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CA area proposed in res
DSS analysis the entire
State Govemment may

erve forest area. As per
area is falling in VDF.
change the CA area

with some other suitable for CA.

CA area inspected by D.F.O Champawat, the
area proposed for CA suitable for CA
(Certificate given by D.F.O attached)
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I toposheet map of the area
proposed for CA is not found uploaded.
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proposal has been submitted
for a length 4.00 Km. On the other hand the
length of the road is mentioned as 10.00 Km. in
the administrative approval and 13.30 Km. in
the report of the geologist. Hence State
Government may clarifu the di fference in the
Ieng& ofroad in different documents.
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duly approved by the

Rs. 1 1,1 1,169.20 but the amount is mentioned
as Rs. 14,10,042.66 at the end. which is
confusing. State Go\.t. may clariS and submit
detailed CA estimate prepared as per latest cost

toCost of CA has been worked out
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tm t]le enumeration list of trees
provided with the hard copy that 30 trees are
present in Village Panchayat land but at tte end
of enumeration list of trees total of nap land is
mentioned, which needs clarification. Further.
State Gott. may also confirm if there are no
trees in Civil and Soyam land aad the land

It is seen fo

identified for muck disposal land.

to typing mistake in the place of Van
Panchayat typed Nap land, necessary
correction made by user agency the 33 trees
are in Nap land, no trees in Civil Sovam land
and land identified for muck disposal.
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Pan II, density is mentioned as
0.3 but 13 trees/ha may not account for 0.3
density. State Gorrt. may do the needful in this
regard.

In Para-4 (i) of In Para-4 (i) of
D.F.O.

Part II objection rectified by

7

disposal. State Govt. may examine feasibility of
non-forest land for muck disposal.

It is seen that 0.48 ha o
Civil soyam laad is

f Village Panchayat and
earmarked for muck under Van Panchayat for that no option to

make muck disposal place in other land. The
area comes uder Nap land is highly
agricultural and residential area bv whicir
muck dumping zone provided at Van

The road alignment maximum paxt comes

Pancha atarca.
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