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1 The proposed alignment is supposed to pass | THTad qrurd ¥ el 07 Bridges g, foraar fdaxe
through the river/nallh etc for which there must | Feg 2| ((Ff Her =)
have proposed bridges for which no details are
furnished. The State Govt is requested to submit the
details. of all such components in component wise
breakup in online Para B2.4.

2 This is mentioned in the justification of the project | TFqTed qEqE o @ 11 Junctions g, fraa
that the proposed road is crussing several other | fdgwor Weld 2 | ((qﬁ-’[ SRi))
small roads/paths. The State Govt. is requested to
furnish the necessary details for these roads/paths in
view of the guideline Para 5.6 (if re-diversion is
needed). -

3 The administrative approval was taken for the | qd i@l ¥WR@H @) ora1s 7.875 fawio off, W=
length 7.875 km while proposal is proposed for the i S=afeRal © gNr ?Tgaﬁ eror & gHT
length of 10.0 km. Therefore, the State Govt. is | fig) @) IR & oM 3 iy 3 N, Rme
requested to submit the comments on revised IR IS ¥ gRadg fear T 2 'qﬁqﬁﬁ
administrative approval. ARG B TR YN @) TS 10,000 B0 R
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4 The tree enumeration details provided in online qaﬁ Gl qiiﬁ Online & 4! @al 2346 &, ST Online &
fo;tal and in hard copy of the proposal is different. | yr&y 21 & U T 03 ﬁog{ﬁ m 2 A 9
n hard copy it is mentioned as 2346 while in online i ; g
portal it is 1975 trees, Therefore, the State Govt. is _gﬁ?&iﬂi"{ -\:@T)BN 9 3 g @ W@ 1075 )
requested to submit the clarification and do e
necessary corrections in this regard.

5 ghe n_’luck disposal plan submitted by the State art iy Sl “{ﬁl aftrrfad a1 w1 <& 2, g8 24 Hiex

ovt is scatchy as in view of the geology of the | =g # ) fAstor ' ;
area the possibility of generation of muck )ils many :ﬂ—,[ 14ﬁ1§3'q q;ﬁﬁqg{n W%g fes —ﬁg—; iﬁ%ﬁ
more than calculated. Accordingly, corrections and T & Scafia 7ol @Y . | S . NN
justification is needed in this regard. c Detail Calculation' 1%
‘ # Here 8, Wl 3o § 1 (9 o)
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. loading the details, it is
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14 ha is MDF, The State Goyt is r
correct the KML and geo

gly. Prior up

The ROW s taken as 24

requested to justify the requ

latest rule & guideline in th
MoRTH.

m. The State Govt is
irement in view of the
€ context of the hills of

Earlier, the State Gowvt has not approved the
proposal stating that the construction of the
Champawat bypass was not feasible due to
environmental issues, Therefore, the State Govt
should give a clear recommendation regarding its
feasibility and additional measures, if any, to be
undertaken to construct this bypass.
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