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Ik;kZoj.k] ou vkSj tyok;q ifjorZu ea=ky; 

Ministry of Environment, Forest and ClimateChange 

lh-th-vks- dkWEiySDl] f’kokfyd [k.M] ykSaaxoqM 

CGO Complex, Shivalik Khand, Longwood 

f’keyk] fgekpy çns’k&171001 

Shimla, Himachal Pradesh – 171001 

 

 

bZesy/Email : iro.shimla-mefcc@gov.in 
nwjHkk"k/Tel.: 0177-2658285 

                   0177-2652541 

QSDl/Fax:   0177-2657517 
 

                                                                                                                                              Dated: 17.01.2023 

lsok esa]  

 vfrfjDr eq[; lfpo ¼ou½                 

 fgekpy izns”k ljdkj]  

 vkElZMsy fcfYMax] f”keykA 

 (Email:- forestsecy-hp@nic.in) 
 

fo"k;% Diversion of 11.7936 ha of forest land in favour of NHAI, for four laning of 

proposed Shimla bypass from Kaithlighat to Shakral Section (Package-I) of NH- 

22 (Chainge from Kms 128.835 to Kms 146.300), within the jurisdiction of 

Shimla Forest Division, Distt. Shimla Himachal Pradesh. (Online Proposal No. 

FP/HP/Road/151117/2022). 

lanHkZ% PCCF (HoFF), Himachal Pradesh Letter no. Ft. 48-5632/2022(FCA) dated 11.01.2023  
 

egksn;] 
  

 mijksDr lanfHkZr i= }kjk izLrqr izfrmrj dk /;kukiwoZd voyksdu djus ds i”pkr izLrko esa vHkh Hkh 

fuEufyf[kr dfe;ka ikbZ xbZ gS%& 

1. In response to the observation no. 3 (ii), it is observed that the submission regarding the 

proposed PRoW, the variation ranges upto 78 M. Therefore, State Govt. is required to 

specify/provide the IRC norm which justifies the PRoW of the instant proposal in the hills. 

2. In response to the observation no. 3 (iv), the Muck Dumping Plan submitted has not been 

revised. Furthermore, the sites selected were not in consonance with selection criteria as 

proposed in the Muck Dumping Plan. Therefore, a revised Muck Dumping Plan needs to be 

provided. 

3. As per the DSS analysis, the proposed DA is 11.7936 ha. However, the calculated area is 10.71 

ha. Therefore, the State Govt. may review the difference in proposed DA and calculated area. 

4. In response to the observation no. 6, State Govt submitted that “ NoC from the concerned 

authority for the proximity of proposed alignment to Kalka Shimla Railway Line was nor 

required earlier, so requirement of such document at this stage may also not be a pre-requisite 

for stage-I”. However, it is pertinent to mention that the instant proposal is a fresh proposal with 

new proposal number, seeking additional land in close proximity to a World Heritage Site. 

Therefore, NoC from concerned authority is prerequisite. 

5. In response to the observation no. 7, State Govt submitted that “the 9 muck dumping sites 

measuring area 10.7471 ha’. However, 4.3894 ha falls in Forest land which comprises almost 

50% land required for muck dumping. Ideally, dumping site selected should be a private land     

and/or forest land where there is no tree or minimum numbers of trees are required to be felled. 

Therefore, appropriate dumping site may be selected. 

6.  In response to observation no. 8, the State Govt has submitted the details of the proposed Muck 

Dumping Site. However, the information requested was about the already approved muck 

dumping sites in the already approved proposal (FP/HP/ROAD/9295/2015) which needs to be 

provided. 

7. In response to the observation no. 10, the Site Inspection Report of the concerned Conservator of 

Forests is not provided. Same may be provided. 

8. In response to the observation no. 11, the area-wise calculation is required to be provided in the 

layout plan. 
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9. In response to the observation no. 12, there is a mismatch in figures as provided under column 

4(ii) of Part-II and Enumeration list which need to be rectified. 

10. In response to the observation no. 13, the submission provided by State Govt is not justified. The 

Reclamation Plan is for reclaiming the dumping site, and the proposed dumping site falls under 

the jurisdiction of Shimla Forest Division. Therefore, the Reclamation Plan of the dumping site 

needs to be site specific and duly authenticated by concerned DFO only. 

11. In response to the observation no. 16, State Govt submitted that “there is no possibility to 

reduce the No. of trees from the said road alignment” which is not justifiable since the instant 

proposal involves large number of ecologically important trees especially of Quercus spp (1556 

trees) and Cedrus deodara (Deodar- 181 trees) are getting affected. Quercus (Ban Oak) is an 

ecologically important local species for groundwater recharge as well as important fodder tree 

for the local communities. Keeping in view of the fact that proposed DA involves felling of large 

number of trees (total 2373 trees including other species) in the periphery of Shimla town, 

therefore, a Committee may be constituted under the Chairmanship of concerned Conservator of 

Forests (CF) to examine the possibility to reduce the number of trees (especially trees involving 

in the dumping site) as well as to provide the justification for removal/felling of large number of 

trees, and accordingly revised enumeration list may be furnished alongwith the Committee 

report. 

12. In response to the observation no. 17, the requisite comment from the concerned Conservator of 

Forest is not provided. Further, the Joint Inspection Report submitted by the State Govt has 

mentioned that “Water body is not involved” which is duly signed by the Concerned DFO. 

However, the SIR of concerned DFO specifically mentioned that “dumping site is located at the 

foothills of the catchment area of 03 small streams which may impact the water ecology of the 

area” and recommended for scientific reclamation plan. Therefore, providing contradictory 

information and changing facts unnecessarily delay the decision making process and may lead to 

multiple EDS/queries every time. Therefore, comment of the concerned CF may be provided. 

13. In response to the observation no. 18 (i), KML provided for the CA site shows that out of 10 ha 

of proposed CA site UPF 455 Tharali has 6 ha area under MDF category. Therefore, as 

per the para 2.4 (vii) of the Handbook of FCA, 1980 and FC Rules, 2003 (Guidelines and 

Clarifications), MoEF&CC, 2019, State Govt. may look for additional/alternate CA sites and 

submit documentation regarding the suitability of land for CA in lieu of forest land proposed for 

diversion in terms of its vicinity to the area being proposed for DA and/or contiguity with the 

existing forest area and also ensure the manageability as per the latest Guidelines of MoEF & CC 

vide letter No. 11-423/2011-FC dated 13.07.2022 

 
 

 

jkT; ljdkj }kjk mijksDr fcanqvksa ij larks"ktud mrj@vuqikyuk ds izkIr gksus ds i”pkr gh 

mijksDr izLrko dks REC ds le{k izLrqr fd;k tk,xkA 

  

;fn pkgh xbZ lwpuk i= tkjh gksus dh frfFk ds 60 fnuksa ds Hkhrj ¼vf/kdre 90 fnu½ bl dk;kZy; esa 

izkIr ugha gqbZ rks izLrko dks fujLr fd;k tk ldrk gSA 

 

 

            Hkonh;] 

go/- 

¼lR; izdk”k usxh½  

{ks=h; vf/kdkjh 

izfrfyfi lwpukFkZ ,oa vko”;d dk;Zokgh gsrq izsf"kr%&  
 

1- uksMy vf/kdkjh&lg&vfrfjDr iz/kku eq[; vj.;iky ¼,Q-lh-,-½] fgekpy izns”k ljdkj] ou foHkkx] 

VkySaM] f”keyk (E-mail: nodalfcahp@yahoo.com). 

2- ou e.My vf/kdkjh] f”keyk ou e.My] ftyk& f”keyk] fgekpy izns”k (E-mail: dfoshi-hp@nic.in).   
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