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Final Decision: Dismissed

Judgement
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I.A. Nos. 2 and 92:

1. All the States which have not filed their status reports are directed to file the same

within six weeks.

2. MoEF is directed to file an affidavit dealing with the difficulties expressed by various

State Governments in terms of the order passed by this Court on 11.01.2007.

I.A. Nos. 37 & 52:

3. The State of Uttarakhand wants to file its response regarding the alleged construction

of power house inside the wildlife protection area. I.A. No. 52 relates to the rehabilitation

of about 1400 Gujjar families occupying the land within the Rajaji National Park. We are

told that some of the families have already been shifted but still large number of families

are to be shifted to the place of rehabilitation. The State is requested to take steps in this

regard within a short time and is directed to file an affidavit as to what steps have been

taken by it in this regard within a period of six weeks.

I.A. No. 95:

4. Certain lands in the wildlife protection area were leased out to the Irrigation

Department and Jal Vidyut Nigam of the State of Uttarakhand. We are told that about 120

unauthorised occupants have settled therein. The State is directed to file an affidavit of its

stand in this regard within a period of six weeks.

I.A. No. 54:

5. Report awaited from the National Board for Wildlife. List after receipt of the same.

I.A. Nos. 67 and 76:

6. Report awaited from the National Board for Wildlife. List after receipt of the same.

I.A. Nos. 83-84 & 135-136:

I.A. Nos. 135-136 are allowed.

7. The State Forest Department has made its recommendation to the Forest Advisory

Committee. F.A.C. to take a decision regarding the encroachment. F.A.C.'' s

recommendation is awaited. List after receipt of the report of F.A.C. If the Government

has not sent the proposal already, it is directed to send the same to the F.A.C. Within six

weeks.

I.A. No. 100:

8. De-link and list separately on 11.02.2010.



I.A. Nos. 104-105:

9. Report awaited from the National Board for Wildlife. List after receipt of the same.

I.A. Nos. 116-118 and 199-121:

10. The State of Uttarakhand has not submitted the proposal in the prescribed format to

the MoEF. The State is directed to submit the proposal accordingly within six weeks. To

be listed after the receipt of the report.

I.A. Nos. 122-123:

11. Applicant is not present. Adjourned.

I.A. Nos. 128-129:

12. construction of Adwa-Meja link canal was approved by the National Board for Wild

Life subject to certain conditions. The main condition being the shifting of 10 villages. The

State had agreed to rehabilitate the people of the said 10 villages, but now it is stated by

the State that it is not feasible and the project could be implemented even without the

shifting of the villages. Therefore, the matter should again go to the N.B.W.L. for exploring

the feasibility of the proposal. N.B.W.L. to examine the matter and give its report within a

period of six weeks.

I.A. Nos. 130-131:

13. As regards the Dhauladhar Wildlife Sanctuary, the applicant has not submitted its

proposal in the prescribed format to the State. The applicant may send its proposal in the

prescribed format to the State and the State in turn send the same to the MoEF. MoEF

may consider the same within a period of six weeks. List after the receipt of the report of

MoEF.

I.A. No. 133:

Adjourned.
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