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1-  Approval of the project from the competent authority has to be submitted.
2-  No objection certificates of concerned departments needs to be submitted.
3- Land schedule of the project need to be submitted.

4- Mick disposal plan approved by the DFO has to be submitted.

5- FRA certificate is without seal of DM.

6- It is not clear that how many trees are proposed to be felled. In the cost benefit analysis number of
trees proposed to be felled is mentioned as 2684 and no. of trees to be planted as per CA is
mentioned as 5368. This needs clarification.

7-  As per Google earth imageries proposed land th be diverted is falling in habitation area.
8- Demarcation of CA land patches on SOI toposheet is not in standard format. (shape of CA land
patterns on SOI toposheet and Geo reference map is not matching).

9- Agriculture pattern is seen on CA land patches. (Kangran-I, Khangran-II and Chandaut forest
block)
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