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One of the first matters to be heard at the 1st September 2006 hearing was  I.A. 1628-1630 which was related transfer of forest land to Jaipur Development Authority. It referred to a report of the concerned Divisional Forest Officer (DFO), dated 3rd May 2006. This report highlighted that land in question in the application was Reserve Forest in 1961 and then became a part of the Wild Life Sanctuary in 1980. 800 bhigas is being transferred to the Jaipur Development Authority. The applicant highlighted that the application has been filed in public interest, and also because despite the DFO report, no action is being taken. The Supreme Court directed that 3rd May 2006 report of the DFO be implemented and that the Central Empowered Committee (CEC) may look into the matter. It also directed the state government to respond.

The next matter heard was I.A.532-534 related to the recommendations of the CEC regarding saw mills in the state of Tripura. The court asked the state government to file its response to the recommendations of the CEC.

I.A.No.1000 with  I.A. 982-984, 1026-1028, 1123-1124, 1210-1211, 1197-1199, 1250-1251 & 1512 related to recommendations of the CEC regarding mining in Jamua Ramgarh Sanctuary in Rajasthan. It was highlighted that there are four basic issues in question here which have been dealt with in the Supreme Court order on Temporary Working Permits (TWP). It was discussed that even though the identification of the buffer zone around National Parks and Sanctuaries should be site specific and state specific, the minimum and maximum parameters should be determined for the same. This was agreed to by the counsel for the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF). The Amicus Curiae, U.U. Lalit highlighted that according to the last order of the court, the MoEF had to respond on the issue buffer zones. The order also asked for a respond from the National Board for Wild Life. The court must file its response within 8 weeks.
In I.A.1601-1603 related to the Uttar Pradesh Development Corporation. It was discussed in the court that the matter is listed to be heard before the Central Empowered Committee on the 12th October 2006 and therefore the Development Corporation and State Government appear before the CEC. It may be listed in the Supreme Court thereafter.

The next matter was I.A.1383, related to the data presented in the State of Forest Report, 2003. The counsel for the MoEF sought time for the matter to be heard, as he felt that the presence of the Amicus Curiae, Harish Salve would be needed for discussion on the case (Also see Forest Case Update, Issue 15, August 2005).

I.A. No.1397-1398 in I.A.No.1289 in I.A.No.1238-1239 related to carrying out Gravity Magnetic And Magneto Telluric Surveys in the Dibru Saikhowa National Park in Assam by Oil India Limited. The court asked whether the recommendations and conditions put forth by the CEC were acceptable to Oil India Limited. The response was that while the recommendations in I.A.1397 were acceptable, in I.A.1398 the condition that was not acceptable was the company having to deposit 800 liters of diesel annually, as this would turn out to be very expensive. The court asked as to whether Oil India would like to file an affidavit stating this. The counsel for Oil India also highlighted that they have already deposited Rs.1 crore that should be adequate.  However, the court felt that both these deposits will serve different purposes.  The diesel would in the monsoon season for the protection of the National Park. The court directed Oil India and CEC to file responses within 2 weeks. (Also See Forest Case Update Issue 20, January 2006).
I.A. No.1399 and IA No.1569 was the Report of the CEC in I.A.No.946. This matter referred to the report of the CEC relate to unlicensed saw mills in Uttar Pradesh. According to this report there are atleast 1600 unlicensed saw mills operating the state. It was found that all the saw mills closed after the 4.3.1997 order of the Supreme Court, were allowed to reopen. The Amicus pointed out that this trend has been taking place in other states like Maharashtra, Haryana and so on. The CEC in their report have stated that the saw mills have been reopened in the garb of renewal of license. The CEC has recommended that a report in respect of each of the 1607 operating saw mills be filed by the concerned state government with all details. The report also recommended fixing the responsibility against the officials responsible for the all these violations. The court accepted the recommendations of the CEC and directed the suspension on all 1607 saw mills operating within the state. The renewal process is to be followed as per the Supreme Court orders. It also directed that the state government will ensure that the said saw mills do not operate. The Chief Secretary of Uttar Pradesh was directed to report to the court on this within 8 weeks.
I.A.NO.1415-1416 and I.A.NO.1417-1419 were also matters related to saw mills in Uttar Pradesh. The Amicus Curiae highlighted that once the recommendations of the CEC are accepted; they would apply to all individual units within the state. In I.A.1415, the court directed the state of Uttar Pradesh to file a response, as it was renewed in 2005 and the name of unit was also changed.

The next matter was I.A. NO.1408 AND 1457. This was the report of the CEC in Application Number 305 filed before the CEC praying for immediate action on misappropriation and alienation of reserved forests in cardamom hill reserve (CLR) in Kerala state.  The state government sought time to respond to the report, which was granted. 

The Amicus Curiae  brought to the notice of the court that W.P(C)No.603/2000  (Society, Protection of Human Rights & Ors  v/s Union of India), was an independent matter and the Amicus was to look into it as discussed the last time it was listed. However, this will not be possible for the current hearing and he requested the matter to be heard on some other day.

The final matter heard was CONMT.PET. (Civil)No.442/2004.  This matter had been discussed in detailed before the CEC. According to the report of the CEC in the case, this I.A. was not maintainable. The counsel for the applicant highlighted that such a decision is not for the CEC to take, but Supreme Court has to decide. The Amicus stated that the CEC has only given its opinion after considering all the facts. The Supreme Court accepted the CEC report (See Forest Case Update, Issues 10, 1, 13, and 14) 


Click Here for Orders of this Hearing
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Several matters were listed before the Central Empowered Committee (CEC) on 13th September 2006. Presented below are highlights of the deliberations that took place at the hearing.

· Application Number 966: Seeking Permission for Construction Of Madhya Ganda Canal Project Stage 11, Route Falling Within Reserve Forest Land And Hastinapur Wild Life Sanctuary (Uttar Pradesh)

This matter was adjourned as the applicant had sought a postponement of hearing.

· Application Number 620: NOC for Construction Of Kalindi By Pass Through Okhla Pakshi Vihar (Uttar Pradesh)

The CEC fixed a site inspection for 26th September 2006

· Application Number 844: Application Seeking Permission for Construction of Baghad Dhawaiya Lift Irrigation Scheme On 0.37 Ha Private Land whiten the Notified Area Of Sone Ghadiyal Sanctuary (Madhya Pradesh)

The application was filed by the Water Resources division of Madhya Pradesh and their representative presented the matter before the CEC. The applicant highlighted that the total cost of the project is Rs.20, 50,000 and the project does not envisage any pumping out of water from the sanctuary. The CEC enquired as to what is the source of the water to which the response was that it is the River Son which is flowing outside the sanctuary boundary. The CEC brought to the notice of the applicant that the petition is extremely sketchy and it is not possible to decipher the location of the project and other details. Therefore a proper application needs to be filed along with the following details: a) Details of the project, including its various components; b) A readable map of the sanctuary with the boundary clearly visible; c) Details of the source of water; d) Explanation on whether the project is part of a lift irrigation scheme or separate only for drinking water

· Application Number 947: Permission For Laying Optical Fibre Cable In Madhav National Park And Sonchirya Abyaran Along Nh-3 Between Gwalior And Shivpuri (Madhya Pradesh)
· Application Number 948: Permission Of Laying Optical Fibre Cable In Reserve Forest Along NH 75 Between Panna And Chhatterpur (Madhya Pradesh)

· Application Number 949: Permission For Laying Optical Fibre Cable In Mahananda Wild Life Sanctuary Along NH 31 Between Siliguri And Melly Bazar Route (West Bengal)

· Application Number 982

The CEC heard all the above applications together as they dealt with similar matters and was filed by the same applicant Bharti Airtel Limited. The CEC sought the details on each of the optical fibre lines. The applicant submitted that in Application number 947, the line is of 16 kilometers. While the total project will cost Rs.3.23 crores, for the stretch in forest land the cost is Rs. 51, 20,000. Further, there will no damage cause to the forest and no structure will be raised. The line in Application number 948 is for 14 kilometres, with total cost being Rs.180 crores and cost for that passing through forest land, Rs. 37, 10,000; for Application number 949, the line is 9 kilometres, total cost for the area where permission is being sought is Rs. 23, 20,000; finally for Application Number 982, the total cost is Rs.1, 31, 22000 and the cost of line in forest land is Rs.53, 60,000. After receiving these details, the CEC also wanted to know whether the applicants have sought the permission of the Chief Wildlife Warden’s of the areas concerned. This is a requirement as per the Wildlife Protection Act, 1972. The applicant was not aware of this procedure. The CEC decided on the following course of action: the CEC will write to the CWWs concerned. If the response is in favour of grant of permission, the CEC will forward the application to the Supreme Court, else will call for another hearing. The CEC also asked the applicant to file an affidavit the extent of forest land and details of land within sanctuary that is to be involved. The applicant was also directed to deposit 5% of the project cost as Net Present Value for the diversion of forest land for non-forest use.

· Application Number 724: Application Seeking Permission for Setting Up an Integrated/Composite Plant For Manufacturing Various Plywood Products in Forest Industrial Area At Badapani (Meghalaya)

The Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF) had not filed a response in this case and sought 15 days time to do so. When questioned by the CEC, the counsel for the MoEF stated that he had received instructions, however, some verification needed to be done. The state government indicated that it will verbally argue the matter. The CEC highlighted that it cannot take any decision on the matter before the receiving inputs from the state government and MoEF. While seeking more details on the application, the CEC indicated that a meeting cum hearing will be called to discuss the above matter, within the month of October 2006. The applicant highlighted their concern and pointed that it is important for the MoEF to take the proceedings of the case more seriously. If the application is to be rejected, then too a decision needs to be taken soon.

· Application Number 835: Seeking direction against the NHPC for willful violation of Forest Conservation Act 1980 and Environment Protection Act, 1986. The applicant in this case is Shiba Sunawar, Shibchu Forest Village, Chalsa district, Jalpaiguri (Sikkim)

The hearing began with the representative of the National Hydro Power Corporation (NHPC) highlighting that they have not received a copy of the application. The advocate for the applicant stated that the copy was sent to them a while back. Member Secretary of the Central Empowered Committee (CEC), M. K. Jiwrajika responded to this stating that normally the CEC does not entertain an application unless all the copies have been served to the respective respondents. The CEC then asked the counsel Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF), A.D.N.Rao to look into the matter, as it involves compliance of clearance conditions. The MoEF counsel agreed to do the same. The CEC also brought to the notice of the respondents and the applicants that there is a letter of the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (PCCF) of Sikkim which agrees to the contentions made by the applicant. The committee then asked NHPC and MoEF to carefully go through the PCCF’s letter and file a response. However, the CEC does not have any reason to doubt the same. They then directed the respondents to take corrective measures, as they don’t expect this from a responsible agency like NHPC. The CEC listed the application for October 2006, and clearly indicated that there should be some change visible on the ground before that.

· Application Number 726: Violation Of FC ACT, 1980 And EP ACT, 1986 and The EIA Notification, 1994 Through Illegal Construction of a Thermal Power Plant at Village Tamnar, Raigarh District, Chhatisgarh and Illegal Diversion of Forest Land (Chhatisgarh)

The matter began with Jayant Bhushan, advocate of JPL bringing up the issue of Rajesh Tripathi’s locus in filing the case and compared it even to the recent Maruti Coke Oven case, Korba, Chhatisgarh where rs.1 lakh fine was levied against Deepak Agarwal, the applicant. The counsel for the applicant Ritwick Dutta countered this by stating that none of what JPL has pointed out in their affidavit proves that Rajesh Tripathi had a vested interest in the matter and it is unnecessary for JPL to link this with the Maruti case. Tripathi is neither is business rival, supplier, producer and so on. This issue was settled when the counsel for the applicant provided the CEC with necessary papers. 

The case then went on to some points of merit, which the applicant had highlighted in their rejoinder. These were primarily, that construction was started on non-forest land before the forest clearance, which JPL also admitted to. However since there was no direct proof that construction did take place on forest land, it came across as the quantum of the violation is very small. Further it was discussed and admitted by JPL, State Government and MOEF that violations were there, but offences have been booked and fines levied. So the issue ends there. That Guidelines (4.4) under the Forest Conservation Act were violated has been agreed upon by all.

The CEC highlighted that all clearances are through; and that the quantum of violations do not warrant a stay. The CEC asked the counsel for the applicant to look into the case and also suggested that the matter be resolved through a meeting rather than a hearing

· Application Number 327: Application for Grant of License to Petitioner that Wood/Timber Of Any Villagers/Persons can be Sawn in the Petitioners Saw Mill (Chhatisgarh)

There was noone who appeared on behalf of the applicant, so the matter was adjourned. It was pointed out that the state government is not supporting the application.

· Application Number 952: Construction of the Hubli Ankola Broad Gauge Railway Line Between Hubli And Ankola Located Within The Western Ghats Of Karnataka (Karnataka)

The advocate of the application explained the matter before the CEC.  It was highlighted that the proposal for the diversion of forest land of 65 hectares was rejected, yet the Railways has been carrying out construction activity on the project in violation of the Forest Conservation Act, 1980 (clause 4.4). The total expenditure on the project is Rs.330crores for a 40 kilometer stretch. The representative from the Railways admitted to the CEC that construction activity is taking place, but on non-forest land. Further, there was a joint survey going on based on the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF) suggestion. The CEC questioned as to whether the Railways was presuming that the forest clearance will be granted and that is why the construction activity is being carried out. What if the forest clearance is not granted, will the project still be viable? The representative from the Railways highlighted that even if the forest clearance is not granted, the railway line will not become in fructuous, and there is a contingency plan in place. However, the CEC was deeply concerned that the construction activity was being carried out in violation of the law. They highlighted that this is a highly irregular and illegal thing to do, and improper on the part of the Railways. This is especially so when the application for grant of forest clearance has been once rejected on merit by the MoEF. The CEC also asked the Railways to submit before them the copy of the approved contingency plan and meanwhile stayed any further construction of the railway line. It also directed the MoEF not to decide on the pending forest clearance till the matter is pending before the CEC.

· Application Number 914: Contempt of Surpreme Court Orders-Grant of Forest Land for Municipal Solid Waste Site Without Central Government Approval And Construction Work Started By City Corporation, Belgaum (Karnataka)
The representatives of the state government and Municipal Corporation stated at the outset that they had not received a copy of the application, though the applicant confirmed that he had served a copy in person. Following this the applicant highlighted that the area in question is 9 acres of deemed forest land in Survey Number 142. The CE enquired from the state government and Municipal Corporation as to whether the approval under the Forest Conservation Act had been acquired. They explained that the law is very clear on the fact that if the approval under the Act is not there, and if the area in question is a deemed forest land as identified by the state, then no construction activity can be carried out without the mandatory approval. The CEC gave four weeks time to file a response.

· Application Number 964: Diversion of 48.19 Ha of Forest Land for Construction Of Diversion Channel Under Flood Protection Scheme In Kota City (Rajasthan)
The counsel for the applicant highlighted that the case involved violation of Section 29, of the Wild Life Protection Act, 1972. The diversion of forest land will lead to change in water flow in the sanctuary. However, no approval had been sought from the National Board for Wild Life. He also pointed to the letter of the MoEF which directs that an EIA has to be carried out, however, the letter indicating the scope of the EIA includes getting environment clearance for the project.  

· Application Number 233: Regarding Illegal Widening And Tarring Of Road In Reserved Forest Of Manavan Shola (Kerala)
It was highlighted that an alternate road will be constructed within a period of one year from the commencement of the project. Further, the road currently bifurcating the sanctuary will be closed and there will be no further expansion. No further expansion of the Ashram, tourist complexes, and guest house in any form will be permissible. Noone except those in charge of the temple will be allowed to stay in the tourist complex. An undertaking was also sought that no labour will stay within the sanctuary area.

· Application 945 in I.A. No. 233: Application for Impleadment/Intervention Under Order Xliii Rule 2 Of The Supreme Court Rules (Kerala)
The CEC directed the concerned authorities to check if work is going on and make sure it is stopped immediately. CEC has been to the places in question in this application, personally. Further, if work is going on then it needs to be found out, who started this work and get all the details. 
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Orders Dated 1.9.2006
· I.A.Nos.1628-1630 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Related to transfer of forest land to Jaipur Development Authority

What   the   applicant,   in   fact,   seeks   is   the implementation   of   the communication of the Deputy Conservator of Forests dated 23rd May, 2006.

It would be   appropriate   if   the   applications   are   prosecuted   by   the   learned   amicus curiae.     The   State   of   Rajasthan shall   file   reply   within   four   weeks.     In the meantime,     the   Central   Empowered   Committee   may   also   look   into   the matter   and   file   its   response.     The   applicant   henceforth,   if   comes   in possession   of   any   document,   may   supply   the   same   to   the   learned   amicus curiae.

· I.A. Nos.532-534 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Regarding Saw Mills in Tripura
The   response   to   the   recommendations   of   the   Central Empowered Committee may be filed within four weeks.

· I.A.   No.1000   with   982-984,   1026-1028,   1123-1124,   1210-1211,   1197-1199,1250-1251 and 1512 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Related to recommendations of the CEC regarding mining in Jamua Ramgarh Sanctuary in Rajasthan

The State of Rajasthan is permitted to file additional affidavit within eight weeks. List after eight weeks.

· I.A.Nos.1601-1603 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Related to the Uttar Pradesh Development Corporation

The   matters   are   stated   to   be   listed   before   the   Central Empowered Committee on 11th  September, 2006.   The Madhya Pradesh Development Corporation and the State Government may appear before the Central Empowered Committee and file requisite documents as well. 

List  the interlocutory  applications   after  receipt of  the  report from the Central Empowered Committee.

· I.A.   Nos.1397-1398   in   I.A.   No.1289   in   I.A.   Nos.1238-1239   in   Writ   Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Related to carrying out Gravity Magnetic And Magneto Telluric Surveys in the Dibru Saikhowa National Park in Assam by Oil India Limited

I.A. No.1397:

The Oil India Limited is permitted to conduct the survey, subject to the conditions mentioned in the Report dated 25th August, 2006, which are acceptable to the applicant.  The interlocutory application is disposed of.

I.A. No.1398:

Response   to   the   recommendations   of   the   Central   Empowered Committee may be filed within two weeks. The interlocutory application is adjourned for two weeks.

· I.A. No.1399 and I.A. No.1569 with I.A. No.946 in I.A. Nos.301-382 in Writ Petition   (C)   No.202   of   1995   and   I.A.   Nos.1327-1328   and   1526   in   Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: R elated to unlicensed saw mills in Uttar Pradesh

The   Central   Empowered   Committee,   in   its   report   dated   1st September, 2005, after noticing  in the Report how  1607 saw mills have been re-opened in the garb of renewal of the old licenses, has made the following recommendations:

              "(a)   suspending   the   functioning   of   all   the   1607   saw mills   to   where   licenses   have   been   renewed   after 04.3.97."

The   further   recommendation   of   the   Central   Empowered Committee is that the Report in respect of each of 1607 saw mills shall be filed   by   the   State   Government   giving   details   of   old   licenses   and   other particulars   in   the   recommendation,   i.e.,   paragraph   13(b)   of   the   Report which reads as under:

              "directing the Chief Secretary,  Uttar Pradesh  to file a  report of each of the 1607 saw mills giving details of the old   licenses,   the   year   in   which   the   such   licenses   were issued,   the   year   upto   which   the   old   licenses   were  renewed, the date on which the saw mill was closed, the number of years for which the saw mills had   run   illegally,   the   officer   who   had   verified   and cross-verified   the   genuineness   of   the   old   license,   the basis   of   reopening   of   the   saw   mill,   the   details   of   the machinery   and   electric   connection   at   the   time   of   the renewal of the old license and whether the delay in the renewal   was   due   to   administrative   reasons   or   due   to lapse on the part of the saw mill owner."

The learned counsel appearing for the State of Uttar Pradesh submits   that,   having   regard   to   the   facts   of   the   case,   the   aforesaid recommendations   may   be   accepted.     In   this   view,   we   direct   the suspension   of   all   1607   saw   mills   in   respect   of   which   licenses   were renewed after 4th March, 1997.  The State Government would ensure that the said saw mills do not operate.  The Chief Secretary, Uttar Pradesh, is directed   to   file   a   report   in   terms   of   paragraph   13(b),   which recommendation we have accepted, within a period of eight weeks.   We

also   accept   the   third   recommendation   contained   in   paragraph   13(c)   to the effect that after receipt of the report, the saw mills in respect of which regular   renewals   have   been   given,   the   renewal   fees   were   deposited regularly   and   the   renewal   of   licenses   were   delayed   due   to administrative/technical reasons and not due to default on the part of the applicant   saw   mills   may   be   permitted   to   be   reopened.     The   Central Empowered Committee has also made the following recommendations: 

             "(a)   a   seniority   list   of   plywood/veneer   units   operating in the State of Uttar Pradesh and Uttaranchal (part of

undivided   U.P.)   on   the   strength   of   `No   Objection   Certificate'   issued   by   the   Forest   Department   prior   to  04.3.97   may   be   prepared   after   verifying   the   validity   and genuineness of such `No Objection Certificate';

             (b)   after   accessing   timber   availability   qua  capacity   of existing   licensed   saw   mills   depending   upon   the availability of timber the existing plywood/veneer units  may   be   granted   license   on   the   principle   of   first   come   last go.  The units found not eligible for grant of license    may be closed;

             (d)   the   electricity   connection   of   all   unlicensed   units shall   be   disconnected,   their   machinery's   shall   be dismantled   and   the   various   registration   etc.   issued   to such   units   shall   be   cancelled   by   the   respective authorities."

The  State Government has  no  objection  to the acceptance of the aforesaid recommendations.  We order accordingly.

Another   recommendation   made   by   the   Central   Empowered Committee is:

             "(c) as far as feasible, the plywood/ veneer units should be   permitted   to   operate   only   in   the   industrial   estates              identified   for   this   purpose.     This   is   particularly              necessary in Uttaranchal where practically all areas are within   an   aerial   distance   of   10   km.   from   the   nearest forest."

As prayed, we permit the State Government to file an affidavit placing   on   record   the   difficulty,   if   any,   in   accepting   the    aforesaid recommendation.

The recommendation for fixing  the responsibility against the officials responsible for allowing large number of wood based industries to   re-open/continue   in   violation   of   this   Court's   orders   would   be considered at an appropriate stage.

I.A.   No.1494   in   Writ   Petition   (C)   No.202   of   1995,   I.A.   No.1495   in   Writ Petition   (C)   No.202   of   1995   and   Cont.   Pet.   (C)   No.442/2004   with   I.A. No.1400 in W.P.(C) No.202 of 1995:

We do not propose to proceed with the contempt petition and the  interlocutory  applications  in  view  of  what  is  stated  in  the  report of the   Central   Empowered   Committee   dated   31st  August,   2006.     The interlocutory applications and the contempt petition are dismissed. 

· I.A. No.1408 and 1457 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995 and I.A. No.1462 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995: Report of the CEC in Application Number 305 filed before the CEC praying for immediate action on misappropriation and alienation of reserved forests in cardamom hill reserve (CLR) in Kerala state.  
The   State   of   Kerala   is   granted   two   weeks'   time   to   file   its response to the report of the Central Empowered Committee.

Orders Dated 29.9.2006
· I.A. Nos.1505-1506 in W.P. (C) No.202 of 1995
In view  of the orders already passed in respect of T.W.Ps., no   further   orders   are   necessary   to   be   passed   on   these   applications separately.  They are disposed of accordingly.

· I.A. Nos.1517-1518 in I.A. No.703 in Writ Petition (C) No.202 of 1995
The learned counsel for the appellant seeks two weeks' time to look into the report of the Central Empowered Committee dated 27th September, 2006, and, if necessary, file its response. 

· I.A.   No.1535   in   I.A.   No.548   and   I.A.   Nos.1616-1617   in   Writ   Petition   (C) No.202 of 1995: Application(s) on behalf of the Raika-Camel and livestock breeders and pastoralists-for protecting their traditional grazing rights

The   Report   received   from   the   Chief   Wildlife   Warden, Rajasthan,   be  placed  on  record  and  copy   supplied  to  learned  counsel for the applicant-Samiti within two weeks. The matter is adjourned.

· I.A. Nos.1584-1586 in Writ Petition (C) No.202/1995
A   prayer   for   withdrawal   made   in   the   affidavit   dated   28th August, 2006 by Sunil Bhagchand Navgire is declined.  He is, however, discharged from the obligation to appear in the case.   Instead, learned Amicus Curiae will assist the Court to find out whether any unlicensed saw mills are still operating in the area or not.  Mr. A.D.N. Rao, learned counsel   appearing   for   the   Ministry   of   Environment   and   Forests   also prays for adjournment to look into it and file response on the issue of unlicensed saw mills working or not within two weeks.
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For further information and clarifications please write to forestcase@yahoo.com 

Coordinating addresses: E-180, Greater Kailash 2, New Delhi-110048 and 

C-106, Sector 40, Noida, Uttar Pradesh

Visit the Forest Case Update Website for past issues and accessing the orders of the Supreme Court and Central Empowered Committee: www.forestcaseindia.org     

We would like to acknowledge the support of Foundation for Ecological Security (FES and). The support for the procurement of the Supreme Court orders has been received from Rufford’s Small Grants.

Some Orders in Godavarman Case in September 2006 � HYPERLINK  \l "_CEC_Hearing_on_the Polavaram Dam Is" ��


�





Highlights of the Godavarman Hearing, 1st September 2006





Highlights of the Hearing of the Central Empowered Committee, 


13th September 2006
































PAGE  
10

