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List and explanation of abbreviations and colloquidterms used

ADB Asian Development Bank

CA Compensatory Afforestation
CAT Plan Catchment Area Treatment Plan
Crore Indian unit - Equals 10 millions
CsO Civil Society Organization

Cumec (n¥/s) Cubic Meters per Second
Cusec (fi/s)  Cubic feet per Second

DAV Dayanand Anglo-Vedic

EAC Expert Appraisal Committee (under MoEF for Rivialley Projects)

EIA Environment Impact Assessment

EMP Environment Management Plan

EPH Environment Public Hearing

FCA Forest Conservation Act, 1980

FRA Forest Rights Act — short for Scheduled Trilzesl Other Traditional Forest
Dwellers (Recognition of Forest Rights) Act

GHG Green House Gas (or its plural)

GHNP Great Himalayan National Park (in district KiuHP)

GoHP Government of Himachal Pradesh

Gol Government of India

GP Gram Panchayat

GSI Geological Survey of India

ha hectare

HEP Hydro Electric Project

HFL Highest Flood Level

HP Himachal Pradesh

HPFD Himachal Pradesh Forest Department

HPP Hydropower Project

HPPCL Himachal Pradesh Power Corporation Limited

HPSPCB Himachal Pradesh State Pollution Contror®oa

HRT Head Race Tunnel

INR Indian Rupee

kms kilometers

LADA Local Area Development Authority

LADC Local Area Development Committee

LADF Local Area Development Fund

lakh A unit of measure in India, which equals onedred thousand.

m Meter/meters

Magru Spout (for easy flow) from a spring
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MAT
MoEF
MW
NEAA
NGO
NGT
NHPC
NIRM

NP

NPV
PHPO
PO

PP

PPO
PPR

QCI

QED
ROR/ROR
RowW

RR
RTI/RTI Act
SANDRP
SIA

Sol

sq kms
SSNC
ST & OTFD
RFRA
TBM
Tehsil

ToR

TRT
UNESCO
USD
WHS
WLS

Main Access Tunnel

Ministry of Environment & Forests

Mega Watt

National Environment Appellate Authority (nomound up on creation of NGT)
Non Government Organization

National Green Tribunal

National Hydroelectric Power Corporation

National Institute of Rock Mechanics

National Park

Net Present Value

Professional Hydropower Project Opponents

Project Opponent

Project Proponent

Professional Project Opponent

Panchayat Parivar Register

Quality Council of India

Quod erat demonstrandum meaning “which was to be demonstrated”.
Run-of-the-River

Right of Way

Resettlement & Rehabilitation

Right to Information Act

South Asia Network against Dams Rivers agaple

Social Impact Assessment

Survey of India

square kilometers

Swedish Society for Nature Conservation
Scheduled Tribes and Other Traditional Forest Derel(Recognition of Forest
Rights) Act
Tunnel Boring Machine

An administrative unit under a Sub-divisi¢m district is divided into many
subdivisions) — similar to County. Average areatadfsil in HP is around 675
square kilometers.

Terms of Reference

Tail Race Tunnel

United Nations Educational, Scientific andt@al Organization
United States (of America) Dollar

World Heritage Site

Wild Life Sanctuary
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Interim Reply and Comments on the report titled “In the name of clean enerdy on the
Asian Development Bank financed hydropower projectsn Himachal Pradeshprepared by
Him Dhara supported by SANDRP (May 2011) financg®BNC.

Preliminary comments and findings:

Himachal Pradesh Power Corporation Ltd (HPPCL)dw® through the impugned report and is
surprised to find that the report is totally silemtthe positive and new initiatives taken by iatN

a single word is uttered in the report about a nemds positive interventions that HPPCL (the
Project Proponent — PP) has made some voluntanity @thers in compliance with ADB
safeguards. This conspiracy of deliberate and sedesilence needs to be understood by the
discerning readers. In order to enhance such aerstahding, following additional facts are
brought to the fore.

1. That the report is a sponsored study with finansigbport from abroad for opposing
hydropower projects in India. Hence, it lacks spoeity and sense of balance. The fund
giver has shown it on its website httf:/www.naturskyddsforeningen.se/in-
english/international-cooperation/) but fund receiver never shows it on his/her websi
so much in the name of transparency actually predtwhile expecting total transparency
from all other (particularly government) agencies!

2. That there is no objective primary fact finding, ammalysis of information and no research
done for preparing this report. Instead it is mgeetollection of: -

i)  Some unsubstantiated newspaper (and similar othemtian reports planted by
certain vested interests who earn their livelihoog opposing any and all
hydropower projects (in India) being their full @nwocation or in short Professional
Hydropower Project Opponent®KIPO) or further in brief Professional Project
OpponentsPPO)- being polynymous, they masquerade under vananses;

i)  Excerpts from variously and without reference tateat quoted reports of their own
i.e. Professional Project Opponents (PPO) who Heheed cobble up the present
impugned report);

iii)  Views of certain people claiming to be affectedabfyet to start) project as already
expressed by them repeatedly in various forms, hwinave been considered by
independent, impatrtial third party reviewers/auites and not found acceptable;

iv)  Unethical, immoral and illegal referencing from tappeals pending adjudication
before the NGT - National Green Tribunal (filed dref the then National
Environment Appellate Authority - NEAA) and withogtant of interim injunction
though repeatedly and vociferously pleaded by tEebants with support of PPOs
where their views is also thus presentedt{er subjudice, hence misquotation and
taking it up at any other forumis contempt of coury,

v)  Unethical, immoral and illegal referencing by takiselected excerpts from a Civil
Writ Petition pending adjudication before Hon’blégh Court of HP filed by a few
vested interests based on falsification of docusyanisrepresentation of facts and
wishful interpretation of records. PP’s case haso abeen presented and no
injunction or directions have been issued by th@’ble Court. Petition subjudice,
hence misquotation and taking it up at any other forumis contempt of court);

vi) Extremely superficial and highly biased analysigablished articles, government
documents and research papers and that too witheationing their relevant page
numbers.
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One such example is referendédqonly scientific paper (mis)quoted at page 26 of
the impugned Report} at serial No. xix from Current Science Vol. 99 Norelating
to Anthropogenic impacts on sediment flux in Saing Tirthan watersheds for the
paper's study area as intercepted at Larji has lopeted with a highly biased
interpretation and without reference to contextert® little bit of impartial probing
would have been able to note that upper regiondath (Sainj and Tirthan)
watershed are Wildlife Sanctuaries and Nationak$ahus, fully protected, and in
Tirthan watershed hydropower project is not (and cat be) planned as it is
reserved for Trout fish breeding (HP Hydropoweri@oR007).Thus, even without
a hydropower project, high sediment flux is reportel. Hence, the scientific
paper’s authors have rightly not blamed the hydwsroprojects for all the ills but
have found a variety of anthropogenic reasonsuth €ircumstancean impartial
and positive minded reporter/researcher would haverelied upon factual
position and would have given a right conclusion in terrsadling obviously for a
comprehensive and effective Catchment Area Tredtmehich currently only
hydropower projects are providing in this particulagion. It would advocate for
more such treatment plans to be prepared and ingolesd with the help from
hydropower projects, thus, serving both purposeduction of silt flow and at the
same time power generation! But PPOs, as is themtware not known for such
impartial reporting.

vii) Out of context quoted and antiquated photograptisowt crosschecking facts (e.g.
photo at page 38 is Communist Party’s rallgote the sickle and red flagn their
hands, even some people are smiling — Is it progest

viii) Reproduction of unrelated statements with inappatg@icontextualization;

ix) Without reference to context, partial quoting ofommation obtained using RTI,
though such activity is prohibited under the prans of the Actibid and Rules
thereof.

3. That there is deliberate distortion and omissionngbortant facts. For instance tie
principle (or first stage) forest clearance accorded byGbeernment of India Ministry of
Environment & Forests (Gol, MoEF) for Kashang HERg®-II & Il vide its letter No.
9HPC366/09-CHA dated 22.03.2011 has been ignorage(29) being too inconvenient
for the PPOs although it wagranted full two months before impugned report’s
publication. Final (second stage) forest clearance has alea bhecorded vide MoEF
letter No. 9HPC366/09-CHA dated 14.06.2011 thoughtain PPOs tried to stall its
issuance by filing false complaints. Thus, theyehavconflict of interest with fair
assessment of hydropower projects(conformity or agreement with fairness will
obviously be loss of their livelihood, which runa opposing hydropower projects and
similar other developmental projects). Hence, thay not be expected to be judicious,
fair and transparent in their assessment of anytretated to hydropower. The impugned
report is &ED of this expectation.

4. That further deliberate omission of certain impottand legal reports are noticed like the
site inspection (October 2010) report of the Memdfethe then NEAA accompanied by
an expert, who examined each issue threadbare enfighd while affording to the
appellants and their supporters full opportunityptesent their case and did not find merit
in their claims. Many issues raised in this impubneport are already settled like those
relating to problems in Chilgoza pine’s regeneragtc (page 17 of impugned report).

5. That the impugned report adopts piecemeal appraadndoes not take into account the
impact of the project in totality; instead it carés only to construction phase. Whereas
the life of the projects in the operation phasessmated to be more than 100 years and
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10.

11.

12.

the construction phase limited to about 5 yeardireerdist of objections contained
impugned report (ref: part VIl. The Safeguard Snsakeen, Pp 23 — 36) confines itself
only to construction phase when the EIA has actuakken both phases into account.

That the report at page 6 admits that its entisesmment is based on oral evidence from
the local people which is an attempt to conceathtrand absolve itself from any
accountability at the cost of credibility.

That the impugned report has prematurely judgecppdication of GHNP for declaration
as WHS under UNESCO (Page 17 of impugned repokiNiSis not yet a WHS The
application for grant of status of WHS is still (dust 2011) pending consideration and
site visit by independent assessors/verifiersss & take place.

Further, there is anachronism in applying the sgof WHS site to Sainj HEP. The
process of filing application to UNESCO (start 2p@gs completed towards the end of
year2010whereas all clearances were in place for Sainj HiZRnd of yeaR009 The
EIA was completed much before, as its EPH was logld19.06.2008. Despite high
expectation of the PHPOs, the PP is not blessdxk tprognosticator of this magnitude.
Even if the GHNP ultimately gets WHS status, it hasmplication for Sainj HEP being
well outside the boundaries of the NP. Moreovedrbgower development is not barred
in the surrounding area of a UNESCO listed WHS'site

That PP is being held responsible for certain peeceimpacts which are certainly not
under the control or authority or influence of tAE like perceived (yet to be studied —
ToR presented to MoEF) cumulative impacts (page-@@rall hydropower planning in
the state or a river basin (page-21); Khadra latels{page-23); river basin carrying
capacity (page-25); alleged concretization of maumtin Parvati-ll HEP (page-26);
demand for complete moratorium on all HEPs in Hiy&40) etc.

That some findings against large dams have now teeated to the ADB assisted small
structured run-of-the-river projects (second paapbron page 4 of impugned report)
without even modest modification to make it at teggpeamutatis mutandis.

That despite persistent, repeated, frequent antincimy public consultations (in each of
its project) held by the PP, the report of the PHR@ues the other way round.

That there is deliberate distortion of facts like obvious difference between ‘award of
work’ and actual ‘start of work’ though well undeyed by PHPOs and PPOs has been
distorted to make it appear as violation (firsti®upoint at page-29 of impugned report).

That while seeking applicability of FRA (Schedul&dbes and Other Traditional Forest
Dwellers Recognition of Forest Rights Act) its prdde and existence of detailed, well
documented and printed Forest Settlement Reporishwivere prepared by the then
British Government has again been ignored (Pp 90%3l1 of impugned report) being
too inconvenient for the cause of earning livelitidoy PHPO through opposition to
hydropower projects by hook or crook.

For instance rights in case of Kashang HEP: ThétRignd Concessions on forestland
involved in the project (as also for all the foredh district Kinnaur) are identified,
recognized, well defined, admitted, documentedrandrded in a Settlement Report tilted
as ‘Forest Settlement of Satluj Valley BushaharteStaf 1921 AD. These rights are
inheritable through succession. Local people ajeyerg these without any infringement
since as early as 1921 AD. Thasstoric injustice is absent.

It is further submitted that the communities liviiig the district Kinnaur are although
recognized as Scheduled Tribe yet all of them theeyot fall in the category of Schedule
Tribe pastoralist communities as required underShes. OTFD (RoFR) Act, 2006. The
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

district is developed and people live in settled avell demarcated villages which are
entered as such in revenue records and havingsatedsasic amenities like electricity,
water and access roads at least up to the Granh&gatdevel. Hence, these communities
are neither primitive nor forest-dwelling (not ‘van-vasig/banbasis) Scheduled Tribes.
The rights in the forests have been admitted in diethe right/duty to protect, regenerate
and conserve forest resources. Status of perforenainduties is a contentious issue.
Besides, while recognizing the forest rights of fbeal ST population, HP Power
Corporation Ltd, in order to compensate them fog #ame has formulated and is
implementing a scheme for providing compensatiotien of Forest-Rights to the ST
right-holders. Copy of the scheme is availablelfenwebsite of HPPCL.

As such, it is clear that all rights over the fdl@sd involved are already settled and
recorded, which has been testified by the DFO/FdDepartment. This is perfectly in
tune with the purpose of the Scheduled Tribes &eOthraditional Forest Dwellers
(Recognition of Forest Rights) Act, 2006 as engttim its Preamble and definitions.
These are being compensated also.

That HPPCL - the Project Proponent has not beesutiad before making this false and
fabricated report public thus damaging its imagputation and financial interests. It is
against the principle of natural justice to condewithout affording an opportunity of
being heard.

That the impugned report is not peer reviewed. &loee no credibility can be attached to
it. Presumption of truth is against such fabricatgubrts.

That the impugned report has been prepared by emcggiot registered with the QCI —
Quality Council of India, which is the sole agenaythorized to accredit evaluating
agencies. This puts serious question mark on thgetence of the evaluating agency to
undertake such a serious assessment which endarniphtng the image and market
reputation of a well meaning corporation, thus hagnits financial interests irreparably.

That the purpose of writing the impugned reporshsouded in mystery and is probably
known only to its authors, supporters and finasciéiVhatever may have been its
objective, it finds no mention in the impugned népo

That the impugned report throughout uses phrakesitihas been proved’, ‘has proved to
be’, ‘has been established’, ‘has been concludeat], ‘has been found’ without quoting
the basis or reference or authority.

That the impugned report for examining the subjealetail has solely relied upon oral
evidences from communities (ref page 6 para ii)atBhall in the name of credible
scientific evidence! It tells a lot about the cialiiy of the impugned report.

That the impugned report is not reviewed or scizith or approved by any authority
whatsoever.

That the impugned report contaimsstakes(Ladakh shown in Himachal — ref point No. 3
at page 40)editorial shortcomings (e.g. missing word between words ‘on the’ anddals
faces’ in second paragraph on page-7, missing wairtl®. xix on page 43 after ‘in which
authors’, hydropower projects beings - unnecessange of letter ‘s’ at page-9, serial
numbering of emerging issues at Page - 41 — itniseai No. 5)factual errors (Kashang
project being in cold desert — ref page-12; barfagight 14 m which still is 9 m above
riverbed — ref page 13, water being stored in therdion trench-weir structure — page 24;
etc); and everate material (mentioning Mr. Avay Shukla as Additional Secrgtamef
page 8 of impugned report, whereas he at the nelettmme was Additional Chief
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Secretary — this is not a mistake but a produgeopetual and deep contempt that PHPOs
have towards government servants in general).

21. In view of the above alone, the impugned reporfoisnd to be a mockery of fair,
transparent, impartial and unbiased assessmentyoWwark let alone those subjected to
stringent examination and due diligence by the AEiBorous approval process of Gol
and well studied reports prepared by independeatilcie third parties. Thus, the
impugned report is totally unreliable and worth being consigned to dustbin. It might be
a good idea to report this fraud to the internatidmanciers of this impugned report for
full cost recovery for doing such a shoddy work,ichhshould not cost more than INR
20,000/- and should not take more than two weeks 6f only two persons to prepare.

It is noticed that mischievous and professional glamants or PHPOs, before (or even after)
filing appeal in Court of Law, have started a matpice, to which the government agencies like
MoEF unknowingly become a party while complyinglwRTI or a multilateral funding agency
like ADB fall prey due to their commitment to trggasency and all inclusive examination of
projects. Such committed vested interest PHPOs hmade it a standard practice to file
objections before MoEF or ADB on the ground on wWhibey propose to file a court case (or
already filed one like appeal against environmdearance of Kashang HEP) and force these
unsuspecting organizations to seek reply from ptqeoponents and then obtain the same under
RTI or under transparency laws/principles by iteepaand blatant abuse to strengthen their court
case by plugging loop holes (or falsifying inforimat steering clear of what is already available
on record) and making advance preparation for aegisnto the injudicious disadvantage of
project proponents. It is humbly prayed that infation given by HPPCL at this stage may not be
released without hearing the project proponentsasripeccable reputation will be tarnished; its
business interest and fiduciary interests will veparably harmed; and its position in a future
(and/or continuing) court case, which complaindratge (filed) contemplated and planned, would
be seriously compromised. It is requested to takialde steps to stop this malpractice of
PPOs/PHPOs and to this extent a Caveat may besdpplthe matter.

HPPCL being a government owned company has ad@ttedgulations and complies with the
same. When such scrutiny is being done at all $euwbis application should not merit
consideration at the moment and await Hon’ble Godetcision which we feel will not be swayed
by such improper documentation.

Brief summary of new and positive initiatives takenby HPPCL.:

This is an illustrative (but not conclusive) lidttbe new and positive initiatives taken by HPPCL
(the project proponent — PP) either voluntarilyrocompliance to ADB safeguards that has been
conveniently ignored by the PPOs while preparireggithpugned report. All these initiatives have
hitherto been unheard of in the power sector dhénState of HP. It has made marked difference
in the approach which is bound to set new standartltee hydropower sector. Of course, all such
initiatives are unpalatable to the PHPOs who cafindtany chinks to make entry and attempt to
hijack the working. Thus, if they do not suppresslsfacts, they can not pose themselves as
saviors of environment and society to continue ieartheir livelihood (to support their posh life
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styles) by indiscreetly seeking various types @&ngs from a host of agencies - local, national
and/or international.

1.

HPPCL, despite having got permission, has notdedlk the trees involved in the project
area even if their cost is paid in full. It attespd save as many trees as possible. At times
due to presence of such un-felled trees the anedsisken as forestland being used by PP
without permission (ref: photographs of some mucknding areas contained in the
impugned report). As a remedy, HPPCL now has ddcideput sign boards on all such
sites.

For the first time in history, squatters have bpai for totally unauthorized (temporary

but deliberately referred in the impugned repomp@snanent) structures erected overnight
on the land acquired by HPPCL as it is committeth® ADB safeguards although it is

leading to malpractice where increasingly more amate people are resorting to this

illegal act. Earlier such structures were simplyndéshed being illegal and paid nothing

in lieu.

Instead of replacement value as advocated by ADBRPEL has paid the highest land
value irrespective of classification of land in tredevant area. In the case of Kinnaur
district projects, Rs. 2.50 crores/ha (equivalehtJ8D 0.56 million) have been paid
which is highest in the State for rural area. Silacel value is not same in the entire state,
there will always be a difference in the value paidifferent parts of the state.

HPPCL has proactively prepared a RR Plan whichaisdard and model for the sector in
the state. It provides for many new things and &bsdiberal and focused grants to the
affected people with much sharper definitions. Bdinefits under the RR Plan are in
addition to compensation. The same is availabies atebsite http://www.hppcl.gov.in

HPPCL has launched a number of new RR schemedhéobenefit of all the affected
families including those from whom land or strueturas not been acquired. Benefits
under the RR Schemes are in addition to compemsatid RR Grants. All the schemes
are available at HPPCL websitetp://www.hppcl.gov.in

For reckoning affected families, instead of placreiance on entries of a family in the
revenue record, Panchayat Parivar Register (PPBYigy relied upon although it results
in higher number of families being recorded as ciffé families. And in many cases
people have attempted to rig the process in omlshow each adult member as separate
family in PPR.

Frequent, intensive, extensive, detailed and repeadnsultations have been held (and are
still being held) with local people on a range objects including rates of compensation,
impacts of the project, RR benefits available, gomk for investment and yield
enhancement as also other income generating assiitc.

HPPCL is paying for the community’s rights over orirminerals through a dedicated
scheme available on its website.

HPPCL is paying for the income lost in exercisdavést rights to the Scheduled Tribes,
through a dedicated scheme available at its website
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

HPPCL sponsors students to Industrial Trainingitunst with a view to enhancing their
employability wherein full fee is paid with a mohtrscholarship of Rs. 1000/- to the
sponsored candidate.

HPPCL provides scholarships to meritorious studéots affected families from class 6
to 12 and also in professional diploma and degoeeses.

To encourage self-employment instead of runningraffovernment jobs or company
provided jobs, HPPCL has a scheme to provide assistof Rs. 50,000/ to the affected
family as grant.

For dual purpose muck utilization, a playgroundbeing built by using muck from
HPPCL’'s Sawra-Kuddu Hydropower Project in DAV schobhus a public utility is
being created in the process. Similar efforts éllmade in other projects of HPPCL.

A traffic tunnel in Sainj HEP has been construdteg@lace of conventional road to save
dense forest growth below the road alignment.

All the diversion structures of the HPPCL projeatsuld be provided with fish pass,
whether fish is reported or not.

Afforestation has been undertaken by HPPCL inritgegt sites, wherever feasible during
construction phase.

Project roads and all muck dumping sites are relgutprinkled with water to prevent
dust emission.

Labor colonies are provided with hygienic toiletghaseptic tanks and also colonies are
given entertainment facilities.

Land to affected families has been provided in KashHydropower project as was
feasible as land in hilly terrain is a very limitegsource.

All water sources and houses have been inventotzewmpensate for any loss due to
project construction. In many cases compensatiaas heen paid liberally.

A scheme for compensating loss of crop yield dugrégect activity on land not acquired
for project has been approved by the State goverharethe initiative of HPPCL.

Infrastructure over and above committed Local Abearelopment Fund has been made
and is agreed in many of its projects.

Identity cards have been issued to project affefaedlies.

Dedicated and trained RR and environment staffe Haeen posted in the projects to
maintain close and direct liaison with the affecfachilies and to attend solely to the
environment, social and RR issues. This has lefrawn for entry of PHPOs in the
process, much to their chagrin.

Common power evacuation lines for basin have bé&empd by the State Government on
the request of HPPCL.

In all its project sites, HPPCL is supporting openiof health care centers and police
posts for convenience of the people. It also presidmbulance service and runs free
medical camps.
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27.  Contracts of value affordable by the affected fasihre reserved exclusively for them as
also hiring of project vehicles.

The list is endless but for brevity and for demaoatstg that HPPCL which is more than willing
to take initiatives and set new standards in thetoseas also for illustrating the selective
suppression of facts by the PPOs, the ones enwdeahibve should suffice to prove HPPCL's
honesty of purpose.

Interim reply to questions raised in the report:

In view of various environmental safeguards takerthe project, the execution of these projects
will not make any serious intrusion on the ecolaglandscape of various sites. Moreover, it may
not be lost sight of that hydropower projects asearce of clean, green renewable energy and do
not consume natural resources like Uranium and.Gbalhese projects are not undertaken as
recommended in the impugned report, then equivglemter will have to be generated from
thermal power plants in which case there will bgéwonsumption of coal and resultant air
pollution and emission of GHGs (Green House Gasw®s)daily basis triggering severe
environmental and health problems and climate ohahg view of this merit alone, genuine
environmental activists always recommend launclohgydropower projects as against thermal
power plants. They find these projects as panacealf the ills of air pollution and climate
change. Because of their green nature, hydropow@eqis have the potential to earn carbon
credits also.

Despite the obvious benefits, the impugned repostill critical of hydropower projects on flimsy
and wayward grounds. The reporter in other wordatsvéhat the State of Himachal Pradesh
should not take up any hydropower project in futamel import power from other states where
power generation is already based on thermal pgaert. The most fallacious part of the
impugned report is that it does not distinguishwieetn storage and ROR (Run-of-the-River)
projects and its criticism is blind. The saddest p& the project is that it does not suggest any
better alternative to harness the vast hydro pgeéential of Himachal Pradesh rivers to make
the State self sufficient and prosperous, as hpsatedly been advised by successive Finance
Commissions of the Central Government. Findingtfaisl easy but suggesting an alternative is a
challenge.

The agency has a clear ploy. It did not bother iszubs any of the issues with the Senior
Functionaries of HPPCL. Had it done so then alirtpatative perceptions would have been
cleared and the agency would have been morally botynd to write a rational, unbiased and
balanced report. Now the report transcends alltdirof reasoning. For example see some of the
paragraphs reproduced below and any discerningréentiuding the ADB) would be convinced
about the mischievous nature of the agency andabiserdity of the contents of the impugned
report.

i) The integrated Kasang HEP is coming up in Moranigsifef Kinnaur, a tribal district of
the State is a cold desert area (para 2, pagéTt®).impugned report at page 17 says that
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Morang tehsil is abode of Chilgoza pinear oxymoron - two diametrically opposite
observations).

i) Questions have been raised on ADB’s involvementilar to that of World Bank’s in its
interests in restructuring of the power sector Wwhiould ultimately mean an increase in
private participation and higher tariffs (para 2@d.0).

iii) Whole Sainj Valley which is going to abode of fdurge massive hydro electric projects
is in verge of collapsing, many mountains which #&ading apart due to project
construction activity have been sealed with irod eoncretized (para 3 page 26-also look
at the grammar of the prose).

iv) In the last section i.e. Emerging Issues at pageef8rts states “the Hydro Energy is far
from clean, green, cheap or renewable”. Will anybaabree with this ludicrous
statement? It shows that there is no limit to afisprand naivety on the part of the
agency.

The agency in its final recommendations wants tiiiate should be a complete moratorium on all
hydropower projects until an independent reviewasied out — a dangerous doctrine. The report
calls EMP documents as smoke screen. This showghbareport is naive, mischievous, and
malicious and should be treated with the contemgeserves. The drafting of the report is also
grammatically poor. The agency which has draftésl idport should be blacklisted, if it is listed
anywhere.

Comments on the photographs of the impugned repertgiven at the end of this reply as a
separate section for ease of reading.

The main points of criticism against the four hymlvaver projects are briefly described below and
these are commented simultaneoushye report at page 6 admits that its entire assessnt is
based on oral evidence from the local people whicis an attempt to conceal truth and
absolve itself from any accountability at the cosof credibility. The report does not analyze
and assess that all the 118 hydropower projectsu(img those planned, operating or under
execution) in Himachal Pradesh are based on RORehavdl its chief merit is that most of the
environmental impacts are only marginal and of terapy nature.

1 That all rivers in the Himachal are dotted with lge number of hydropower projects
and the entire flow is diverted through tunnels thuendering all the rivers dry for
eight months of the year creating an identity cssio cause loss of perennial face of
the rivers (general refrain).

Answer: The reporter does not know that there mavision of allowing 15 % downstream
dischargel/inflow to spill over the diversion st to the downstream. And in some
cases MoEF has asked for releasing more than Thé. value can be adjusted to
provide adequate flow during the day and also dunmight. This flow would be able to
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keep the river alive and meet the requirementsoolsemptive use of water by the
downstream communities, animals, fish spawningathdr flora and fauna. It is also a
fact that all the river and tributary beds consita thick layers of rolling stone and
moving debris affording little potential for fislp@wning grounds, aquatic life and flora
and fauna. The flow during winters in the main rsv@and in the tributaries reduces
considerably being snowfed. The population livitang the river banks particularly in
the upper reaches is very scanty. Therefore, digehaf 15 % flow across the barrage
meets all the hydrological needs of the river. Hgrall the exaggerated fears in the
impugned report are totally unfounded and aimeg anlraising false alarm. There is
no loss of perennial face of river as downstreascliirge is mandated from all
diversion structures.

That 6154 hectares of forestland has been consurbgdhese projects and laying of
transmission lines. The submergence of the vastekirareas has deprived large
number of families of fuel fodder and use of medial plants and therefore caused
livelihood crisis (page 6).

The area of forestland use by hydropowejepts when analyzed with unbiased minds
is an eye-opener. Firstly, all hydropower projeatgually and really seek prior
approval under Forest Conservation Act, 1980 (F@) all facts laid bare in an open
and transparent manner. It means there are no rhidalges or suppressed figures of
area of forestland diversion in HP. Secondly, tleRRype projects have almost all
components underground except the water diverdiactare. But in the forestland
diversion cases, area equivalent to undergroungyonants is included (ostensibly on
the premise of being similar to mining). Thirdlyl] g&emporary use land which is
returnable to forest department after due restma also included in the proposal.
Thus, the area figure gets inflated without acpeimanent diversion. When analyzed
impartially, it reveals that only about 40 % of tf@estland shown as diverted is
actually diverted to non-forest use (being surfaea with permanent diversion to non-
forest use). Fourthly, the Right of Way (RoW) oé tinansmission lines is also notional
diversion as the land underneath the lines is aveailable (and is actually used) for
vegetative growth and also subjected to unimpedeccise of forest-rights of the local
people. And, instead of having multiplicity of powevacuation lines, the State of HP
has adopted a common corridor and only one or imes lfor each basin, thus, reducing
land requirement for them. Fifthly, the forestlatidersion permission has a condition
that legal status of forestland shall remain ungedn Hence, the figure of forestland
diversion quoted in the impugned report has to é&ensin the light of this reality
obtaining on the groundsuch an analysis was expected from the authors ofe
impugned report but being biased and motivated, thg have neither done justice
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with the subject nor shown sensitivity required whie treating this important
subject.

As stated above, real use and diversion to noesfaise would be much less than about
2500 ha against the figure quoted in the impugeeadnt for diversion to non-forest use
of 6154 hectares (ha) of forestland throughoutstia¢e of Himachal Pradesh (against
its geographical area — 55,67,300 ha; total faaessh — 37,03,300 KHais not a big deal
(well less than 0.067 %!!). Therefore, the liveldd crisis due to diversion to non-
forest use of forestland for hydropower projectss Hseen exaggerated beyond
proportion, obviously without sensible applicatioh mind. Moreover, as per the
stipulations of the clearance letter issued by MoE&mpensatory Afforestation (CA)
over double the forestland diverted is raised afegt cost in addition to payment of
NPV of forestland ranging from INR 6.99 lakh per toaINR 10.43 lakh per ha for
suitable remedial measures to restore environniBggides, hydropower project fund
CAT Plans which is about 2.5 % of the project cdst. these works are labour
intensive giving employment opportunities to thedlbcommunities. So the alleged
livelihood crisis is just another hoax.

In view of the above facts, analyses and remediabsures, the finding of the
impugned report by deliberately suppressing infdiomaare proved to be misleading,
fallacious, biased, motivated and mischievous.

All the four projects have met with stiff resistae from the people as the
compensation paid for the acquired land is poor ¢&a7).

In none of the project sites, have locagbe ever objected to the construction of the
projectper se. People of the villages where the project is ledaand from where land
is being/has been acquired have never objectedetadnstruction of these projects.
This is amply documented in the informal and formablic consultations. They have
been demanding various benefits in addition to laathpensation paid and host of
other Relief and Resettlement/ Rehabilitation bénef

In district Kinnaur, the project proponent (Hirhat Pradesh Power Corporation
Limited or HPPCL in short) has paid the highest pensation (Rs. 2.5 crore per
hectare) in the entire region, so much so that emany outside agencies (including
lobbyists and their impugned report) have beguagtey that similar compensation be
given in all ADB projects irrespective of their ltton, prevailing land prices, potential
for land development and loss of income etc. Vélagof only one village namely
Lippa (not affected by the project; also reportedsach in the site inspection report by
the Hon’ble Member of erstwhile NEAA - National Eronment Appellate Authority)
are not willing to support the construction of &dfof the Kashang project. The
villagers are being misguided by disgruntled splirgroups and some outsiders. They
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want some soil conservation measures in the adgifiager Nallah, which HPPCL
has already committed to do, once the work on thggt starts. HPPCL officials are
now having fresh round of discussions with them atidssues will be sorted out
amicably.

As such, local people of the village where prbjeclocated and from where land is
being acquired are neither against the projecthawe opposed it. However, people of
adjoining areas, in the hope of getting some bemefeven for gaining publicity or
under undue influence of outsiders (including soraseti-hydropower lobby
organizations masquerading as NGOs/Civil Societya@izations - CSOs), have been
sending various protest letters to a number ofce#fi agencies and organizations
including to the ADB. It is categorically statedaththere is no resistance let alone ‘stiff
resistance’ from local population, for keeping thkinds and rivers intact by not
constructing the project.

The state is in the thick of a climate change dsisThe rainfall pattern has changed.
There are floods and landslides during the rainy as®ns. Kinnaur region is
receiving rainfall twice the average value of theregipitation in the past.
Accordingly, there is more sediment flow and theojacts are showing diminishing
returns (page 7).

The State does not face any climate cthi®sause there are no significant GHG
emissions throughout the state. There are no complaf acid rain either. Instead, if
the hydropower development is stalled as is beied by the authors and supporters of
the impugned report, the national power grid wdlvé no other option but to rely on
thermal power run on fossil fuel emitting GHGs ahds adding to climate change
problem. If one looks at the past records of rdiiafiaany place over the past 100 years,
one will always find very wide variations in theraral rainfall figures. Rainfall has
never occurred with the same intensity and duratonthe same dates of the
consecutive years at any place. It always variésoding of rivers is not a new
phenomenon as these come in conformity with thefali pattern. Therefore,
construction of 118 hydropower projects by 2022 widt cause any change in the
climate pattern of the state.

The report quotes that Shukla Committee report resommended a moratorium on
hydropower projects in the future as per recommetidas given below

i.  That valleys like Ravi, Beas and Sutlej have beatusated with Hydel Projects

and that there should be a complete moratorium oydel projects till river basin
studies are conducted and an appropriate policylegd.

That most of the projects studied do not follow tlegiteria for minimum
discharge of 15% and that this failure is not of mgliance but of the design of
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the project itself.

iii.  That there should be free flowing river for a miniom distance of 5 km (ad hoc
suggestion pending detailed studies) between thecelwhere the Tail Race
Channel of the upstream project and the Full Resenvlevel (including back
water impact) of the downstream project.

iv.  No project should come up above 7,500 feet msl.

The role of World Bank and ADB (at page 10) in restturing the State Electricity
Board and also financing these four hydropower pegts in contravention of the
recommendation of the Shukla Committee report (pafl is also questionable (page
8,9 &21).

Answer: The Shukla Committee Report has not beeepmed and is pending adjudication
before the Hon’ble High Court. Hence, forcing impkntation of its recommendations
is mischievous and amounts to jumping the gun aiatedusing miscarriage of justice.

So far in all the river basins in the State of, Hily about one-third of the total
hydropower potential is harnessed. So the allegadation is far from having actually
occurred. Moreover, the Government of HP has stathe process of basin-level
studies (Cumulative EIA Studies) beginning withpgaetion of basin-wide CAT Plan
for each river basin in the state. ToR for CEIAds#s for Sutlej has already been
presented before MOEF and EAC’s suggestions dalyrporated in the final ToR.

The downstream discharge regulation was promedget middle of the last decade by
which time many of the hydropower projects wereadly in existence. So to expect
them to have foreseen the requirement and to hade rprovision for downstream

release in their structures is an unfair expeatatitfforts are being made to evolve a
computerized system that will ensure uninterrudis® downstream discharge.

The issue of distance between two successive@sojn a cascade in any river basin is
addressed by allocating domain to each projects @bkpect is also examined by the
MOEF at the ToR approval stage of EIA process.Haurtremedial measures are being
considered to address the real issue of less feEtwden diversion and tailrace outlet of
each project which would in turn address the ditassue as well.

There is no scientific basis of suggestion of aatium on hydropower projects above
7,500 feet altitude.

Criticism of the World Bank and the ADB is unféiecause The Electricity Act 2003
has been held as Magna Carta of electricity refdpage 17).

6 All the four projects have been located in Eco-fike and seismic zones (IV). All the
four rivers are glacial rivers. Sainj project is @ase to The Great Himalayan National
Park and Sainj Wild-Life Sanctuary. Kasang projeat village Lippa is also close to

Comments of HPPCL on report prepared by PPOs titled ‘In the name of clean energy’.

16



Answer:

Answer:

Asarang Wild-Life Sanctuary. Therefore the constrimn activity of these projects
will leave behind the ecological footprint in thesensitive zones. The large number
of labor force deployed at various sites will alatfect the local ecology.

Entire Himalayan region with all its hydoper potential falls in seismic zone-1V and
more severe zone-V, for which projects are desigsaithbly. No accidents have
occurred so far. All the projects being construcbgdthe HPPCL are designed to
withstand earthquakes of magnitude expected is¢ismic zone in which they fall.

The water diversion structures of all the fouojects besides not being ‘dams’ are
located far away from glaciers. In one project oftkgnch-weir’ structure is being
made which does not rise above the riverbed levelother three projects, small
‘barrage’ is to be constructed and not ‘dam’. Sihgeropower projects’ viability is
dependent on glaciers, obviously project constoactvould avoid any activity which
may impact it adversely. Further, presence or atesehwater bodies have no bearing
on melting of glaciers as a number of such natwater bodies exist very close to
glaciers. It is not a scientifically establishedgmaeter, and, hence has not even been
considered for inclusion in the EIA study by thenMiry of Environment & Forests.
Construction activity is so far from glacier (eléea comparison in the table below)
and so small in size and very restricted in cor$iwma period that it cannot have any
negative impact on glaciers.

In Himachal Pradesh, all the national parks aildlife sanctuaries have been formed
with large enough buffer areas around them. Andesiall the projects are at safe
distance of National Park and Wild-Life Sanctua(d® and WLS), no adverse impact
on the ecology of these protected areas is likeelyctur.

The pondage near the barrage will improve thdéoggoof the area rather than affect it
adversely. The labor force at project site (safayay from NP and WLS) will not be
more than 300 persons and their colonies will deupeonly on the non-forestlands
with all the facilities of sanitation etc. The msnce in these colonies will be
temporary in nature not exceeding 3 or 4 years.

Hence, the allegations in the impugned reporhaterue.

All the four projects involve a diversion of 221.%%ctares of forest land. These lands
have Alpine pastures, Deodar & Chilgoza trees arber plants of medicinal values.
Morang tehsil is abode of Chilgoza trees. Thesecsge cannot be regenerated under
compensatory forestry schemes. The constructionivétgt will change the water
aquifer regimes and increase the pressure on theefts and a threat to bio-diversity
(page 17-18).

As already stated that the figure of fdeest diversion to non-forest use needs to be
analyzed properly. The real surface land permadmetsion to non-forest use would
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be less than 40 % of the area quoted. Thus, ordyta®8 ha forestland against 800
MW power — nothing when compared to i) total gepbreal area of the State and total
forest area of the State ii) thermal power projcequal capacity with coal mining
needed to sustain it. The density of forest treesha project sites is very low.
Therefore, the diversion of forestland will noteadf the livelihood of the people and
biodiversity of the area substantially or wholl\neTCA (Compensatory Afforestation)
with local indigenous species will more than mitggany perceived loss. Since the
climate of the catchment area is not different fribra climate of project site, most of
the species planted under CAT Plans will also Ipdiaated. Kinnaur district with over
6000 square kilometers (sq kms) geographical arppasts many areas with Chilgoza
pine and not just Morang Tehsil (area about 100Rmss). This edible nut pine is also
found in Chamba district (Luj area). Chilgoza piseplanted by HPFD (Himachal
Pradesh Forest Department) in many afforestatiberaes in Kinnaur district (and in
Chamba district) with reasonable success and dbiginuing to do so under various
plans and schemes. Therefore, there is no reasdouiot the capability of HPFD to
regenerate this pine. Instead the real reasondonget to natural regeneration of this
pine lay elsewhere.

The real impact on and threat to the very excteaf the Chilgoza treePifus
gerardiana) does not come from any hydropower project big due to the greedy and
unmindful collection of its edible seeds, whichhgghly priced commodity in the
market. It is a common knowledge that right holdeis not collect the seeds
themselves as enshrined in the Forest Rights Bettie Instead, they employ outsiders
to do the job, which is done recklessly by loppihg trees rather mercilessly leaving
no small branches and leaving not even raw seé@dolee a singly ripened seed. This
is resulting in absence of substantial natural megation of the specie. This &
inconvenient truth from which each right-holder shies away from atingtand instead
people like PHPOs make every possible effort to leobtthis truth become public
knowledge. This whole fact when brought to the kimolge during their site inspection
was well appreciated by the NEAA. However, recommgjzthe problem of its
regeneration and being alive to the need, the Mo&d-included implementing a plan
for Chilgoza pine as a condition of in-principleeatance for some other hydropower
project in the district.

Construction of a hydropower projects only imggawe aquifer regime because of
pondage of water.

Thus, the alleged impacts are unrealistic andradnt of imagination not being real.

8 The Pubber river, Sainj valley and river Satluj anerone to flash floods and have
been hit by the floods in the past. The flood levas risen up to 25 m. Clearly any
construction activities on this river will only cae further damage and threat to
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downstream areas. Kasang Project is dotted with 1f#ter springs and people of
nine villages are dependent on these springs forgation and drinking water supply
in this cold desert. The tunneling work has a majonpact on the flow of the springs
and trigger soil erosion. The Pubber valley has edidy been declared as landslide
prone by the geological department of the proje€asang project located on a steep
slope mountains with loose rock formations and peoto landslides (page 18, para
2).

The flash floods are the result of heavingain the catchment area and mere
construction of a barrage of 24 m height will hanerole in the aggravation of floods.
Instead, depending upon the time of occurrencehef ihcident, it may partially
moderate the impact as the storage capacity ofetlsésictures is very small. It
certainly cannot aggravate the situation. The lgarsaill only serve as a benchmark to
measure and regulate the flow. HRT with about 3.@iaameter of impervious concrete
tunnel deep inside the mountains will never affbet flow of springs because these
springs are quite far from the tunnel alignmentbatdrizontally and vertically. There
is usually some leakage of water from the ceilihguanel during its construction but
this leakage is plugged immediately with concreteableast the shortcrete. During
operation phase leakage or seepage, from the twmneito the tunnel, cannot be
tolerated as it would impact the project itself atisdife. The report does not tell about
the coordinates and the record of 150 springs -eeerfigment of imagination? It is
extremely doubtful that all these springs are beaisgd for irrigation and drinking
water supply. Therefore, the prediction in the ignped report that the flow of all these
springs would be affected adversely is malicioud sensational and totally far from
the truth.

Families using access to forests due to tunnelifdgsting and loss of pedestal path
have not been included in affected families. Theselision of forest areas will affect
more than 1000 families at Kasang project where p@P3 families will lose the land.
According to the residents of Pangi and Purbanilajes, dust arising from initial
construction activity on stage | of Kasang projeisthampering the growth of apple
crop very badly. The fruit setting is not happenirmgroperly and the apple is not
developing appropriate color for which Kinaur appls famous for. The production
is also declining. The 6.3 km long tunnel will algagger soil erosion and landslides.
Purbani village on the opposite site of Power Housealready facing the problem of
dust, sliding of land and cracks in houses due tmnstruction activities. At
Swarakuddu project also (the famous apple belt) pkeoare worried about similar
consequences. Similarly in Sainj valley there wile adverse impact on traditional
crops like maize and wheat and other off-seasonatagles. The construction of two
roads to the Pressure Shaft are and the other fr@ambha village to the dam site are
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dumping the muck in a reckless manner leading toyohg up of water sources,
destruction of pedestal path and access to forext grass plots (page 18-19).

Forest areas remain accessible for all conmties despite miniscule quantum of actual
forestland diversion. Access footpath has not lwegyoff and it is PP’s commitment to
restore the same wherever these get damaged duejéut activity. Figure of 1000
families in Kashang HEP Stage-1 is highly exaggetaEven as per Panchayat Parivar
Register (record of families kept at Gram Panchay#tce); in the entire Gram
Panchayat only about 550 families exist. It is dficial record and can be easily
obtained under RTI, which PPO did not find suitedt$ nefarious design.

As regards damage due to dust emission it iscatlaet comments in the impugned
report are based on hearsay and are very far froomg realities. A study conducted
by another hydropower project on the same riveough CSK HP Agriculture
University (located at Palampur, District Kangra)Hid not find any adverse impact
on agriculture and horticulture crops due to dustssion. And despite this finding,
giving due respect to the putatively held beliebHP has formulated a scheme for
compensating, after necessary verification by amiitee, losses occurring due to
impacts of the project. Purbani village is morenth@00 meters (vertical difference) on
the opposite bank of Sutlej River from MAT - Maircéess Tunnel (completed in the
year 2007) of powerhouse of Kashang Stage-1 HERdgwuse is further about more
than 700 meters deep inside the mountain). As ghele is no question of landslides
and cracks in houses in Purbani due to Kashang®i®jconstruction. In all other
projects mentioned in the impugned report, theatitn remains the same.

Construction of two new roads in Sainj HEP hasay begun benefiting the local
people as they are using them for their conveniate® Traffic lights too have been
provided by the project proponents (HPPCL) for amgnce of the local people. This
shows that the intent of the impugned report iscteate imaginary fears and
sensationalism in the minds of its readers be et ltical people, the ADB, various
offices of the Government of India and GovernmdntB as also many other forums,
offices, courts and media etc.

Cumulative impacts on river basins and valleys

10

The river Pubber has been planned for setting upfoie hydroelectric projects with
an installed capacity of 313 MW in a stretch of kKths and the tunnel length will be
68 kms leading to total disappearance of the rivethis long stretch.

Part of the Beas river basin, which has an operat& capacity of 1829 MW (16
projects) and an additional 16 projects of more tha700 MW under various stages
of execution, planning and commissioning, the SaiMplley, which is about 25 kms
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long is completely choked with large Hydroelectpeojects like Larji, Parbati Il and
Il

Satluj river is in dire straits. 23 projects are der different stages in Kinaur valley

itself. Many projects will be located up to the thest reach in i.e. Lahul- Spiti

region. Accordingly the river is in the threat ofishppearance. Weather pattern has
become erratic due to climate change Kinaur regi@receiving 200% more rainfall

than its average which is a serious threat to theea comprising of fractured rocks

embedded in sand. The buildings in Reckong Peo telwp are showing cracks

Geological Survey of India recommended to the Hirhat govt. against any new

construction activity (page 20-22).

As already stated the fear of disappearafidde river is imaginary because i) the
release of statutory discharge to the downstreatheobarrage will not let any stretch
remain totally dry and ii) intervening stretch beem two successive projects will have
normal flows. The downstream discharge is furthggnaented (in each case) by all the
streams/tributaries joining in the intermediateetetn between diversion and tailrace
outlet. Further, the tunnel length does not eqgheal tiver stretch affected due to
diversion as assumed in the impugned report. M@emome river stretch between
two successive hydropower projects in cascade irsgbeept free, interspersing the
stretches of reduced flows. This is common to la&d tiver basins mentioned in the
impugned report. Hence, to say that the rivers wilappear completely in long
continuous stretches is an exaggeration to sensditie the issue.

All the projects in each basin do not belong ®RE€L and also are not funded by the
ADB. As such to blame the HPPCL and/or ADB for taileged cumulative impact is
again heightening with obvious motive to creater famthe minds of people and
authorities concerned with a view to stall projeonstruction by any means, unfair
means not excluded.

It is clarified that Pabbar River is a tributarfyTons River, which is tributary of River
Yamuna. Large stretches of River Yamuna (and it@ntabutaries) are left unaffected
by hydropower development.

Sainj and Parvati are two separate tributarieRigér Beas. The Dam of the Parvati
Stage-Il hydropower project (being constructed ByACT) is located on River Parvati
and it will be using the water of River Parvati amat River Sainj. Larji hydropower

project is neither located on River Parvati norRiwer Sainj; instead it is located on
River Beas many kilometers downstream of the ptsjatentioned in the impugned
report. In fact, upstream of Larji there is no romivwer project on the main Beas right
up to its origin — a riverine stretch of nearly 1kKilbmeters! Thus, it is established
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beyond any reasonable doubt that there is deldbeoshl misrepresentation of facts in
the impugned report. These facts also hold truetieer basins in the State.

The rainfall pattern in Kinaur valley is naturahd is not part of climate change
phenomena. Some days and/or years do receive [famdee than average and some
receive less and that is how we arrive at the geeracommon sense logic. Variation
in rainfall patterns in a year or two is not abnatmA rainfall pattern at any place
always shows wide variations. To assume that itdem®me the established pattern or
permanent change is mischievously fallacious ackkslacientific evidence.

Construction of tunnels deep inside the hill eswill hardly have any impact on the
buildings located far away both horizontally andtieally. There is no hydropower
project constructed or under construction as of iidwgust 2011) at Reckong Peo;
hence, the alleged cracks in buildings there ate(aoad cannot be) attributable to
hydropower projects. The relevant portions of Ggmlal Survey of India have not
been quoted (by authors of the present impugneort)efp substantiate its stand and
therefore the report (of GSI) has been referredobwtontext showing a mischievous
attitude.

The project does not assess the downstream impdotsany credible or
comprehensive way. Without assessing the impacts cemnot even start considering
making compensations for the impacts. All these jes would actually accelerate
and accentuate the climate change impacts and resgltlte people’s capacity to adapt
to the climate change impacts. The destruction ofdsts, hills and rivers by the
project is just one of the factors. The construcatiocof such projects at higher
elevations would also accelerate the melting of @és, will lead to decrease in
snowfall, increase in rainfall, flash floods, red@cground water recharge and also
reducing the access to natural resources that pedpéve, thus reducing their coping
mechanism. The impact assessment of the projects iat taken any of these factors
into account in a credible way. The changing watdow regime due to all these
impacts due to climate change and accentuated kg pinojects would also affect the
acclaimed generation of power from the projects iigelves. The decreasing
generation from hydropower projects mentioned abagethus bound for further
downward journey due to such projects like the od3B is funding.

People in the State of HP are generallydegtendent on main rivers or their major
tributaries for sustenance or for drinking watep@y. If at all there is some
dependency, it barely requires any significant amai flow/water. As already stated
15 to 20% downstream release of flow, which in @age is more than 35 cusecs
(around thousand litres per second of continucaw)feven in the leanest season when
no irrigation is done, is sufficient to meet theeds of the people because the
population inhabiting along the banks of the rilgevery small in upper reaches.
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Melting of glaciers in summer season followedsbpw fall during winter and melting
again next summer is a natural cycle. Melting afcgdrs takes place in hot summer (no
rains) season only and the flow is rarely more 8@ ni/s (even in main river Sutlej)
with no chance of any flash flood. Projects areated at much lower altitudes than
being made out in the impugned report. Melting bvs after the spring season is
desirable to meet the drinking, irrigation and poweeds of the people residing both in
the hills and plains. It is again reiterated thadropower projects even during
construction phase do not (and cannot) cause @eaate glacial melting. As already
stated in detail in reply at point No. 2 in the going, forest and hills are never
destroyed by HEPs of RoR type, as all the constmstare underground only. It is
wrong to suggest that ground water recharge iscedtiwluring flood and increased
rainfall seasons. It is the other way round. Sirtylathe fear and allegation that power
generation will go down in the ADB funded projest mot based on facts. This
possibility is so remote that it is ludicrous teeusas a risk factor. Hence, hydropower
projects do not come in the way of local peopl&pacity to adapt to climate change or
coping mechanism for the same. This is as obvisus @niversal truth not requiring to
be proved again in the impact assessment and shuisély never included in the ToR
for EIA.

The Safequards Smokescreen (Page 23)

12 Inadequate EIA reportsThe environment impact assessment reports forthk four
projects that have been prepared for HPPCL, despite “Terms of Reference” from
the Ministry of Environment Expert Appraisal Comnée as well as the ADB’s own
guidelines, severely fall short in highlighting andlealing with the issues raised
above. While detailed critiques of all the EIA refis have been provided by
environmental groups and local residents during tipaiblic consultations, some of
the common issues emerging across the projects are:

a) Defining affected areas without considering all impts; impacts of tunneling
severely underplayed; Natural resources-liveliholimkages underplayed

i). Chauri and Jaarla streams were not shown in the edted area in the EIA
report of Sawarakuddu

ii). The EIA study of Kasang project showed only fourfedted villages namely
Pangi, Lippa, Toktu and Asarang with 253 affectedirseholds whereas
more than one thousand families will be affectedhd tunneling work in a
stretch of 6.3 kms will affect all the nine village

iii). The argument that entire construction will be undgmound and size of the
reservoir being small downplays the impacts of tahng and blasting
particularly in area like Morang which is notorioudor landslides. NH 22
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had to be shifted from right bank to left bank theflore a small disturbance
can slide the earth and create problems. Cracks dasppeared in
agriculture fields and houses in Raghera area of Ry Punchayat due to
the use of explosives. Same is the case with Purbaltage. Rocks are
falling due to heavy snowfall.

iv). Intake structures for stage Ill and IV of Kasang Bject may not be safe
because weathering process is very active and ingaict of the reservoir on
weathering process has not been studied in the HEiéport. The safe
distance of 0.5 km from the Wildlife sanctuary issgutable. The tunnel
boring machines as demanded in the public hearing aot being used.

v). There are two lakes i.e. Urank —Sowrangwa and Raad&orad on the
ridge at an altitude of 3500 m along the tunnel gfiment and there is no
mention of it in Kasang EIA report.

vi). In Shongtong EIA report, 63.5 hectares of foresié will be diverted to the
project but dependence of the local communities luting tribal
communities have not been settled and assessed ruRdeest Right Act
2006. The dependence on this forest for fuel, foddgrazing has also not
been assessed. Livestock dependence has also mot bighlighted. The
impact of blasting, tunneling and other constructioactivity on seismicity
exacerbate the losses during earth quakes etc hatsbeen highlighted.

Answer: It is incorrect to say that the EIA docunsefall short of the ToR or ADB’s
safeguarding policies. The assumed and exaggeafiegged impacts of the HEPs
are imagination of the PPOs which they erroneohslieve should have been part
of the EIA studies. EIA studies have been donedmyted agencies and the terms
of reference are strictly according to the guidedirof ADB and MoEF. The
answers to the issues raised by local groups dwamgultations have also been
incorporated. It is also emphatically denied thagré is underplaying of any
realistic impact. The EIA and EMP are not smokestsebut are real, practical and
implementable documents.

i). Chauri and Jarala streams are seasonal ones arel t@nncluded.

ii). HPPCL stands by the number of affected villages fandlies. The quoted
figure of families in the impugned report is enfgrevrong. Total population
in these villages (as per Census 2004 2647 in 555 households. Population
in these areas does not increase exponentially as be case elsewhere.
Tunneling is take place very deep inside the moostand far above the
alleged villages. It will not impact the villages & assumed in the impugned
report.
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iii). HPPCL also stands by its argument that blastingatio® inside deep tunnels
has little impact on all the surface of the hilbt. The alleged landslide
prone areas of Morang are very far from the propgs®ject’s tunneling
sites. It is categorically stated that the diversgiructure of the proposed
project does not have any reservoir as it is actremeir structure; hence,
assumed impact is imaginary only. As regards cractkise houses/buildings,
it is reiterated that tunneling does not cause thelowever, as already
committed during public consultations and alsdhi@ EPH, damage to houses
as compared to baseline inventorization, will betaeed or compensated by
the PP without going into inquiry whether it is sad by the project or not as
a measure of ample goodwill gesture. As alreadyatestnated in reply to
point No. 9 in the foregoing, Purbani village ist leing impacted by the
Kashang HEP Stage-1 in any manner. Rock falls dusnbwfall are not
caused by the project.

iv). Weathering process in cold climates remains slowrthér, as already
submitted in the foregoing, reservoir will not beated at the (trench-weir
type) diversion structure of the proposed KashaifPHSo where is the
question of alleged accelerated weathering of raolciesto reservoir? Hence it
was neither supposed to be studied nor has it hee@. HPPCL stands by its
commitment that all stages of Kasang project aie \atry safe distance from
the Lipa-Asarang Wildlife Sanctuary. Use of TunBering Machine (TBM)
for tunneling has not been found techno-econonyidatisible. The TBM can
not be used in the rocks of the nature found inatea and tunnel drilling
with blasting process is the best bet.

v). The impugned report does not give the coordinatekeotwo lakes and this
observation is based on hearsay. This allegatianlexgeled even while EIA
was under consideration of the EAC of MoEF and ak tbeen replied
satisfactorily. The alleged lakes do not existha EIA Study area and these
do not find any mention in the Sol sheets of tHevant area and also are not
seen in the Google Earth. The process of tunnkihdrhas no relevance with
the seismicity of the region. The experience sorfahe Himalayas has not
established the alleged exacerbation. Therefosedbservation speaks more
of the ignorance of the reporter than knowledgeuabiee issue.

vi). The forest rights of the local people have alrdaelgn settled much before the
independence of this country and these are welumieated and being
exercised by the local communities. The Rights &@odncessions on
forestland are identified, recognized, well definadmitted, documented and
recorded in a Settlement Report. These rights ateeritable through

Comments of HPPCL on report prepared by PPOs titled ‘In the name of clean energy’. 25



Answer:

succession. Local people in the project area oh§tomg-Karcham HEP are
enjoying these without any infringement since thiemther, they do not fall
in the category of Primitive Tribal Groups nor FAgricultural Communities.
All areas in the villages in the project area aegafioped and people live in
well-settled and well demarcated villages which argered as such in
revenue records and having access to basic angehke electricity, water
and access roads. The rights in the forests hage a&eémitted in lieu of the
right/duty to protect, regenerate and conserve sforesources. As such
HPPCL is offering compensation in lieu of foreghts under its RR scheme
specifically formulated for the purpose. This sckeas been introduced in
view of such an impact. The total area of forestlanught for diversion, as
already established in reply at Point No.2 includeBonal areas. As already
stated that forest density is very low and the iohjpéd diversion of forest land
Is insignificant. Hence it is incorrect to assurhattthese have been ignored.
Moreover, EIA report has to remain focused on tidrenmental impact and
it cannot supplant the SIA report, which is dongssately.

b) River basin carrying capacities not studied and culative impacts not assessed;

Feasibility study and options assessment weak (p2ise

).

ii).

iv).

V).

The EIA study of Kasang project does not indicate tcumulative affect of
all the four stages. Likewise likely impact of Junhopan and NH 22 is
also not reflected.

In the EIA report of Song-tong Project does not debe the upstream
projects incase of river Satluj and the Parchu lakeausing flash flood in
river Satluj

In Sainj valley four big hydroelectric projects aran progress and
mountains are falling. The road from Aut to Siyunds in hopeless
conditions and vehicular traffic is causing sevepellution in the area. The
EIA report is silent on this issue.

The sediment flow in Sainj and Tirthan watershedsvery heavy. This data
is missing in the EIA report and its impact on dovatream projects.

The EIA report is silent on the issue of climate ahge and decreasing
glacial flows and their impacts on the power gengoa capacity.

Any river basin level studies cannot be enpdrt of any particular project more so
for a project which is located only on a tributanyd not on main river. Similarly,
the cumulative impacts are also separate from g@rgpecific EIA as it would
involve studying impacts of more than one projét¢nce, project specific EIA
does not contain such an impact assessment. Tingeidor all HEPs throughout
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the region and country. To assume it to be diffenercase of projects of HPPCL
and those funded by the ADB is an unfair expeatatio

As regards option assessment it worthwhile tee ribat against an ideal mix of
60:40 for thermal and hydropower, in India it isan&’5:25, thus being tilted
heavily in favour of fossil-fuel based emissionded thermal power projects.
Hence, till the time ideal mix is not achieved tbion assessment alone is more
than sufficient. But this is not acceptable to Pm@kout assigning any reason for
the same. Since PPOs consistently oppose hydropgwaects (mostly on
frivolous grounds), one is led to believe thatdpposition to hydropower is aided,
abetted and funded by coal (and other fossil fl@bpies. Many of the PPOs
themselves may actually be lobby organizations masgling as NGOs/CSOs. It
can be established only through a fair, open, dtatste and transparent inquiry
into the sources of funding of the PPOs and varitauss of their expenses. This is
a tall order given that PPOs lack courage to subtinémselves to such
transparency, while expecting much greater tramsuar from government sector
PPs even in subjudice matters. But voluntary sufionisto such an inquiry will
help the genuine NGOs/CSOs come clean. In theseincgtances the option
assessment provided is the best one can have.

i). The entire impact of the Integrated Kashang HEP e included in the
EIA report of the same. Impacts have been assasdethlity. Jangi-Thopan
HEP is located on main Sutlej River and not on tthieutary on which
Kashang HEP is located. Further, it is staggeretinie as well i.e. it is not
coming up concurrent to the Kashang HEP. Execudiaall the projects will
not be taken up simultaneously. What is meant byirtipact of the existing
NH 22 is not clear. If the reference is to its noproposed
improvement/widening, it is only in hindsight thatich an expectation is
being suggested. At the time of EIA study, no spobposal was known in
public domain. This work too will be staggeredimé and is located far from
the Kashang HEP.

All the tunnels of three entirely different and elated projects will not be
constructed together/simultaneously. There is tgap in constructing each
tunnel and also any two tunnels are separatedapiopriate distance. There
is sufficient rock cover available for each tuntelhave any impact on the
surface slope stability. None of these tunnel qoiebns has started yet. It is
reiterated that tunneling in such deep seatedimtathas no impact of land
slide on surface.

i). This is a frivolous observation because Parchufalkein China and very far
from the project site. Since upstream projectsase on RoR model and
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staggered in time their execution will have no ietpan this project. This is
amply proven by the resilience of the existing powmjects to withstand
such floods.

iii). There are only two projects of NHPC in Sainj Valleshich are under
construction and are nearing completion. Sainj HHE®in the upstream and
is small as compared to NHPC projects. Which oné¢hés fourth project
referred to in the impugned report is not knowntdghor of ‘mountains are
falling’ is also not understood as no mountain &aetsially fallen in the Sainj
HEP area. As regards road condition and vehicuiaffi¢ coupled with
emission due to vehicular movement, it is assesseter the Air Quality
parameters. Road condition is generally unifornthim area, and traffic too is
almost constant (showing no great variation) anecbgpollution level being
stable is part of the environmental baseline fanj3dEP. Hence, to say that
it has not been taken into account is not basedaots and its unbiased
analysis. Had the PP and its consultants knowntkiest would have to later
deal with such naive objections, they certainly lddwave written the same in
SO many words.

iv). It is rather paradoxically ironic to see that NPdaW/LS becoming
fountainheads of silt flow when they have beentedaith one of their many
objectives being watershed protection from degradaand consequent
erosion and silt generation. The catchments of K&hinj and Tirthan)
watersheds are Wildlife Sanctuaries and Nationgk?dhus, fully protected.
Further, there is hardly any habitation in theipepcatchments and there are
no hydropower projects. As such, there is everysaeato doubt the
authenticity of the findings.

Anthropogenic impacts on sediment flux in Sainj dmdhan watersheds for
the paper’s study area as intercepted at Larjbleas misquoted with a highly
biased interpretation and without reference to exntt is a matter of record
and common knowledge that upper regions of bothn[{Sand Tirthan)
watersheds are Wildlife Sanctuaries and NationgksRahus, fully protected,
and in Tirthan watershed hydropower project is (aod can not be) planned
as it is reserved for Trout fish breeding (HP Hymrwer Policy 2007). As
such, even without a hydropower project, high seditmflux is reported,
which is seriously doubtful and hence not includedhe EIA report. Since
Sainj HEP lies in uppermost reach the sediment flovthis part is within
manageable proportion.

Paper’s authors have rightly not blamed the hydnegoprojects for such a
situation. In such circumstances, an impartial apdsitive minded
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Answer:

reporter/researcher would have relied upon fagbosition and would have
given a right conclusion in terms of calling obwstufor a comprehensive
and effective Catchment Area Treatment, which eulyeonly hydropower
projects are providing in this particular regiohwlould advocate for more
such treatment plans to be prepared and implemenitdthe help from
hydropower projects, thus, serving both purposstyation of silt flow and at
the same time power generation! But PPOs, as iswWunt, are not known
for such impartial reporting.

As such, it is established yet again that the alleghortcoming is not based
on properly analyzed facts.

The climate change is not an issue in hydropowejept establishment. It in
fact helps avoid global warming by reducing depewdeon fossil fuel based
thermal power. As regards alleged reduced flowstdugiobal warming, the
discharge (including glacial melt) flow data (pat the DPR) does not
indicate any alarming change or pattern. The trehdhe flow has been
considered while designing the capacity of thegubjSince it is part of the
DPR, hence, it is not repeated in the EIA.

c. Downplaying impacts on socio-culture fabric in prejt affected areas (page 27)

i). The full details of Buddhist and Hindu deities angorshiping of trees has

not been given in the EIA reports of Kasang and $phong projects

There is common confusion amongst PHPOEt EWa and SIA are same and

interchangeable. Or is it yet another ploy to @eainfusion in the minds of the

readers? Let us first be clear that we are talkingut EIA and not SIA and both

documents are very different in nature and objestivThe EIA addresses
primarily the environment impacts and does not e@@ho listing and documenting

social practices and traditions. These detailgfaeefore not included in the EIA

reports of hydropower projects particularly thossdd on ROR model. Moreover,
no such religiously important trees are being affedy the proposed projects and
no such claim was made during a number of publitcsgtiations. Hence, this

objection in merely academic in nature filed witlviaw to fatten the impugned

report.

d. The Superficiality of EMPs and Mitigation Measurdpage 27)

). The EMP documents do not contain comprehensive pleng and

interlinkages between biotic and a biotic component

i). Measures not suggested to antidote the impact onngis. Similarly the

details of right selection of species of plantsiie planted in catchment area
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to ensure maximum survival rate not given.
iii). Community involvement of in drawing of EMP is ladkg.
iv). Muck dumping site not selected above high flood edevel

Answer: The EMPs are not theoretical documentdeats these are really meaningful,
practical, implementable and proven prescriptioith well intentioned mitigation
measures.

). EMP documents have been got prepared from renowgedcies and deal
with all possible issues. The observation madehbyréport is very vague and
non specific.

ii). The impact on springs is always negligible due wanel drilling. The
impugned report fails to show the adverse impadhersprings by giving live
examples (if any) from the executed projects amuetlore creates imaginary
fears. HPFD, the implementing agency of the CATh®lhas the necessary
experience, skills, knowledge, expertise and know-Ho deal with the
subject. The forest officers are expert in setecthe right species to ensure
maximum survival rate. PP has no doubt in thisnega

iii). It is reiterated that a number of informal and fatroonsultations have been
done during EIA studies and preparation of EMP ahdhe points raised
during such consultations have been incorporatkd.i3sue of shoal flushing
formed by Pager Khad is the most prominent examipéeich consideration.

Iv). The muck dumping sites are selected to be safe flading. The base of the
dumping yard is always provided above HFL, if tlite selected lies on the
river flank.

e. Compliance to environmental and forest clearancenddions (page 28)

I). The forest department is slow in utilizing the fusdieposited by the HPPCL
for CAT Plans.

i). Compliance of conditions mentioned in environmentearance letter is
flouted and monitoring is also not done. Six monyhtompliance report are
not shown on the website report.

iii). The conditions contained in the clearance letteofn the MOEF also lack
following vital issues

* Work not to be started on the project till foredearance is also granted
* NOC of Gram Sabha as a precondition for clearance.\

» Compliance of provision of the Forest Right Act 200Resolutions of Pangi
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Gram Sabha and Lippa Gram Sabha ignored.
e Dumping of muck on private land

» Damage to building from tunneling operations not jghin village in Ragera
area because the private consultants hire (NIRL)gmve the contrary.

Answer: HPPCL makes every possible effort to adchigimely compliance of the
conditions of clearances. Pace of implementationrsa@he of the compliance
measures are outside the domain of the PP.

i). The funds for implementation of CAT Plans are dépdsin CAMPA
constituted under orders of hon’ble Supreme Cotiindia. There have
some initial teething trouble in operationalizatiminthe same leading to an
impression that HPFD is slow in utilization of fundeleased by HPPCL.
Now since the operational mechanisms are formalized expected that
pace of implementation would be upscaled.

i).  The condition of clearance letter is never flout€de Regional Office of
MoOEF checks the compliance report frequently. Alsx monthly
compliance reports are sent to MOEF on regularsbasi

lii).  Except site clearance, work is never starteddié$t clearance is obtained.
NOC from Gram Sabha is not a precondition for forelgearance for
project like those being executed by HPPCL. FRAlisady implemented
in the area through the age old British period Bofettlement Reports.
Forest rights are being compensated through a aediBR scheme.
Regular meetings have been held with GP Pangi dd.i@pa and their
demands are adequately addressed. The allegedtresslof Pangi and
Lippa Gram Sabhas supporting the project have rednbignored.
Wherever privately owned land has been used inotuftir muck dumping
adequate compensation is paid. It was comprehdpgiveved by NIRM
that the cracks in the buildings were not due tstihg operations in the
Power House site. The cracks and sliding occurrechnbefore start of the
HPPCL project. NIRM studies were undertaken mucloreethe start of
the project by the HPPCL.

Comments on recommendations:

The recommendations are loaded ones and are frautfhtdangerous prepositions based on
premises and surmises and the PHPOs want to Is¢awthole procesde novo for reasons not far
to seek.

1. Moratorium sought on construction of HEPs is nddtified at all. Similarly, the review
sought is also not required. Moreover, basin |stetlies are planned which would be able
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10.

11.

12.

to afford such opportunities and also address ¢hnearns — both perceived and real.

Eco-sensitive zones are not yet notified and helewand for scrapping all projects is a
wishful thinking.

People’s resistance despite prior informed conBoitacannot be a criteria for review of
project construction.

Policy issue of prior consent of Gram Sabhas haisigab connotations and hence is too
dangerous to be made prior and/or mandatory rageimé

Existing grievance redressal mechanisms under #put Commissioners are functioning
well and there is no need to create multiplicitysoth committees etc. Local people and
their representatives have adequate representatguth committees.

Compliance to FRA is done pretty well in advancéif right from the British times. PESA
is also implemented (consultation should not befused with consent), Land Transfer
Rules of HP are also implemented in letter andtsplothing new is required.

Monitoring by statutory bodies is already donedtrydropower projects and six monthly
monitoring reports are submitted.

There is absolutely no cause of action for puttorg hold any of the ADB assisted
hydropower projects in HP as they are best exangflbstter safeguards and RR measures.
Putting them on hold will send wrong signals th&B\plays in the hands of PHPOs/PPOs
and is ready to believe them without a fair assestnof the situation. It may cause
demoralization of concerned people, staff and tfenaies who through their dedicated and
sincere efforts have been able to set new standattle hydropower sector in HP.

HPPCL is already implementing RR schemes (availabiés website) aimed at providing
compensation for common property resources. HPP@ldwvelcome suggestion for their
improvement.

Definition of project affected families is alreadyde enough to encompass almost entire
population of the project locations. Adding few mariteria is of no use except that it will
provide grounds to PPOs to pick holes in the smawgblementation of RR and other
remedial measures.

Rates of compensation offered by HPPCL are alrébdybest in each of the locality in
which it is working. There is no end to demandsfiwther enhancements.

Merely because few disgruntled elements and miggupkople on some frivolous grounds
have filed appeals or writ petitions, the argunfentstoppage of work does not hold water
as the concerned honorable Courts have not grasted (interim injunction) despite
vehement pleading and repeated requests. Suchian adl amount to exceeding even the
court’s wisdom and jurisdiction.
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In view of above, no action is warranted on the ugimed report as it is biased, motivated,

mischievous, erroneous, and fallacious and hasutio i it.
kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkkhkhkkhkkkkkkhkkhkkkkhkhkkhkkkkhkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkk *%

Comments on photographs depicted in the PPO repoftn the name of clean energy”.

Please note that neither source of these photogr@pltithe impugned report) is quoted nor the
date is given nor the name of the photographeivengwvithout assigning any reason.

SN | Photographs title/description  as| Comments/reply by HPPCL
given in the impugned report of PPO

1 Photograph (No. 1; Page No. 6) of ¢| This khad (stream) though ling between diversio
water-mill (gharat) on Ranwi Khad inand TRT outfall is not being affected in any manner
Sawra-Kuddu HEP area by the Sawra-Kuddu HEP nor is its water to be ysed
for power generation.

The location of the water-mill in terms of villager
coordinates) is not given, hence it is impossibl¢ t
ascertain how far upstream from the project
component alignment it is located.
Since the area is supplied with electricity, no one
uses these traditional water-mills. Judging by |the
paling color of the photograph, it seems to be very
old when there was no electricity in the area.

2 Photograph (No. 2; Page No. 7). Re| This is a general rally organized by a few PHI
against hydropower in Kinnaur Distrigtwith only a handful participants given that it |is
purported to be at the district level. Rally is not
directed against ADB assisted projects.

3 Photograph (No. 1 & 2; Page No. J| Note the torrential nature of the stream which ¢
of Kerang and Kashang Streams. not permit any fish or aquatic life.

4 Photograph (No. 5; Page No. 1| Requires no commenti
Sutlej river in Kinnaur.

5 Photograph (No. 6; Page No. 1| Though requires no comments but readers may
Pabbar Valley to note that this is the diversion site of Sawraiiw
HEP and may like to appreciate the orderly and safe
manner in which muck (whitish in color) has bgen

dumped at site (central part on left bank of ther
— direction of river flow is from top left corneot
bottom right corner).

6 Photograph (No. 7; Page No. 14): Si| Requires no comments ' readers may note th
River at Neuli village. there is no dependence of local people on the $ain;
river. Neuli falls between diversion and TRT outlet

7 Photograph (No. 8; Page No. 17): - | It is categorically stated that there will be ngoamt
fragile alpine area - Lipa-Asrangof Kashang HEP (all stages) on the WLS as |the
sanctuary will be adversely impactediversion site of even the Stage-4 has been shifted
by Kashang Project. downstream to remain well outside the WLS. ADB

is funding Stage-1 to 3 only.

8 Photograph (N¢ 9; Page No. 17| There is no activity planned at this village. 1
Geologically fragile Lippa Village. diversion site on Stage-2 is about 2 kms upstream o
this village and there will be no tunneling etc nea
at this village. In fact this village may be saweith
the help of and due to Kashang project.

9 Photograph (No. 10; Page No. 1| Firstly, the village Rarang is located far awaynir
natural spring near Rarang — to bany project component of Kashang HEP. Secondly,
adversely impacted due to KK linkhe proposed KK link tunnel will pass about two

tunnel kms inside mountains and will be very deep seated.
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Thirdly, despite the greenery around (indicat
peak melt and discharge in the rainy season) ke
no water flowing in the spring (notice thdagru

(spout) being dry), even when KK link tunnel wq
is yet to start.

Hence, there will no impact on the spring in Rar
area.

all the springs in the vicinity inventorized withet

project.

10

Photograph (No. 11 & 12; Page M

19): Rich apple economy under thregderceived threat. It is stated that there is neahto
(Sawra-Kuddu and Kashang HEPapple economy due to these projects.

area)

Conclusion in the title has not any reasor the

11

Photograph (No. 14; Page No. 2
Raanvi khad non-existent in the El
will go dry.

Firstly it is patently false stateme
ARanwi khad finds due mention in the EIA EMP

become dry. It may be noted that has very li

not seen at all.

12

Photograph (No. 15; Page No. 2
Khadra landslide — 3 separate tunn
are proposed on this already frag
mountain.

Firstly, this site is very far from the tunr
eddignments. All the tunnels of three entirely diéfat
iland unrelated projects will not be construc
together/simultaneously. There is time gap
constructing each tunnel and also any two tun

sufficient rock cover available for each tunnel
have any impact on the surface slope stability.eN
of these tunnel constructions has started yets
reiterated that tunneling in such deep seq
locations has no impact of land slide on surfate
proposed (KK link) tunnel of Kashang HEP will
passing deep inside the mountain which is al
three kms (horizontal distance) and about one

no threat to it.
Secondly, most of the land slides in the region

the farmers flood irrigate the thin soils with ptiéu
water available in the area and th
cumulative/combined impact causes the land
slide. It is noticeable here too. The green ling
grass etc depicts oozing water seeping f
agricultural fields above with faulty irrigatio
practice.

(vertical distance) from this site posing absolutel

attributable to faulty irrigation practices, where

re

rk

ang
As a matter of abundant precaution, the PP has got

discharge noted with date/season. In the EPH the PP
has committed to restore any loss of water dubdo t

at

pages — 4-10 (table-4.2); 5-13 (table-5.2); 9-25
(table-9.2); and 9-34. It has been shown to haye a
discharge of about 0.17 cumec, which will not
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discharge as also seen in the photographs whisre it
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Photograph (No. 16; Page No. 2
Loose rock outcrop below whic
Tokhtu village is located and tunnel
Kashang Stage-IV is going to pass.

Firstly, the rock outcrop is not above the villade
his on wayside of the village.
oSecondly, this site is very far from the tuni
alignments.
Thirdly, there is sufficient rock cover availabler f

nel

the tunnel to have any impact on the surface s

ope
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stability. It is reiterated that tunneling in sudbep
seated locations has no impact of land slide
surface. The proposed (Stage-IV HRT) tunnel
Kashang HEP will be passing deep inside
mountain which is about one kms (horizor
distance) and about half km (vertical distanceinft
the rock outcrop posing absolutely no threat to it.

14

Photograph (No. 16; Page No. 2

Concretization of mountain in Parvatithat the shrotcreting and concretization has |

I HEP in Sainj Valley.

Although it calls for no comments, yet it is adc
done to achieve slope stability for powerhouse

the slope is left untreated (for stability) it ikimed
for threatening slope stability and if it achiey
stability, it is blamed for concretizing a mounta|
PP is the like the poor lamb in the famous “W
and the Lamb” story.

15

Photograph (No. 17, 18 & 19: Page |
27):. Archaeological sites under thrg
of extinction due to reservoir in Sawr,
Kuddu and impacts on Manu temple
Sainj and Buddhist temple in Rara
not included in EIA.

In EIA only those items are included on wh
dipacts are anticipated and not anything
aeverything found in the area, locality or in t
idistrict at places far away from project sites.

N@s far as archaeological site of Sawra-Kuddu H
is concerned, the barrage has height has been
low enough so as to ensure safety of this sitg
addition protection walls have been provided
these structures as a measure of ample precd
and also caring gesture. EIA EMP document d
assess the impact and provide measures (Ref: |
3-39 para 3.17.1; 5-18 para 5.3.3; 8-2 Table &1
protect them as cultural sites.
Manu temple is very far from the projeg
components and will have no impact on it. Her
not included.

Similarly, Budhist temple in Rarang is also very
from the site as already clarified in case of wa
spring in the same village (S.N. 9 at photograph
10).
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Photograph (No. 20; Page No. 2
Construction work at powerhouse s
of Kashang Stage-1 — muck dumpi
sites are clearly not above HFL
Sutluj.

This is clever artifice of photography with nothi
iterovided to compare scale. The photograph is f
nguch distance as to show the site very close to. k
ofFurther, being close to river, there are no site
vicinity which would be very from the river or it
HFL. However, it is clarified that no muck has be
washed away by the river as the same is
protected with walls.
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Photograph (No. 21 & 22; Page M
29): Muck Dumping at Sawra-Kudd
project site — violation of clearang
conditions.

Firstly, this is not a muck dumping by Sa-Kuddu
uProject as the label on the truck shag
rmagnification reveals it) mark ‘BLK’. None of th
companies engaged in this project have truck
this mark.

Color of the muck from the Sawra-Kuddu HEP
generally whitish (coming from deep insi
mountain with no weathering of rocks) and the cg
of muck in the photographs is brownish and m

WS
e
with

S

nlor
ore

earthy — a clear sign of earth surface materiathv

—
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was exposed to weatherir

instead it shows protection with walls.

HPPCL, despite having got permission, has
felled all the trees involved in the project areare
if their cost is paid in full. It attempts to saes
many trees as possible. At times due to presen
such un-felled trees the area is mistaken
forestland being used by PP without permission
a remedy, HPPCL now has decided to
signboards on all such sites.

The other photograph does not show violation
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Photograph (No. 23; Page No. 32): |
land and houses to be acquired
dumping purposes.

Firstly, the so called houses are not ‘houses’rauti
firody lives in them. There are the unauthori
structures erected overnight on sites for get
compensation as HPPCL follows ADB safeguard
Secondly, again it is catch 22 situation. If thies
are near river or sloping, these are blamed
PPOS) to be violations and if away and flat, ag
blamed. This is typical of PPOs to blame PPs
lamb) as in the famous story of ‘The Wolf and T
Lamb'.
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Photograph (No. 24; age No. 32)
Shesh Ram from Kartah village
Refused to accept compensat
amount from HPPCL.

Thanks to HPPCL's commitment to abide by
-safeguarding principles of the ADB, some amour
doeing offered for an outrightly unauthoriz
structure erected overnight as previously s
structures were simply demolished without anyth
paid. Not accepting compensation is a democ
right, which anyone can exercise and also go
appeal or reference petition.

Further, by not taking compensation f{
unauthorized structure as moral duty of a conseig
citizen not driven by greed is worth emulating
other claimants of such unauthorized structures.
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Photograph (No. 25; Page No. 3
Carriage of apples to Sainj Market

An important livelihood for agricultural PAFs in the RR Plan of HPPCL accessible af

labourers finds no mention in R&
Plan.

Firstly, this is patently incorrect to say that IRRin
Has ignored such PAFs. Please see the definitig

Rwebsite {Ref: Para 3.2.2 Project Affected Fanj
(PAF) —(iii) Any agricultural or non-agriculturg
labourer, ...}. The lie of the PPOs gets ba
exposed.

Secondly, with the roads provided by the proj¢
apple (and other produce and merchandise) can
be transported more economically for higher ben
to growers and farmers.
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Photograph (No. 26; Page No. 3
Forest to be diverted for the project
no compensation to dependent lo
population.

One, enough compensation in the form
WCompensatory Afforestation, Net Present Va
cabst of trees and implementation of CAT Plang
project cost is paid which would not on
compensate but also create much more fg
resource than what is diverted for project.
Two, the forestland to be diverted for the projisc
too small in the overall context of availability tfis
resource in the area to have any impact on |
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Three, HPPCL is already implementing a
Scheme for compensation for forest rights, which
PPO has conveniently ignored.
22 | Photograph (No. 27; Page No. 3| What is sought to be shown here is not ¢
Mahila Mandal representative |rBut taking this opportunity the PP would like |to
Sawra-Kuddu area. inform that HPPCL is running a RR Scheme (for
involving CBOs (details at HPPCL website) and
also engaging them in the RR activities. PPO |has
deliberately ignored such an initiative just to recp
its point even by telling a blatant lie.
23 | Photograph (No. 28; Page No. 3| This is a Communist Party’s ral- note the sickle
People protest against Kashang Stagend red flag in their hands. Even some people pre
1. smiling. Is it protest? This is not related witheth
project. T
References:

' Himachal Pradesh Power Corporation Ltd is a Himachal Pradesh State Government owned company.

A Report on Asian Development Bank Financed Hydropower Projects in Himachal Pradesh (May 2011)
as available at http://www.sandrp.in/hydropower/Report Adb Financed HEPs HP%20210511.pdf (date

07.07.2011).

" The UNESC website does not list GHNP as WHS http:/whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/in . It is only on

the tentative list as per application submitted.
Y There is no bar on hydropower development in the surrounding area. See UNESCO website FAQ at

http://whc.unesco.org/en/fag

¥ http://hpforest.nic.in/frst2.htm (date 11.08.2011)

! http://www.censusindia.gov.in/PopulationFinder/Population Finder.aspx
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