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On the scrutiny of proposal following
shortcomings have been found by CF office:-

1- | Copy of map indicating location of alternative | The uploaded topo sheet map indicate alternative
examined is not uploaded at para d-a of part I. alignment and proposed alignment in blue colour

Instead, Topo sheet map has been uploaded. and red colour respectively. After 2.00 kms.
alternate alignment overlap the proposed alignment.

That is why after 2.00 kms. only one alignment is
showing.

2. | Non encumbrance certificate is not uploaded at | Non encumbrance certificate of CA Land is
para L-iv-h of part I. Instead, Certificate of | uploaded at para L-iv-h of part I.

Suitability of CA land has been uploaded.User
agency ensure uploading of all relevant
documents at the right place of part L.
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