No. A\ 60
H.P. Forest Department

Dated Luhri, the 8/&7) 8
To:- CCF Rampur

From:- DFO Ani
: Diversi
Sabinaltionst Kae Luhri HEP Stage-1 (210MW), witilin the
ki 0 garh, Rampur & Ani Forest Division in di he
imla and Kullu HP. St Division in district
Memo: Kindl
ndly refer to ,
] our of
Dated. .«ooves covese on the subject cited above. d S endst. NO.

................ e | |
Forest Officer(FCA) O/ 0 APCCF(FCA) HP Smfr?lgli: istﬁ‘;g::frcatlons il
Errorneousely one no of tree of Kakda _ :
’ which is now added against colomniais(i), hvfilshr;(r);ak;e i;:l ideijﬂor;lfm:apg:al again§t
mentioned on remarks coloumn. pling trees s

7 Working plan prescription has now been uploaded on online part. II

3, Errorneousely the distance of forest from the proposed site is typed 0 Km but the actual
distance from the proposed site is 3 KM which has now been corrected in online part II.

4. Thereisnonon forest land available with LHEP SJVNL Ltd. Bithal that can be provided
for CA. In this connection, the necessary certificates of the concerned DC's are attached at
page 485487 on the proposal folder.

5. During the preparation of check List. Sr. No. 6, there was some calculation mistake in
sum up of area and the same was conveyed to DC Kullu also. The area checklist Sr. No. 6

at page 26 -27 and at page 194 of the hard copy are the same (43.6950 hac.) and there isno
difference in this area as pointed out in the EDS. But later on, mistake was corrected and

now the area as shown in Part-I i.e. 43.2297 ha. is correct.

6. The bill of NPV as placed at page No. 456458 of the hard copy is a part of cost benefit
NPV rates as were required for

analysis as a supporting documents for justification of the
Page No. 452458, as already

various calculation. The cost benefit analysis is placed at
mentioned in the check list P -03 at Sr.No. 33 of the hard copy.
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