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I The total area proposed for diversion mentioned in online NG T¥PR D Ministry of Road Tr—z;:;:port & Highway H g
Part-l and part-1l is 64.0849ha instead of 60.0849 ha which is | ¢ atra bypass @1 alignment plan approved 211 @ arg &)
aCtually forwarded for consideration by state authorities. roposed plan & DPR @ 3FER Forest diversion 2 F :
The proposed area has been revised by concern DFO & cf AS i ';ZIR Bhr o P | s i('l e
7.49 ha of forest land has been proposed for ‘Utility’ proposal . TN - z?hgnment\m SFWT?
purpose, out of which 4 ha is proposed to be utilized for Forest proposal H 64.089 ha @I Forest diversion &1 2 zafarv
development of roadside amenities like Cafeteria, Hospital, approved alignment & 3 e &l 64'9849 ha & Forest
Rest Room etc. These are non-site-specific activities and can |91Version proposal SEECRERUREING
be developed on non-forest land as well. Hence concerned
DFO & CF have not recommended the corresponding area.

These non-site specific amenities must be shifted to non-
forest area and must be highlighted to make the desired
shift visible to processing authorities.

11 Present alignment, at place, shows that road is deliberately |MORTH @ g7 alignment Approved &I- & Ui &l Forest
diverted to forest area for logistic ease as the bypass road diversion @1 proposal darR faar 37 8 | NH-522 (old NH-100)
the town is 90% proposed in forest only which can easily be (@TER—ESTRIaTT—aaRT) U], FORIATT—ad] 9] hehadis! Ud
avoided. AIIRUI—ACRT U & Traffic divert &3+ & oIV approved

alignment &1 T SITeT Suitable & | 37T <l ahgnment‘\f{ aford
T 9l @ Traffic 1 gaxT 8% @ T[oRAT 811 [STd BRI
AT TR DI oM 4 Hfed T8 e are |

[I1  [The alternative routes of the road are not judiciously Alternative routes 9% @aci NH-22 (old NH-89) &1 &l Traffic
explored. The DSS analysis shows that the proposed divert 1 9T3TT | NH-522 (old NH-100) (d7TeR—gSTRIdHT—3c])
alignment is fragmenting several forest patches involved 92, BOTNIATT—TaRT U1 Pehadrs] Ud AIRU—TRT U] &
leaving few fragmental part discrete, isolated and Traffic divert &1 @ foTU approved alignment &l a4 TSl
iImpractical to manage like forest in the vicinity of a suitable & | 39 <7 Alignment & affrd S U2l & Traffic &I
sprawling urban area. Therefore the alignment must be TR TR TR 21T RS BIRYT )T SRR & OH 9
shifted to save fragmentation and loss of forest thereafter. wf T8} fier ary |

Vv Comments from State Forest Department, Nodal Office (FC)
and concerned DFO regarding actual tree felling for the Abtahoant
project have not been submitted. Details in this regard may
be uploaded. &

\Y Cost Benefit analysis is not correct. It may be rectified. A

VI Undertaking/ Comments of User Agency regarding the
implementation of Wildlife Management Plan, Soil Attachment Attached

JﬂConservation Measures.

VII
The details (PF & JJ LAND) of kml and Geo-referenced pdf Corrected
map are mismatched. Therefore, it needs to be corrected.

| VIII | CA needs to be proposed on equivalent Non Forest Land
instead of Degraded Forest Land. Accordingly, kml file of Sire: do Linkindid
revised CA area and all related documents needs to be
uploaded on portal.

B | Encroachment, both agricultural & residential, has been
observed at place in the proposed forest. MORISSUG e ser eIy

SISO S S © S SRR W S e T

le

Ex.ecutlve Engineer

a1 |



