
during the appraisal process, as stated in paragraph 4 of ttus counter.
In view of the above, the allegation that',the applieation has been improperly
submitted by Respondent no. 3 is baseless $nd liable to be reieeteel.

7. That, the averments made in paragraph s, it r.s humbly submiued tha!, the
proposal for diversion of 4.911 Ha of rest land in village Sagabari & porlang

has been examined and considered in accordanee with the consalidated

F*re*t 0ffimr
Fivi*ion

685



.11

=t-

Guidelines and Clarifications issued
Samvardhan) Adhiniyarn, lqg0 and the

under the Van (-sanraksliarr Evam
Van (sanrakshan Evam Sarrvardiiai:jRules, 2023, as amended and updated from fime to Lirnc.L fhat, thc averments rnadc in paragraph 6, it is hun:bly submitteei that the

has been examined and considered

proposal for diversion of 4.gl1lla- of farest land in viilage Sagabari & poriang

Guidelines and Clarifieation issued

rn ac*ordalrce with tFre Consoiiriated

Samvardhan) Adhiniyam, lgg_0 and *ie

under the Van (Sanrakshan Evam
\&n {sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan)Rules, 2A23, as amended and upl*aded fram dme to time.

9. That in reply to the a.;ei.rce*ts made in paragraph 7. it is humbly submittedthat, the reliance pl*ced by *ie Appeilant on the provision contained inChapter 7.8{+ +f rhe Consoiidared Guideiines is misconeeived and notapnlicable t* €he facts of the present
situati*as where a*ciiiary activities

case. The said provision pertains ta

pert +f and praposed as

such as approach roads are intrinsically.
components of a mining project by the projectprspsiieiit itseif warranting their appraisal &s aR integrated mining proposal.iir the present sase, the proposal under consideration relates to diversion *ff^--- . r .rui'esE tanci ior construction of an access road undertaken by a separate useragency, and has been processed in accordance with the applicable provisionsgoverning such praposals under the Van {sanrakshim Evam Samvardhan )Acihiniyam, lgg0 and the Rules and Guidelines framed thereunder. as 2llt ,. tr d...1from time to time. Therefore, the facts and circumstances of the present easeare clearly distinguishable and the aforesaid provision does not +perate as abar to indepencir:r:t consideration of the proposal.

lU.Thar in reply to the averments made in parag,raph g, it is humbly submitted that,while the Appellant seeks tcr rely upon Clause I.S(S *f the C*nsoiiciatedGuideiines, the said provision cannot be read in isolation or &s laying down eurjaflexible or universally applicable mandate. The said ciause applies tosituations where ancillarv infrastructure such as approach roads are integrally

686
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proposed as part of the mining project by the project proponent itself, fcrming a

composite mining proposal for appraisal.

In the present case, the proposal for diversion of forest land for construction

of the access road has been submitted by a separate and distinct User Agency,

i.e., Odisha Industrial Infrastructure Development Corporation (IDCO), and

has been processed as an independent linear infrastructure proposal, in

aeeordance with the provisions of the Van (Sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan)

Adhiniyam, 198tI and the Rules and Guidelines fram*ed thereunder, as

arnended from tirne to tirne. The mere fact that the said road may facilitate

eo*neetivity t* a mining area does not, by itself, render the proposal legally

inscparable from the mining pr*j*et, n*r d*es it automatically attract the

requir*i:tent cf *emposite appraisal under Clause ?"8(+, partieularly w}:er:

the proposal has been c+nceptualizcd, submified and examined *s a separate

infrastructure activity by a diflerent User Ager:cy"

It is fuither submitted that Ciause 7.8(0( i ), relating to supplemerrtary lirrear

projeets eonceived after cofirmencement of mining operations, cannot be

construed to imply that ail linear infrastrueture proposals prior io
commencement of mining must mandatority be subsumed within the mining

proposal. Such an interpretation is not borne cut from the piain ianguage of
the guideline and would amount ta reading into the prcvision conditions that

are not expressly stipulated. The competent authorities, after due

consideration of the proposal and the relevant provisions of law, have

processed the same in accordance with the applicable statutory framework.

The identity of the User Agency, the nature of the proposal, and the manner

in which it has been placed for consideration are all relevant factors which

have been duly taken into account.

In view ofthe above, the contention of the Appellant that the subject proposal

could only have been processed as part of the rnining project is untenable,

Forest $ffieer

legally unsustainable and liable to be rejected.

Divirion

687



1:

ll'That the averments made in paragraph 9, it is humbly submitted that, the
approvai granted has been issued after due examination of the proposal in
accordance with provisions of the Van (.sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan)
Adhiniyam, 1980 and the Rules and guidelines framed thereunder, as amended
from time to tlme. The reliance placed by the Appellant on the extracted portion
ofthe guidelines is mispiace{ and does not renderthe approval illegal or vitiated,
for the reasons already submitted hereinabove. 'fhe proposal has been processed

by the competent authority f'ollowing the prescribed procedure and urrgn elue

consideration of all relevant aspects.

In view of the above, the contention that the irnpugned appreival is liable t* be
quashed is denied anel is not sustainable in law.

12. That the eantents af para 10 to 12 needs no reply.

13' That in reply to the averments made in paragraph 13, it is humbly submitted -rhat,

while the pr*posed r*ad may facilitate access to the mining arealBlere functirnai
cr l*gisti*a! linkege with a *rining activity does not, by itsetf, render a proposal
legally insepera!:le or mandate its ccnsideration oniy as pait of the rnining
nr"cisr"+Pr.rJtrvi.

it is further submitted tiiat infrastructure sueh as roads, pipeiines and allied
-elacrlrtres ffiay, ciepending on the fucts and manner ofproposai, be conceived,
submitteii and appraised as independent projects, particularly when
undertaken by a separate User Agency and processed as a distinct proposal
under ihe appiicabie statutory framework.

The provisions of the appiicable guideiines do nat iay <iown that every
infrastrucrure having nexus with a mining activity must invariably be
subsumed within the mining proposal, end such an interpretation would be
overbroaci and not supported by the statutory scheme. In the present case, the
proposai has been consiciered independently by the competent authority, taking
into account its specific scope, alignment and nature andtheref,ore the contention
of the Appellant is misconceived and liabre to be rejected.

,F*rW S-ffimr
Siviaiorr
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l{'That the averments made in paragraph I 4- 27, it is humbly submitted that, the
Appeilant has sought to draw inferences of legal impermissibility merely on
the basis of functional linkage between the proposed road and the mining
activity. It is not disputed that various documents, including the EIA reports
and related proceedings, refer to the requirements of road connectivity for
transportation of mineral. However, such references only indicate the
intended use of utility of the road and do not, by themselves, determine the
Iegal character of the proposal or the identity of the User Agency for the
purpose of forest clearance.

It is respectfully submitted that the proposal for diversion of forest land has
been submitted by odisha Industrial Infrastructure Development
Corporation (IDCO), a statutory entity, and has been processed as a distinct
linear infrastructure proposal in accordance with the provisions of the Van
(sanrakshan Evam samvardhani Adhiniy,arn, r 9g0 and the Rules and
Guidelines framed thereunder, as arnended frorn time to time.
Ihe Appellant's contention that IDCO was "only facilitating,, and therefore
could not have applied is legally untenable, as the applicable statutory
framework does not prohibit a duly competent agency from undertaking
infrastructure developrnent and seeking necessary approvals, even if such
infrastructure rnay ultimately be utilized fbr broader industrial or public
purposes- The minutes of meetings, DpR preparation, and other
administrative communications relied upon by the Appellant do not alter the

affangements pertain to

validity of the proposal- submitted before the competent authority under the Act. It is further
submitted that the proposal has heen examined by the competent authority
on its own merits, taking into aceount the nature of the land, alignment ofthe
road and applicable statutory provisions. The mere fact that the DpR or

Fffs,gt Otrsr
r*aryry& S{vi$isrt
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iechnicai inputs may have been prepared with reference to the mining project
riocs not rencicr the proposai invaiid or viriateci.

The allegation that the proposal constitutes a "fraud on the process,, is
baseless, l}nsi;bstarrtiateC and ernphatically denied. There has been no
ccncealment, misrcpreseiltaiion ar suppression ofl material facts anii tlie
proposa! tras been prccessed transparently in accordance with law. in view of
the above, the attempt of the Appellant to chara+terize the proposal as &n

impermissible or cslourable exercise is miseoneeived, bascless and is iiable
to be rejected.

15.That, the contents of paragraph 2g to 30 needs no reply

16' That the averments made in paragraph 3l- 43 arcdenied as being rnlsecnceived,

selective and based on an ineomplcte and erroReous appreeiation of the stat'+t+ry

appraisal process and the material on record.

At the outset, it is humbly submitted that the Appetlant has attempted t+ portray
the processing of the proposal as mechanical and pre- determined, whereas th*
records clearly demonstrate that the proposal has undergone multi- tier ser*tiny
at Divisional, State and Central levels, incl*ding delis-eratian by the Forest
Advisory Committee (FAC).

It is submitted that the site inspeetion report of the Assistant eomrnissioner (F)
and the observations of tlre Deputy Direetor General of Forests (Central) were
duly placed before and eonsidered during the appraisa! proeess, raeluding by
the FAC' The FAC, wtile deliberating on the proposals, has taken n*te *f the
interlinkage between the access road and ttre nnieing prcjeet, a.s we!! as the
concern regarding a possible fait aeeompli situation.

Accordingly, the FAC observed that while the proposal for the r+ad rnay Lre

considered as a separate proposal, its consideration should foll*w the
approval ofthe mining proposal, thereby ensuring appropriate sequencing in
iine with the concems ernerging during appraisal. The said approaeh
demonstrates application of rnind and conscious decision-making, balancing

Farest Officer
Sivini*n
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the interiinkage of the proposars with the need to avoid premature
r.rrncirl--^+I ^.-U\- T TJ TLI(-I dTLI UI I.

it is furtirer submitied that the saicl sequencing was duly adhered to in the
presen€ case, inasmuch as the proposai for the access road was processed and
'raken iorwarii oniy arte. the I,AC, in its meeting dated a2.r2.2025,
reco.nmended stage-i approvai of the mining proposal. Thus, the road
propcsal did not precede or pre-empt the consi<ieration of the mining prdect,
^-^ I tland tile conccrn noted by the FAc anci other authorities stood filly addressed.
-r!- ^rrre ccniei:tior of the Appeiiant that the proposal ought to have been
recr;nsidered again by thr FAC prior to grant of approvai is misconceived, as the
siafi:tcry *amcwork does not mandate repeated consideration once the relevant
aspects ha"re already been deliberated and the conditional sequencing indicated
+L ---:-- r- !ri-if;r€in has been conipiied with.

The allegations regarding the scquence of EDs queries and respCInses are
raisleading and devoiti of merits. The raising of queries, submission of replies
a*d forw-arding of propasais at various stagss are part of the standard appraisal
prscess and rcfiect contirrued scrutiny rather than absence of application of,
rnind' The further aliegation that the authorities were ,,waiting for an
apportunify" to grant approval is baseless, sp,eeulative and emphaticatty Auni"O.
The timeline relieci upon by the Appeilant, when properry appreciated, reflects a
logicatr arrd procedurai progression of the proposal, including compliance with
the sequencing requirements emerging frorn FAc deriberutioJ*. 

r -

It is alec denied tltat there has been any lack of independent application cfmind.
The propr:sal has been examined at multiple leveis and the approval has been
gra*ted after due cansideration of all reievant materials, including IL{c
abserv-aticiis, inspection reporis anci EDS compriance.
The c+iiteniicn that ihe proposai has been proeessed by ,,circumventing,,the

requirement *f c+nsidering the road as part af the mining proposar is
untenable, fcr the rsassns already s'ubmitted hereinabove, and is not reiterated

F*rest'Sffi*er
Division
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for the sake of brevity. The allegation of "fraud on the process" is serious in
nature but wholly unsubstantiated, and is emphatically denied. There has been

no suppression of facts, misrepresentation or deviation fiom the prescribed

procedure at any stage of cor.l sideration ofthe proposal. In view of the above.

the allegations of non*application of mind, procedural irregularit_v and

illegality in grant of the impugned approval ara devoid cf rnerit and liable tc
be reieeted.

At the c*tset, it is sutrr*ltted that the pr*visians of the FRA, Z+05 d* **t feli
v;ithir: the ambit *f e*actme*ts specified under Schedule I +fthe N#i*nal Gree*

Tribunal Act, 2*1*, and therefbre, atteged non:ccrnFliance tSerecf eannat be

i*dependcr*;tly agitated L-efbre Ehis Hon'ble Tribunal. Ta this extent, tire preseiii

chailenge is not mairitaurable.

Srtthout prejudice ta the abov-e objection on maintainabitity, it is suirrnitted that

due compliance with the provisions of the FRA has, in f,act, been ensureci in the

present case. -fhe FrojectAciministration-cum- Nociai Qfficer (FRA) compiiance

Certificate issued by the District Collector, Rayagada dated 31.01.2025,

certifying completion of the process of identification and settlement af rights in
respect of the land involved in the proposal.

The said certificate, inter alia, records that:

' The complete process of identi{ic*tion and settlement of rights under the

FRA has been carried out for the 12.I35 acres (includes the 11.650 acres in
vitlage Sagabari and 0.485 acres in village Porlang) proposed for
development of road from Sijimali Bauxite mines top to SH-44 for
facilitating Bauxite transportation by IWs vedanta Ltd.

' The diversion of forest land for fucilities managed by the Govemment as

required under Section 3(2) of the FRAhave been completed and the Gram

Sabhas have given their consent to it.

Offioer
Oivision
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The proposal daes not involve recognized rights of Primitive Tribal Groups

(PTG) ancl Pre- agricultural communities (PAC).

'i7.That irr reply to the averments made under paragraph 44 io 47 it is humbiy

^'.!-*i+*^.-l +L^+ ;L^ ^!!^^-i!^--^ -si,ioiriiLLeu iiial, LiiE iriitrBaLiur-ls rriade tirer'eiit are denied as being misconceiveci,

untenabie in law and devoid of merit. it is respectfuiiy submitted that the said

grounds are repetitir,'e in nature an<i substantiaily reiterate the aliegations already

addressed in detaii in the foregoing paragraphs, and are therefore not reiterated

herein tor the sake of brevity. Without prejudice to the above, it is submitted that

the impugned approval has been granted strictly in accordance w-ith the

provisions of the Van (Sanrakshan Evarn Samvardhan) Adhiniyam, 1980, the_

Rules framed thereunder and the applicable guidelines, as amended fr*m time ta

time, after due examination at all levels. [n view of the above. the grounds

raised are baseless, unsupported by cogent material and liable to be rejected.

18"That I have gone through the statements made hereinabove and fully understood

the same.

19.That the annexure/s is/are true/xerox of their originals/xerox copies.
1

ts
ry ?"6

DivisionalForest Offier
Rayagada Division

$ivisional F*reat Officer
. Rayagada Division

AK

t"o

&

"r
vH,RIFICAI'!{}N lrr nr

verified at Rayagada on this 23'd day of April 2026 tlrat the ,

contents af paragraph n*"1 and 2 are true to my knowledge and thcse in
paragraphs 3 t* ! 9 are true and corect to irry knowledge anC a.re based on
inforrnation derived fr+m the records, which I believe to be true and noriiing
m-+^-i^l L^^ L^^*

J}.K
SUNDAR''.::,

o
z,
m

z
E'
F

r"r-.r'.^ea ! or! tl'o-^ {--^*vvrrvvqtvu tIl\.t UII Lrlll.
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Anruxure* al*2

t f-;**" I

.44t

5-*+L\P_-.
!6r

c't"{.!'r,'
r, ! /q E Er

Olilrl(ll! ()l."t lIt,t I,l{lN(.t1,.,\L
!rl F'B,t' ttrj-i E':! .r;i.!r .r\/ r rr\r.\tlr-&l t4!

,\lerno No.
Datcri,

(ltltcll,t

Aprii, ?07"5

L()t.'t..

iir

Sub:

'llrt llivi::io*al l.'*rresr (}!'fi ccr
I{ryagadn F'arcst Division

Propasll fordivcrsisn of 4.9l1ha of.forestland forconstruclion of acccs$ rnad fronr
Sijinrali iiauxitc ivlincs (tIiil'I'opi to SIi-44 to facilitttc hauxiie iranspgrtatign irr

f:lliprt 1'ahasil of llayagada Distriet undcr llayagatla liorc$t llivision npptied b1,
r t,(-(,

Rci': Your Mcmo No.t967 darcd 0Z.i)4.202S

In inviting a rcfcre*sc to thc slorcsaid mcmo on thc captioncd subjcct, this is to ir:fnrm you
lhat during scruliny and veriiicalion of the rlivcrsion preipasal submittcd by you, thc lbilniving
s}:omcomings hav,c bcsn i:otjcrd;

l' As pcr sub-para (f) nf parri 7.8 of Chaptcr-7 of Consoliclatcd Guidclincs and Clarificari',s
issucql under van (iiauiakrhai:r I:vam sanrvardtranlAdhi*iyarn. igg0 ,,i ,." irr,rrr*rnr,,

,2

:i. 'I'hc.l*int verillcarion reporr oI
in villagc "i'ingarihoia 

undcrKolanara'l'aharil drily sigrrcel by brlrh :ht:
rs *0{ ccrcl*s*ri4. 'I'hc (]I!$ rcading uf srilrt anrlcnrJ poin{

rnclo.seel rvith lire prop+sal.

Tr** t*pyA**sted 1 I

rri€st nfqfar
i: a ,ri*pa{:a i-livisic,r:
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^ ie"s.j*

ln vierv oi'thr: *b*uc, 5',0u ilrf
*nd nrlrmit lhc s*rrr* lbr e*rl.y

\icnro_.No. BL\
r*rnr. lcrurrdcd t<: thc

thc shr:rte;amingx pointcd *ul ahov*

ult .

(lon,rr:r valor rr f' I.i rrcsl.;

\)filt;cr1l.{. /\ctl

Korirput {lirdu J*r
.t)4.2fi25 ut' tbr: ! 3!;t ;.

chicf.Co,rs;h/fjx,,l

Ibr inlormation.

71V"'t-{

fi';*dall

Officer
Divisicn

ir5

Adrlitional
{litrcst i}iver"si*n

Inr 0opy Atte*t*d

n, .!,r \.* r( lY f*?*{
Chic l' Conscrratii o ; tl,i, csrs iNi,Cal I

695



1A

OFFICI OF THE DIVISIONAL }:ORE3T rORE$T CIIVISISN
E.Mnil:

! -,r! -,

Dnlnd, Rnyngncln lho ?02s.
T*

']'lrc Consulttrrt [linv), IDCO,
ii)C0'l'orvcr., !*napntlr,
Blrutrrrrr-.srvnr.

Subr ' Ilropr:sal for divcrsion of 4,911 l-la. Forest Land in village Sagabari ancl Pr:rlang
rtrtdci' l{tsl:tpur'i'ahasti fci" Constructicn of Road from Sijiri-rali fiauxite Mines tof, t;,
SII "44 untlcr Rayagada DistrictlDivision.

Ref:' , Mento No.8467t1t.15,04.2025 of the Addl. Principal Chief Conservaror of Foresrs
rr:il o \od'lj, O/o the PCCF, Odisha, Bhubaneswar.tIu u rrultdt)r\jlw Llrg f uul- ,

Sir,

With reference to the above cited memo number on the captioned subiect, it is to
rnfornt you iltat, the Aciril. Principai Chiei Conservator of Forests [fD & NodaiJ, O/o the pCCr,

Odisha, Bhubaneswar vide iiis m*rna **.84S7 dt.15.04.?025 ieopy enclosedl has raiserJ EilS rlur:

tQ some shortcomings are noticed on the proposal lor diversion oi 4.g11 Ha. Forest [,anr! in
village Sagabari and Porlang under Kashipur Taha,sil for Construction of Roarl frnm siiinrali
Bauxite Mines rop to sl{ -44 under Rayagada Districtloivisian.

Hence, you are requested to compiy point no.I., 3 & 4 eif the shortcomings pointed
out by the Addl' PCCF {rD & NOJ, o/o the PCCF, Odisha, Bhubaneswar at an early date and submit
the conrpliance to this office for taking further action at this end.
!:nrl." Aq qhr-...n

Forest Officer,

Memo ruo. 20TL/
Ci:py submitted to tire

Divisicn

(oraput for favour of kind information and with reference t0 n1en"!0 nr:.*4.6{}
rlr-15.fr4.2fr25 ot the Addt. PCCF (FD S{ NO), Oi to his address.

Mnmn Nn Dfia1" r

Cr:py suhmined ts the Adeil. qf .Forests lForest-$!vrr:;ion & l{*el*} i}iliq:rr, g.C.
firv0rrr E:l kincl

ei|.15.04. 20? c

. rllVt

iH{nd*'

of Forcsts Kc) raput Circlc,

infqrrmati*n anrt ncc*ssary action w

Trr* fiapyAfi*st*rj

Yours

Fnrect fl,ffiro.v.rrlLl !#I f{ayagada Division
Dr. !,6_.0r{:e0zt-

Prlncipal Chiet Conservator
{ uuI'r \Jut5lla, fihubirrreswar

rcferencc to his memo

ForesL 0lficcr
cxt Divis!+r-r
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SriAshok Kumar Mishr.a
Consultant-cum -CGM(Env)

N o. H0-CGM{Env)/394/2024

To,

Divrstona! Forest Offlcer
Rayagada Forest Division
Ray_a+ad=

Qr r!:,

#s$e*ffiffi&ftFrmr!@il@
tSO 9001 .; 'r', Corlo6tion

'"i-'In!cr r A-

= 
Li lJ f-lA.

iloqq
r*gv# *pFe&?{}ffi69*frs

Date: 17t04I202S

-:u;u:!sr:'fi ui;=:=ru;; +i i+; uul ii.:i; riuasui;ng.i.uri ila iil ing Viiiage Sagai;arranCi
Porlang under Kashipur Tahasil for construrction of road from sH-44 to sijimaii
tsauxire iviines (hiii rop; under Rayagada District- EDS raised by Nodar officer onL5tO4t2A25.

Your letter No.2075. dt.1610412025.Ref:-

Qir

ln connection with the above mentioned subjeet. the reolay to FDS ra!_ee4 b:,, Ncd=!
officel o/o PCCF, odisha on the above rnentioned project on 1sfi4l2azs is comptied as
uncier:-

SN l.)otai!o ^f Ertc
-e-iir -.+;i-r-r\vPry vr Eer.

As per sub-para (f) of para 7.8 of Chapter There are 5 villages namelvConsoiioaieo Guioeiines and Dumerpadar, Porlang, SagabariClarifications issued under Van,B ichaoinda & Mal ipadar having no read\\)dfiraKSnan trvam Sarnvardhan) connectivity to the mainland beiow theAdhiniyam, 1980 and Van (Sanrakshan valley. Around 1500 are residinetrvam )amvaronanJ Ruies 2A23, the in these villages a
peoele

approach roadl conveyor belt and other
nd they are facing

aciciitionai aciivities retated to min ing shall
hardship for their day-to-day

be con sidered as part of the Mining
maintenance especially for health

Hroject anci should therefore be
see urit_v

processed 2 The people are disconnectedaccordingly. But the UA has applied with the market syste:.n Cue t* leek cfaccess path as standalone project. As per

17-rTUI

sub para il) (3) the UA needs to submltthe cogent and cc) nvincing reasonijustification of not ineluding sueh !inear
infrastructure at the inception stage. So,the UA should submit the r-equir*d
clarification

road connectivity. Mosfly
dependent on he*e:- svsten-t
day-to-day needs.

they are
{ar lha;-

-3 Givornrr:anl haa<.J r _r I rr i.v, ia i idi:

make a road connecting to all these
r-rilianae fn. !hai1 a^^;- -a ti-.:-..= n:,-:f,

'_ _g' vvvluv

this, the proposed road will facilitate to
rli+naan ^^.., .. _ ....J

L-J:-- -rr.: tu. i.iU+ir,-:i =r aa+p gi+y,'=Up
by the tribal community residing in thei*^^,^,^--^:u t- r==.=t= 

=rea in i:i;;ts v4. Further. government has leased
sut a bar;xita ft!*es to Mr* vYudl ltd
limited. which is located at the hilltop of
vqr r rv rqt,v9vq }Js- tttr;,Ltiru Wiil pr uvtue

O d i s h a I n d u stria I I dr1fl* 
?iS:. q De.se toF rn e nt e erp o rati._= *(A Govemment of Odisha UndertattingytoCo, IDCO lowerE, Janpath".Ehubanes; ui _ iitiiz,Odisha, ;NDIA+e.t- c4-r4 - i$41s?s; EE{sBZs t rax: zseaeb6irs4i6Ci 

.''".^
qgrmsy&itlc*is rrrvryw"idco.in 

D

Trs* SopyAttest*d

1i il'-.,".-:' , ::l; il
S.d,,. iiii,-iri i',',,. ;l,t_.::
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Sri Ashok Kumar Mishra
Consu ltant-cum -CGM@nv)

The GPS reading of
p+int cf lhe rcad has
with the proposal.

Encl: As above

access to the ML area fsr
operationaiization of the mines. The
road proposed is solely not ,reant far
the Vedanta ttmrted, for which it is qoino
to be eonstrueted by the state FWd
ciepanment.

ts0^

ffi=ISHA
traa4d #pp*Fffi?ff$*iTe€s

1go in' 27 Raa,'

5. The project shculd not be
considereci as a stanci alone linear
project of
be treated

Srlimali mine rather it should
as normai linear road project

6 From lha .hnrro pcil':ts it coes
noi aitract ihe provision of sub-para (0of para T "g ef Chapter T nf
Consoiiciateci Guioeiines and
Clarificatrons issued under Van
(Sanrakshan Evam Samvardhan)
Adhiniyam, 1.980 and r/an (Sanr-akshan
Evam Samvardhan ) Ruies, 2023.

J The ioint verirlcation report clf Nsn-Forest J\t Repo* AttachedGovt, land identified in village Tingarjhota
uliuer noianara Tahasii dutii stoned hv

Jboth the forest and revenue officials is not
enciosed.

4 the start and end
not been encioseci

g3'5' i5.47CI* 19- JU' 31

fa!thfully,

2

Longitudc

83" 6'5-532"Start
Point

$deo
sI,YdrttnffirilEfiE
';i :1ii: i :.ilei l|?t.r:;,,u

Latitude

End
Point
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SriAshok Kumar Mishra
Censult*nt*cr:m-CGM{Envi

$**w 0ppr?&TUiqEy6&^s

Memo Date:I7tfi4t7025
copy submitted to the Addt PCCF, Nodat, FC Act, Oio the PCCF for kind information

dt= 16t$4!2A25 of Divisicnal Forest
\ \"

Consultant-cunn-CGM{Env}

& necessary adion, with reference to memo No 2077
Officer, Rayagada Forest Division

Memo No._ I Datr_fifi#zahi
Copy submiited to the ftccF, Korapui Circie, Koraput for klnd information &necessa!^y action, with reference ts memo No.2076, dt16/04/20a8 of Divisional FarestOfficer, Rayagada Forest Division.

Cons ultant_cum -CGM{Env)

Memo No. Date:17lQ4tZ02S
copy to the CGM(Land), iDCC for informatisn & necessary ection.

r"-
tr.

Consuttant-cum-CGM(Env)

Memo No._ tDate:17t04t2}25
EopyElwarded tcti'* Fr#*T***d- sijimati Bauxite Mine, ivils vedanta Ltd., 5'hFloor' Module ctL, Fortune rowers, 'Crrinorasetnirpur, 

Bhubaneswar for inforrnation andnecessary action.

-^--.,r.--)-.*o ns ultant-e um -CG fyt{ E nvi

Trur ilopy Att*srad

fdea Iwl { nrsHA

I

Far*st Sfficei
ftayagada Divirion

Odisha lndustrial !nfrastruct-ure Development Corp<rraticn
rA Govenrmenl oi OOisna Undertatinqt

, DC o 
] p: o*.-oye 

1s, .r 
alp a r!,-B h dr; ;";; ; _ ;;'o) z, oo, * n 

", 
i I,r o r R,y r_ uo/q - lb4r5zS, Z54UE20 I Fax:2542956 t ZS+lSAi

I ELm e. nv-@idEo. r_q t I{iln&td gaJE
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' {bi.w
JOITIT FIELD I'ERIFICA?IOII TEEfiiIOBAI{DOM # ?ATIASIU}T* I(OTIIARA, NEVE*II.'T SUPETVISOR
l(OlttARA, f,EuffiUE IHSP:CIEm RIxHAPAEAE, FOfiEslrR fiETXAPADAB, FOREST GUARD.
REKlrnplOEit, FOft l0EfiltFtCATtcia Of 6OVT. WASIE iJ${I} FOf ArfoffESTAT'O!{

In pursuance of lnstructions of hi8her authorlties for ldentiffcafion of suitable patcl_r:
of degraded forest land for compensatory afforestatlon, a Jolnt fleld vlsit has been made on'
24'S4.2024 cemprorRisirrg of forest a*d fievenue departm*nt per-sonne!. During iand
identifisatian, the fallowi*g schedule of land ls verifled +* the spot and fouod feasible for
compefisatory afforestation. Ihe schedule of land is given below.

MOUZA KHATA T{o.

,'{ u,.* 
}rl-re.L{,'na /L iL*a;rr'*i fl-.8^4

Lqte*l Up* Ur, IJar,e-, tL+ !-*rA g+

f_. . 
eJ *t /odr-eare1 o" Id-r {.e-^J

be-n(_

f\'
-r***4-.----1--Fffi&,

irrrm*p"lo6f, SgCfiOnr1r,rravrF ' '

tdfi trds,tt}Egb\,1h"" 
J*; b+ |

'rsiltsrcuAfiD

.r (-r;',-,/.rA
u{\J77l l^ r i

,aHastrstH&$ana
Tg${ESttSA&" KOLf{ARA

*
)cli tzin tln/, fr"th\

EvErytffi&ruH&L*s.o*o
ffiqrfftedwyfug

B

tacc?t 
-, " ^^rUAE>I SUATU

\
I
I

I

I

Tnr Gopy AtEsted

14)$--
oivffiioresr 0fficer

F(ayagada Division

PLOT No.

I

BECORDED

rENiEfiT
xtssAM TOTAT

AREA Iil
As.

::5::'
ii {, },t.,t.

.ii5'

PnoPosEs 
I

Aftfn lli Ae, i,
l

Tingarjholla 13

13

14

15

5Z
68
69

PAHADA

AAA

PAHADA
PATITT}A

PAHADA

PAHAOA

PAHADA
PA}IAUA

30.m
*a.31
25.67
11.4$
15.O0

IL.o,

15.00
30.00
r5.00
t5.tt
10.00
1i,.08

Total Ac.145,99 Ac.95.00

;1.r:;.-,-i :.,i1i: ; :: j

i

j

i

,:l'{
;
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IIE !,'O!?E TEIEr !! +ED EL:r

A.'AEf ats tFL?rb-"
Y frrrfrlr.& I IyAltlIA

Appcll lYo. 04/2026

FI.A?E*NAL GREery€RXff Sff 6,L, EASTEES{_ ZON.U, .
BnNCE, KOLHATA

In rc:

Munirici wla.ihi .t ors.

ffis**
Utkarsh ehandm

DJr3s590023

API}LICANTS

Ycrsus

Mlmisfr*y +f Eavira*ment, farcst *nd Climate ch*ng* & Srs

..- RESTSNTENT;
KNow ALL to rvholn !he*e pre*cslts s!!al! ca,me tlrat I, $*ci:in A$*asaheb shci, presently werkingDivisional Forest ofticcr,.xry.g.d"-i;;Evision, or: bcrralf of Rerpondent No. 2, the principal sccrerai

X;;f;1,,?'n*ment 
& climak?;;-#;#"enr, odis&a, o*e ef,rhs eb*ve-riamed rusp*,rdenrs, dc here.

Uttuar*h Chandra, Advocatc, D/ IJOSS/2023
C-24, N33Ual Dewat, Vasantkunj, Sector_O,
Vasant Kunj, ff*w Delhi, Belhi _l logZ0,
Mobilc No. 891 734TSI5; B-mail: chandra.utkarsh06r,sq,ait.corB

{l-lereinaftereeiied tlie aovocatels} to be my/ ourAdvocate in the above nated case and
I: yt, appear and ptead in thc above- noi*a *uuu in tkis cou* r;,', ;; sther court*j** er heard and alsr i:: tuhe appeliate fo-*rt inetuding Fligh aou,t;;td,, to FatsmentCourt by me/ us.
?* sigr:, {i!e v*rf$' *r:d presenf piea<iing, arqlaj cpss objectloas or peiitions for execuiion revierry, revision,withdrawal' compromise or other petitionl or aiticavitr or otfioao.uments as may be deemed necessary or propsrfor *e F,-rseciiti+ii .lf;t!?e said casl i* aii its stages. vL ueL'r{

To lile and take back documents to adnit and/ i deuy the documcnts of opposite party.T* witkdraw *r e*:::pr+mise th* said casr +r ei:bx:ie t* artr;tre*on *y diru.*.,"o'or disputes that may arisetouching or in any manner relating to ffte said cass.
T+ take execurion pr+ceedr_ags.
To daposir, draw and receive mofieyr cheque, cash and grant receipts thereof and to do all other acts and &ingsv:i:ic& *r:c-v be n*cesseqy {* be d*ne for tlee Fisgvess alrd i* the *orrru* *f the prosesution of the said case"?o appcint and instruct any olher Legal Practitioner, authorizing rr* l" r.:rlSr rh+;*; and aurhoriry herebyes*ferr*d *pon tl:e Adv*eafe rryker:*ver lte *:ay Eiri::i. to ee so aiJ e+.sien t* paw;; [ialu**y on our behatf.&nd I I lve tlre undersigned do hereby agree fa ratify and .*ncnu att ,irr &;6 ,ir- ec".*" or his substitutei.* tft plttar as *:yl *ur *'iwr ass, as if **::e by ;x*&*s t* snG*ees *na puryo**J, 

-'* -syrr

*iil'li*il':1*;l##,X*::*#s-:*i-:H;'ff:-ifl"J';'"ki;pp;; the court on arr hearings and

And I /we undersfgncd do hers6y agree not to hold the aavacaie or tr:::rb$ptr responsible f,or thr resurt sf ths
;:f;fril;ixfff-**sgt **sis wir*never orrlere,c uy rire caum *irurr n* orthe,ed;cril-*rri*r, he shall rcceive

'{nd tr /-*c ghe **dersiglt*d d* fuerebv agrre that in fte errent of t}re whore or pafi of the fte agreed by mefus to bepaid to the Advecalc remaining unpriol* shall be *rtiil i;;il;;raw rrom rhe proseeurion of tlre *a!d case u*t!!th* sante is paid *p' The ree se*lci is only ior the uboue c*su anu ,inrc cou*. uwe heieby agree **t once thefee is paid' I /we will not be entitled ror ttre refirnc of the il"1;---y 
-ea.:e 

whatsoever. If th* cas+ lcsts f+r r,t*ie
*:?,'*TITf;,::::XX-fi:,::?:i be ent't,ed rb';&;;i r"* -'ru*.renr;harr;iil" ,g.**c &e ror every
iN lillrNEss *FIEREOF I/1ve do hcrcunto set my /our hand tc th*se presents the contenk of which have beenundersrood by melus *n this Z 

_3 
, d dqyof epril 2S26.

Accepted subjeet ts thf tsrlrrs olfees.

$aqley Ku*:arSiuglr

rrraJ,,l{rr /D!ut.t."!,t 7 t \{a-}

authorize him: -

in which the sarne may
of t-ees separateiy for each

L

Forest Ofrcer

J**trf * {;+

r{cr oF oEl"Ht coufir ,.rE
otctr23E4rlL?i0$il

r.uEl"-iQz{

'.t:E/t

Advocatcs:

pavaoacifl LI|Ulorr.I '

lb'

19701


