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The proposad alignment is supposed to pass through
the river/nalla etc for which there must 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
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This is mentioned in the justification of the project that
the proposed road is crossing several other 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).
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The administrative approval was taken for the length
7.875 km while proposal is proposed for the length of
10.0 km. Therefore, the State Govt. is requested to
submit the comments on revised administrative

approval.
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The tree enumeration details provided in online portal
and in hard copy of the proposal is different In hard
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_ﬁ copy it is mentioned as 2346 while in online portal it is

1975 trees. Therefore, the State Govt. is requested to
submit the clarification and do necessary corrections in
this regard.
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The muck disposal plan submitted by the State Govt is
scatchy as in view of the geology of the arca the
possibility of generation of muck is many .more_ lha_n
calculated. Accordingly, correction and justification 1s
needed in this regard.
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The DSS analysis shows that against requirement of
17.88 ha CA area the calculated area is shown in DSS
analysis is 42 ha out of which 8 ha is VDF and 14 ha is
MDF. The State Govt is requsted to correct the KML
and geo-referenced map of CA area accordingly. Prior

uploading the details, it is advisable that DSS analysis
should be done at DFO level.
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The ROW is taken as 24 m. The State Govt is
requested to justify the requirement in view of the

latest rule & guideline in the context of the hills of
MoRTH.
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Earlier, the State Govt has not approvad 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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