Himanshu Thakkar

South Asia Network on Dams, Rivers & People

86-D, AD block, Shalimar Bagh,

Delhi 110 088

August 5, 2005

To:

Secretary,

Union Ministry for Environment and Forests,

Paryavaran Bhawan, CGO Complex,

Lodi Road,

New Delhi 110003

2. Dr S Bhowmik, 
Additional Director, MEF

3. All members of the Expert Committee on River Valley Projects and Hydropower Projects

4. Shri Sanjeev Gupta, Himachal Pradesh

5. Shri SS Negi, HPPCB Member Secretary

Dear Sir or Madam,

We have noticed from the MEF website that the proposal for clearance of the 1000 MW Karcham Wangtoo project will be considered on August 17, 2005. We are concerned about this as the steps necessary to achieve a proper and full EIA and proper and full public hearing have been taken, and consideration of clearance to the project under these circumstances would not be gross violation of the EPA 1986 and subsequent EIA notifications and in any case not in the interest of the local people, state or the nation. 

2. We have been sending communications in this regard to the concerned officials at the ministry and also to the concerned officials in Himachal Pradesh. [As you know we had prepared detailed critique of the EIA of the project and sent to MEF and others concerned in Himachal Pradesh.] Some such correspondence is attached below. We know that after our letter to you (attached) dated November 28, 2003, there has been some subsequent developments, we are well aware of these and we note that in spite of these the project cannot be considered ready for consideration for clearance as full EIA is yet to be produced and a public hearing based on full EIA is yet to be held. 

3. The situation in the Sutlej valley is very critical as could be seen from the events in recent weeks, including the issues around Pareechu lake burst (that danger is still hanging over our heads), high silt, floods leading to destruction in the valley. These issues have not been part of the EIA, in all its seriousness as is required. 
4. In this respect, the need to look at the developments in the Sutlej basin, including the cumulative impact assessment considering all the developments that are existing (e.g. Bhakra, Nathpa Jhakri, Baspa, Sanjay Bhaba, other developments), under implementation (Kol Dam, other developments) and planned (Rampur, Khab, Luhri, many others, other developments), is of paramount importance. Such an assessment should also including the impact of global warming and climate change, and its impact on the Himalayan glaciers and natural resources. Such an assessment has not been done, and without it the EIA is clearly incomplete. As can be seen from recent events, the consequences of ill considered decision can be quite grave.

5. Moreover, in early July, the proposed developers of the proposed Karcham Wangtoo HEP, who also own and operate Baspa just upstream of the KWP site, suddenly, without warning released huge amount of water and silt leading to flash floods and destruction I the downstream region, including destruction of land, property, cattle and also a small hydropower project. The Karcham Panchayat has filed an FIR against the company for this and the Himachal Pradesh govt is also pursuing this issue. This irresponsible behavior of the company raises question if it is indeed safe to hand over such a huge project to it. 

Under the circumstances, we urge the Ministry to order complete EIA including the cumulative impact assessment as noted above, consider the facts mentioned above, then have a fresh public hearing, before considering the project for clearance. 

We would be happy to present this situation before the expert committee if necessary. 

We will look forward to your response. If you give us adequate notice, we would be happy to bring some of the affected people to the meeting.
WE REQUEST THE SECRETARY, MINISTRY OF ENV AND FORESTS TO ENSURE A COPY OF THIS LETTER WITH ITS ANNEXES ARE GIVEN THE MEF EXPERT COMMITTEE MEMBERS OF THE RIVER VALLEY AND HYDROPOWER PROJECTS.

Yours Sincerely,

Himanshu Thakkar

For SANDRP

Annexure 1

November 28, 2003

Secretary,

Union Ministry for Environment and Forests,

Paryavaran Bhawan, CGO Complex,

Lodi Road,

New Delhi 110003

Dear Sir,

Subject: Environmental Clearance to the Proposed 

1000 MW Karcham Wangtoo Hydropower Project

A 1000 MW Karcham Wangtoo Hydropower project is proposed on Sutlej River in Kinnaur district in Himachal Pradesh. This is the biggest private hydropower project proposed so far in India. We have been following and participating in the events around EIA-EMP and attempts to hold public hearing on this project since last several months. We are attaching a chronological description of the events as they have unfolded. This attachment also includes the list and description of the Annexes that are also attached. 

Under the circumstances, we request you to:

1. Declare that the in principle clearance given for the forest land for the project be withdrawn as this is in violation of the Annexure XXII of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 No. 11-30/96-FC (Pt.) Dated: 26.02.99.

2. The project authorities should be asked to get the EIA and EMP redone by a more credible agency in view of the fundamental problems with the existing EIA-EMP done by NEERI, as pointed out in the attached critique (Annexure 1). 

3. The HP PCB should be asked to first provide the EIA, EMP and project documents in Hindi to the affected persons. A month or more after providing these documents in Hindi to the affected persons, a public hearing may be held, as also demanded by the affected persons. Since public hearing is primarily meant for the affected persons to know about and give their views about the project and since primary vehicle for people to know the project and its costs, benefits and impacts is the EIA-EMP and related documents, it is minimal requirement that these documents are available to the people in the form that they can understand. Each affected village should also get a copy of the documents in Hindi as most affected persons do not know or are unable to travel to the offices where documents are kept and in any case the officers at the offices do not allow photocopies to be done or give out copies of the documents for people to take and read. 

Till the above is achieved, the project should not be considered for environmental clearance. 

4. MEF should set up norms and mechanisms to debar agencies from taking up EIA once an agency does a biased, inadequate and substandard EIA like the NEERI has done for KWP. 

We will look forward to your responses.

Best wishes,

Himanshu Thakkar

South Asia Network on Dams, Rivers & People (SANDRP)

cwaterp@vsnl.com 

Shri Kulbhushan Upmanyu, Chairperson, Navrachna, Palampur, Himachal Pradesh

wgnrm@sancharnet.in

Vimal Bhai

MATU, New Delhi

vimal_bhai@hclinfinet.com, vimal_bhai@indiatimes.com

Souparna Lahiri

Co-ordinator

Delhi Forum

F 10/12 Malviya Nagar

New Delhi - 110 017

delforum@vsnl.com
Madhu, Chalakudy Puzha Samarakshana Smiti, Thrissur, Kerala

Copy to: 1. Shri Vineet Choudhary

Chairman, Himachal Pradesh State Pollution Control Board

Paryavaran Bhawan, Phase III New Shimla -171 009

Himachal Pradesh Fax No 0177-267 3018

2. Dr S S Negi, Member Secretary

Himachal Pradesh State Pollution Control Board

Paryavaran Bhawan, Phase III New Shimla -171 009

Himachal Pradesh, Fax No 0177-267 3018

3. Dr R K Sood,

Director, EnviEnvironment Planning Unit, 

State Council for Science, Technology and Environment,

34, SDA Complex, KASUMPTI, Shimla 171 009

Himachal Pradesh Fax No 0177-262 0998 Email envispl@indiatimes.com
4. Vidya Stokes, Power Minister, Govt of HP, Secretariat, Shimla-2, HP, Tel: 0177-2622464

5. Chander Kumar, Forest Minister, Govt of HP, Secretariat, Shimla-2, HP, Tel: 0177-2621002


6. Kanwar Shamsher Singh, Chairman, HPSEB, Vidyut Bhavan, Shimla 171004, HP Tel: 0177-2813563, chairman@hpseb.delhi.nic.in
7. S Shiva Kumar, Director, Impact Assessments, Union Ministry of Environment and Forests, Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, Lodi Road, New Delhi 110 003

8. Shri Shyam Sundar Negi, President, Pagramang Vikas Samiti, at Tapri, Tehsil Nichar, District Kinnaur, Himachal Pradesh

Chronological Events around attempts to hold

Public hearing for the proposed Karcham Wangtoo HEP

1. HP State Environment Protection & Pollution Control Board published a Public Notice (The Tribune, 270403, Annexure 2) declaring that the public hearing for the KWP will be held on May 28, 2003 at Karcham and Wangtoo.

2. On visit of the affected areas SANDRP learns that till 25 May, that is three days before the public hearing, affected people have no information about the proposed public hearing. The Pagramang Vikas Samiti, Tapri writes a letter on 260503 (Annexure 3) that the date of the public hearing be extended by a month as affected people had no information till date and so that they can see the relevant documents. The affected people also request that the public hearing be shifted from Wangtoo to Tapri so that affected people can participate. The affected people, all being hindi speaking, this meant that the affected people were requesting the relevant documents in Hindi, which was also explicitly conveyed orally to the deputy commissioner, Kinnaur. 

3. On 280503, the Pagramang Vikas Samiti (At Tapri, district Kinnaur, HP) writes on behalf of affected people to the member secretary, HPPCB, (Annexure 4) describing in detail the concerns of the affected people that the public hearing be held only a month after the local people are provided all the relevant documents including full EIA and EMP in Hindi. Navrachana, SANDRP and MATU also wrote on the same date to the member secretary, HPPCB (Annexure 5)

4. A public notice by HP PCB in Tribune, 280503 (Annexure 6) declared that “due to unavoidable reasons and circumstances”, the public hearing has been postponed to June 18, 2003. This was clearly in violation of letter and spirit of the demand of the affected persons and also letter and spirit of the requirement of public hearing, because the notice for the public hearing was being given only for 20 days and even as the notice was being given, the relevant documents were not available in Hindi. 

5. On June 12/16, 2003, SANDRP and MATU wrote to the Chairman and member secretary of HPPCB (Annexure 7), demanding that in view of the glaring inadequacies of the EIA done by NEERI (the critique of the EIA was also attached with the letter), the EIA should be redone by a more credible agency, that a month before the due date of the public hearing, the documents be provided to the local people in Hindi and that till than no work on the project be allowed. 

6. On June 16 2003 the Pagramang Vikas Samiti wrote to the deputy commissioner, Kinnaur, HP (Annexure 8) saying that even as the scheduled public hearing was just two days away, the affected people donot have the relevant documents in Hindi, nor has it been explained to them what is contained in the documents. On what basis can the affected people participate in a public hearing when they do not know what is written in EIA or EMP? The letter also made it clear that the project is coming up in scheduled area and in such areas, as per constitution; no project can come up without the consent of the gram sabhas. However, when even basic documents are not provided to the affected people in Hindi, how can they give their views? The letter demanded that the documents be provided in Hindi and explained to the local people in local Kinnauri language and only a month after that should there be a public hearing. That letter was copied to Union Ministry of Environment and Forests, Himachal Pradesh state power minister and member secretary of HP PCB. 

7. The affected people completely boycotted the public hearing on June 18, 2003 and in fact many of the persons who were supposed to be on the public hearing panel also boycotted and protested against the public hearing in violation of all norms. SANDRP also submitted the critique of the EIA to the public hearing panel. Two of the newspaper reports in Hindustan Times (Annexure 9A) and Amar Ujala (Annexure 9B) of June 20, 2003 and a report in the Down to Earth (July 31 2003) (Annexure 9C) on this event are attached.

8. On June 19, 2003 Navrachna wrote to the Chairperson, HPSEB (Annexure 10), attaching the critique of the EIA, and demanding that all the omissions and commissions of the EIA be removed and a clear EIA be redone, that the same along with EMP and other documents be made available to affected people in Hindi and only a month thereafter a public hearing should be held. 

9. On June 30, 2003, SANDRP and MATU wrote to the member secretary and chairman of HPPCB (Annexure 11A) and to Director, Environment Planning Unit, HP State Council for Science, Technology & Environment (Annexure 11B), describing the situation with respect to the KWP and demanding that in view of the fundamental inadequacies of the EIA, the same should be redone by a credible agency and that the new EIA-EMP should be provided to the local people in Hindi and only a month or more after that should the public hearing be held. These letters also said: Moreover, we have noticed another irregularity in the decision-making process regarding “in principle” clearance for forestland given for KWP. According to a copy of the Annexure XXII of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 No. 11-30/96-FC (Pt.) Dated: 26.02.99 that we have, “Therefore, it has been decided that whenever any proposal for diversion of forest land is submitted, it should be accompanied by a resolution of the 'Aam Sabha' of Gram Panchayat/Local Body of the area endorsing the proposal that the project is in the interest of people living in and around the proposed forest land.” No such resolution has been proposed or passed in any of the Gram Panchayat in case of KWP and yet in principle clearance for use of forestland has been given. This is in clear violation of the FCA”.

10. On July 10, 2003, the Pagramang Vikas Samiti, Tapri wrote to the member secretary, HP PCB (Annexure 12A), reiterating their demand that all relevant documents be made available to the people in Hindi and only a month after that should there be a public hearing. A copy of the letter was sent to deputy commissioner, Kinnaur. Another letter was written by the Samiti to the member secretary, HP PCB (Annexure 12B), making it clear that under Annexure XXII of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 No. 11-30/96-FC (Pt.) Dated: 26.02.99, the action of the MEF giving in principle clearance of forest land for the KWP was in violation of law as the affected gramsabhas or aamsabhas have not given clearance for the project. They also demanded that all work of the project be stopped. 

11. On September 4 2003, a public notice was issued by HP PCB in Tribune (Annexure 13) saying that “… the Environmental Public Hearing… was earlier held… on 18th June, 2003… and in order to make the process more participatory and broad-based, another Environmental Public Hearing is being organised… on 7th October 2003.” The public notice clearly stated: “Interested persons/ groups/ organisations may inspect the Executive Summary and Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmental Management Plan available both in Hindi and English…” However, on September 16-17 when SANDRP representatives and affected people went to the public places to look for the EIA, EMP and executive summary in Hindi, they were shocked to see that only an executive summary was available in Hindi and neither EIA, nor EMP were available in Hindi. This was clearly contrary to what was said in public notice of 040903 and an attempt to play fraud with the affected people and even general public. When SANDRP representative met member secretary of the HP PCB on September 17 2003, member secretary agreed that only the executive summary was being provided in Hindi, unlike the announcement in the newspapers. 

12. On September 20 2003, Navrachna and SANDRP wrote to member secretary, HPPCB (Annexure 14), stating that the Hindi translation of the EIA and EMP was still not available at designated as announced in the public notice of 040903 or to the affected persons and in principle forest clearance for the project was in violation of the FCA notifications and demanded that the public hearing be held only a month after provision of the Hindi translation of all the relevant documents, including EIA and EMP to the affected persons. The letter also attached the Hindi translation of the critique of the EIA. 

13. Declaring a boycott of the public hearing on October 7 2003, the Pagramang Vikas Samiti, Tapri wrote a detailed note to the member secretary of the HP PCB (Annexure 15) and the same was also read out at the public hearing. This letter, said, among other things, that the EIA and EMP should be redone in view of the glaring inadequacies that are apparent from the executive summary and the critique provided to the people in Hindi by SANDRP, that the new EIA-EMP should be made available to the people in Hindi, a month or more thereafter a public hearing be held and till then KWP should not be given environmental clearance and project work not be allowed. The letter made it clear that affected people are boycotting the public hearing of October 7 2003. 

14. In view of this sequence of events, we would also request the MEF to look at the issue of accountability of the agencies doing EIA and any agency that submits an EIA of the standard that NEERI has submitted for KWP, should be debarred from doing EIAs in future and MEF should formulate norms and mechanism to ensure this. 

15. At Annexure 16 (A to H) are attached the various press clippings around these events, including: Hindustan Times (Oct 6, 2003), Indian Express (Oct 6, 2003), Tribune (Oct 5, 2003), Punjab Kesari (Oct 8 2003), Amar Ujala (Oct 5 2003), Divya Himachal (Oct 8, 2003), Divya Himachal (Oct 5, 2003), Divya Himachal (Oct 6 2003).

Annexure 2

SOUTH ASIA NETWORK ON DAMS, RIVERS AND PEOPLE

Project office: 86-D, AD block, Shalimar Bagh, Delhi 110 088. India

Ph: 0091 11 2748 4654/5. Email: cwaterp@vsnl.com

November 5, 2004

To,

1. Chairman, HPSPCB

& Dr S S Negi, Member Secretary

Himachal Pradesh State Pollution Control Board

Paryavaran Bhawan, Phase III New Shimla -171 009

Himachal Pradesh Fax No 0177-267 3018

2. Shri Sanjeev Gupta,

Secretary (S&T)

And Chair, Executive Committee of

HP State Council for HP State Council for Science, Technology and Environment,

34, SDA Complex, Kasumpti, Shimla 171 009 Himachal Pradesh

3. Secretary,

Union Ministry for Environment and Forests,

Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, Lodi Road,  New Delhi 110 003

Dear Sir,

Sub: Public Hearing of Karcham Wangtoo HEP on November 9, 2004

This is following our letters and attachments on June 12, 03, June 18, 03, June 30, 03, and Nov 28, 03. 

1. The “Public Hearing” for the 1000 MW Kacham Wangtoo HEP being planned under Built-Own-Transfer scheme by Jaypee Karcham Hydro Corp Ltd on Sutlej River in Kinnaur district to be held at Karcham and Tapri on November 9 2004 involves many basic violations of letter and spirit of the EIA process and legal stipulations. The affected people, in a letter to you all on October 19, 2004 demanding that local people be given the full EIA and EMP documents in Hindi and only a month or thereafter public hearing be held. They also made it clear that this is not a new demand and affected people had asked for the same even before the public hearings in October 2003 and earlier. 

The letter from the Pagramang Vikas Samiti, Tapri, Kinnaur also makes it clear that the EIA documents have wrongly reported the October 7 2003 meeting and has not even mentioned the protests registered by the affected people. The protest of the affected people in the meeting on June 27, 2001 is also not recorded. 

The letter of Oct 19, 2004 from affected people also says that the EIA is giving incomplete/ misleading information. For example in para 15.1 it is said that 14 villages were surveyed and 78 people were interviewed and during 16 to 28 July 2001 40 villages were surveyed, but it is not clear which are these villages that the EIA is talking about and this claims does not sound credible. The claims that the water sources of the villages will not be dried up and that there is no question of cracks in the houses are questionable.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________

Head Office: YUVA, 52/53, Nare Park Municipal School, Opp. Nare Park Ground, Parel, Mumbai 400 012, India
The affected people also said that the EIA does not share  the full disaster plan that is supposed to have been made by the Rurkee University. As this same Rurkee University design key features of Tehri Dam where there was a big fatal accident recently. That Tehri dam is also being constructed by the same JP Industries. That same combination of JP Industries and Rurkee University being present at Karcham Wangtoo does not inspire confidence. 

SANDRP supports the repeated demands of the affected people and urges you all to make the full EIA and EMP available in Hindi to the people and hold the public hearing only a month or more thereafter. 

2. Moreover, the affected region come under Scheduled Tribe areas, where under law it is necessary that the consent of the local gram sabha be taken before taking up any such projects like the KWP. However, the local people have not even been provided the documents in Hindi. 

3. Moreover, we have noticed another irregularity in the decision-making process regarding “in principle” clearance for forestland given for KWP. According to a copy of the Annexure XXII of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 No. 11-30/96-FC (Pt.) Dated: 26.02.99 that we have, “Therefore, it has been decided that whenever any proposal for diversion of forest land is submitted, it should be accompanied by a resolution of the 'Aam Sabha' of Gram Panchayat/Local Body of the area endorsing the proposal that the project is in the interest of people living in and around the proposed forest land.” No such resolution has been proposed or passed in any of the Gram Panchayat in case of KWP and yet in principle clearance for use of forestland has been given. This is in clear violation of the FCA, it seems to us. 

4. Lean Season Discharges The EIA documents says about the downstream releases: “the company agrees to maintain a minimum discharge of 6.8 cumecs (10% of 68 cumecs) i.e. 240 cusec beyond Choling Khad at all times in river Sutlej during lean season taking into account the contribution made by Kanai Khad, Runang and Choling Khad.” Firstly, (it is not clear what is the basis of 10% of minimum lean season flow) even if 6.8 cumecs of minimum discharge is to be ensured, it should be at the dam site and not at Choling Khad, which is 4.29 km from the dam site. The flow requirement is for the whole stretch of river right from the dam site. So the release should be 6.8 cumecs right from the dam site. Secondly, this minimum release need to be ensure ALL ACROSS THE YEAR and not just lean season. Thirdly, the EIA should have included recalculated power generation figures taking into account this new requirement, which the EIA does not do. Hence EIA is fundamentally incomplete from this point of view.

5. Muck Dumping While the more details about the much disposal sites and measures is welcome in the revised EIA, this feature is incomplete. Firstly, as the letter from HP secretary (IT, BT, S&T) dated Sept 25, 2004, makes it clear dumping site nos 1, 2 and 3 are interfering with some future projects, the objections  of the HPSEB have not been taken into consideration, the blanket permission for uphill dumping cannot granted, that additional dumping sites for 40 000 cubic mts of additional muck is necessary, that cost of retaining walls need to be increases, that at least one in hundred year high flood level need to be taken into account in designing the dumping sites. Under the circumstances, this aspect of EIA is clearly incomplete. 

6. Siltation Sutlej is known to have very high silt content. As it known, at least three turbines/ generations of the Nathpa Jhakri HEP have been seriously damaged in the very first year of operation of the project that is actually a World Bank funded project. Under the circumstances the assumptions about siltation by the KWP EIA  is highly suspect and as suggested by HP Secretary letter cites above, this needs to resolved through physical measurements. This also applies to the issue of silt accumulation and release for the downstream areas. The EIA claims that the silt released from the silt extruders / silt flushing tunnels into the Sutlej river 1 km downstream from the dam, would not accumulate in the riverbed. This is not a correct claim and in fact during the lean months the silt would accumulate on the riverbed and only at times of high flows of water downstream from the dam is there a chance of this silt flushing out. 

7. No of trees in the submergence area The EIA claims that in the 136. 2833 ha of forest area to be diverted by the project, there are only about 1191 trees. This gives an average of 9 trees per ha. It is highly questionable if this is right. Hence a physical verification of these figures from the project developer, uncritically accepted  by the EIA agency needs to reviewed through physical verification. 

8. Disaster Management Plan Firstly, we support the skepticism of appropriateness of Rurkee University doing the DMP for the KWP in view of the experience with Tehri dam. Moreover, the DMP needs to be shared in full with the local people in their language. Thirdly, from whatever little information that is shared in the EIA about the DMP, it seems (table 3 on pg 15 of summary of EMMP) that while talking about impact of dam break on the downstream areas, average level of village is taken and compared with the possible Max water level after dam break. But this is totally inappropriate and misleading. The level of lowest habitation/ farm/ infrastructure in each village needs to be taken into account while projecting the impact after dam break. The average levels are meaningless in predicting impacts. It is clear from this that the DMP as it stands is totally inappropriate and needs to be redone, possibly from a more reputed agency. 

9. Land requirements for the project From the EIA it seems that the total land required for the project is not yet assessed. For example, land required for building approach roads for the new bridges to be constructed, the land required for the realigned portion of the National Highway 22, does not seem to have been included in the EIA. Hence EIA seems incomplete from this aspect too. 

10. Indirect Social Impacts not assessed It is well known that apple cultivation is the main source of income for the people in the project areas and that construction of such huge projects invariably has adverse impact on the yield of apples in the project areas. However, the EIA does not include assessment of such impacts, nor mitigation plan thereof. Similarly, the EIA does not include impact of loss of access to forest land for the local people and mitigation plan thereof. 

11. Indirect environmental impacts not assessed Interventions like KWP and related works lead to increased incidences of floods, landslides and erosion. Sutlej basin as it is, is known to experience severe flood events. Such projects would only increase the frequency, magnitudes and impacts of such events. As is known, the Tapri settlement was displaced when threat of Parichhoo lake was looming large, as is made out by the letter from affected people on Oct 19, 2004. Projects like KWP would only increase such treats. However, the EIA does not take these into account as made clear in the SANDRP critique of the EIA earlier. The revised EIA also suffers from the same inadequacy and hence is incomplete form this aspect also. 

12. COMPLIANCE MECHANISM The EIA does contain a lot of statements of what needs to be done and what will be done. However, past experience shows that once clearances are granted, such projects do not implement all these promised measures. What is required under the circumstances is a credible compliance mechanism that contains clear definition of plan, timelines connected with project construction, transparent and accountable linkages, participation of the local communities in the monitoring and compliance and also clearly defined powers in such bodies to take steps necessary to ensure compliance, including powers to order stoppage of work when necessary compliance is not achieved. Such mechanism has be part of EIA, which is absent from the current EIA. Without this, the EIA is incomplete in a fundamental sense. 

All the above points, when added to the issues raised in the earlier critique that SANDRP prepared for the KWP EIA and sent to you all, makes it clear that even the revised EIA is incomplete. We urge, under the circumstances, that the EIA be redone to complete it in all respects, local people be provided the full EIA and EMP in Hindi and only a month or more thereafter a public hearing be conducted. The Public hearing slated for Nov 9, 2004, should be postponed under the circumstances, till the above is achieved. 

We would look forward to your response on this. Thanking you for your attention and response,

Yours Sincerely,

Himanshu Thakkar

For SANDRP

Dr S S Negi, Member Secretary

Himachal Pradesh State Pollution Control Board

Paryavaran Bhawan, Phase III New Shimla -171 009

Himachal Pradesh

Shri Sanjeev Gupta,

Secretary (S&T)

And Chair, Executive Committee of

HP State Council for HP State Council for Science, Technology and Environment,

34, SDA Complex,

Kasumpti, Shimla 171 009

Himachal Pradesh

Secretary,

Union Ministry for Environment and Forests,

Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, Lodi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003

Shri Bharat Khera,

Member Secretary (EC),

HP State Council for Science, Technology and Environment,

34 SDA Complex, Kasumpti, Shimla 171 009 HP

Dr R K Sood,

Director, EnviEnvironment Planning Unit, 

State Council for Science, Technology and Environment,

34, SDA Complex, KASUMPTI,

Shimla 171 009 Himachal Pradesh

Vidya Stokes, 

Power Minister, Govt of HP, 

Secretariat, Shimla-2, HP, 

Forest Minister, 

Govt of HP, 

Secretariat, Shimla-2, HP, Tel: 0177-2621002


Kanwar Shamsher Singh, 

Chairman, HPSEB, Vidyut Bhavan, 

Shimla 171004, HP 

Meena Gupta, 

Additional Secretary, Ministry of Environment & Forests, 

Union Ministry of Environment and Forests, 

Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, Lodi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003
 

R. Chandramohan, 

Joint Secretary, Environmental Impact Assessment Division, 

Union Ministry of Environment and Forests,  

Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, Lodi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003

Dr S Bhowmik, 

Additional Director, Impact Assessments, 

Union Ministry of Environment and Forests, 

Paryavaran Bhavan, CGO Complex, 

Lodi Road, New Delhi 110 003

