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1- Name of the user agengy is mentioned as PMGSY uttarkashi instead of Rural Deveolment
Department (Gramya Vikas Vhihag) In Para — A-2-(i) of Part-I. State Govt. may Submit/Upload the
correct Information in Para— A-2(i) of Part-l. (Id&d MURT § WRT PR &N Part-] T M W
FfeTA Part-11 foram 11 B, W 5 SRy R 2 )

2- It appears from KML File that the earth cutting along proposed alignment from
Diwarikhol to Garath village has already been done. Further, it is seen that the road along alternate
alignment from another existing road also appears constructed. Hence, the Proposal dosen’t appear to
be justified. State Govt may submit the justification/ clarification in this regard.
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3- Correctlon made in SDLC and VLC proceedings needs to to be C/s by issuing authority.
State Govt. may submit the SDLC and VLC proceedings with duly C/s by DFO.

4- As per tree enumeration list 73 trees falls in 0-10 category but the details of these trees is
not mentioned in para-4 online part-11. States Govt. Submit/upload the aforesaid information at Para-

4 online Part-Il. (IRT@ # &7A T &l BT T0M1 A A 73 a7 0—10 A A B for M ? g ww
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5- This is to be stated that the DFO has upload an estimate for Rs.31,62,000/- which is
mentioned as wildlife conservation plan. But this is an estimate and not the wild life conservation plan.
The wild life conservation plan should have been prepared by an expert taking into account the
present scenarioa in the area the scenarioa after the construction of road assessment of impact the
road on the wild life of the area and the mitigative measures to minimize the impact on the wildlife
and the cost of mitigative measures. Therfore it apperers that the so called wild life conservation plan
has been prepared without application of mind. State Govt. may do the needful in this regard.

( Wildlife conservation plan 3199 & WX {1 expert & a=am1 ghHad o ) s

6- DFO has raised 6 issues in his site inspection report uploaded at para 15 of part-II . But”~
DFO should have taken measure to address the issues raised at his level and then forwarded the
proposal to the higher authorities in complete manner. Further, none of the higher authorities of the
forest depatment/state Govt have given comments on these issues. State govt. may do the needful in

this regard. (FHTEIEN! T U site inspection report # 6 favg ford T R, e ure s
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