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Sl. Judgment Details Para wise Review regarding stand of Department of
No. Forests. Uttar Pradesh
1 Initially, the appellants submit, a proposal for setting up of the project in EAUERIIE SR nmm_, s,
. question was proposed to be located near villages- Hazipur- Katya, Pahai Goura | d&fiei-wey, Rver— ARG & A 9 s
and Katya, Tehsil Jakhnia and Saidpur, District Ghazipur, UP with land gferT ¥ =) amfarg am (E=he—7985.00 THS),
requirement of mmmmmo acres for power plant, green belt and ash pond as per ERUME AR (e E AR I — TR ¥ R
Form-1 dated 315t December, 2010 annexure A-2. However, when E:w proposal IRET T (Be-9309.52 Tpe) Reug
came up for consideration .moﬂ. grant o.ﬁ TOR before the 2ond meeting of ,.&5 SH URGS B9 SR W e ey T
reconstituted Expert Appraisal Committee of Thermal Power and Coal Mine 5 . 3 -
. th 1] . ; . . et g8 & Som Wt dmwer oa ARy @
projects held on 4th -5th April, 2011, the information regarding the changed s o et 3 R ..
location-District Mirzapur situate at 140Km from the previous location- was | TNL & = e, e » NUHY,
submitted as follows:- aPEE, R, WS, W R 4,
“Th /i tti 2x660 MW S Critical Coal @mw Rra) R U S
e proposal is for setting up w\ X / uper ..: \Q.u oa R F o e @y < 3
based Thermal Power Plant at villages Dadri Khurd, in Mirzapur . .
Sadar Taluk, in MirzapurDistt. in Uttar Pradesh...... RSINEL mﬂ EALER 5 GBI ¥
Coal requirements will be 6.4 MTPA. Coal will be obtained from SRfET o= X forT gam 8
domestic coal block through SECL/NCL/CCL mines...........
There are no National Parks, Wildlife Sanctuaries, Tiger/Biosphere
Reserves etc. within 10 Km of the site. Danti RF, Mirzapur RF,
Patehra RF and Gorthara RF is situated within 10 Km from the
project site.”
6

In the 24th meeting of re-constituted EAC (Thermal) held on 2nd May, 2011 the
project proponent along with his consultant M/s J.M Environet Pvt. Ltd. gave a
presentation and provided the following information as per the minutes of the
meeting- “The proposal is for setting up 2x660 MW Super Critical Coal based Thermal
Power Project at villages Dadri Khurd, Mirzapur Sadar Taluk in UP. Land requirement
will be 1100 acres, out of which 798 acres is un-irrigated barren land and 77 acres is
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waste land. 875 acres land will be used for plant and 225 acres land will be used for
railway and pipeline corridor..... The project proponent submitted that the
Ganges River is about 22Kms from the proposed site and site is not in flood plain of
the Ganges. The project proponent also submitted survey of India toposheet in
confirmation of their submission. It was also informed that M/s Welspun Energy (U.P)
Pvt. Ltd. had conducted pre-feasibility for availability and route of water pipeline from
Upper Khajuri Dam till the proposed project site....... The project proponent informed
that they have started collection of AAQ data since April and completed monitoring
before onset of monsoon. The Committee decided the same can be used for
preparation of EIA Report.”

10

The appellants submit that the EAC recommended project for EC overlooking its own
observations, siting guidelines and without considering the representations/responses
of the affected people, namely Banaras Hindu University and site visit report dated

15th September, 2013. The appellants referred to the following siting criteria laid
down by the respondent no.1- MoEF&CC:

A. Availability of adequate uncultivable and unused land for
erecting power plant structures;

B. Vicinity to the railway line for laying railway siding for coal
transportation;

C. Suitability of land from topography, geological aspects;

D. Environmentally suitable, absence of sensitive

and major settlements.

areas
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Despite service of notice to respondent no.2- State of Uttar Pradesh and respondent
no.3-Uttar Pradesh Pollution Control Board choose not to file their replies. According
to them they had very limited role in the entire process and therefore, no replies are
necessary.

Sl URATSTAT BT ATTATS URKATG HIRG FRDIR
QUiRY 99 Ud oearg giRadd HArerd g
UPHR YAV a9 U Ieldry uRdas dared

)




\

AT HITerg e ® qalTep—
83l /08 / 38 /2018 / Twofl0 / 478 Te=is 11.01.
2017 & fivg W& 3R uE Soorw fbar war §
f 3-In pursuance of order of Hon’ble NGT in
appeal no 79 of 2014. Department of Forests, UP
may review its stand on the proposal. 3TUTer wwE
79/2014 ¥ o ST R e @ R
ol @1 ds o)t g fHie 01.05.2017 @I
Hio I B8R ugﬂ@ﬁs @ aTelre # faumT
T W] W &Y B uiaRey AEew & @A A
Rerfer wee @ea gu geieror s ufda fasan
Sl B |

29

Material portion of the minutes of EAC meeting dated May 4th and sth, 2011 at
annexure A-4 (page80) reads as under:

“2.10 2x660 MW Super Critical Coals Based Thermal
Power Plant of M/s S\mWﬁ:: Energy UP Private Litd. at
villages Dadri Khurd, in Mirzapur Sadar Taluk, in
Mirzapur Distt. in Uttar Pradesh- reg. TOR.

“The proposal was earlier placed for consideration in the 2214 meeting
held during April 4-5, 2011 wherein the Committee noted that the
proposed site may be in the flood plain of river or very close to it and
has forests in the vicinity. The Committee also noted that the other
sites identified were rejected by the project proponent itself. The
Committee therefore decided that the project proponent shall identify
more alternative acceptable sites and accordingly deferred the
proposal for re-consideration at a later stage.

The proposal was again placed for re-consideration for determination
of terms of reference for undertaking EIA/JEMP study as per the
provisions of EIA Notification, 2006. The project proponent along with
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its consultant M/s

J.M Environet Put. Ltd. gave a presentation and provided the following
information:

The proposal is for setting up of 2x660 MW Super Critical Coal Based
Thermal Power Plant at Villages Dadri Khurd, in Mirzapur Sadar Taluk,
in Mirzapur Distt. in Uttar Pradesh. Land requirement will be 1100
acres, out of which 798 acres is unirrigated barren land and 77 acres
is waste land. 875 acres land will be used for plant and 225 acres land
will be used for railway and pipeline corridor. The co-ordinates of the
plant site are at Latitude 24°58’51.2"”N to 25°00’5.43”’N and Longitude
82°39'34.1"F

to 82°40°52.71"E. Coal requirements will be 6.4 MTPA. Coal will be
obtained from domestic coal block through SECL/NCL/CCL mines. Area
requirement for ash/pond dyke will be 225 acres including green belt.
Water requirement will be 45 MCM/annum, which will be sourced from
the Upper Khajuri Dam and Ganga River through a pipeline about a
distance of 4km and 17 km respectively from project site. There are no
National parks, Wildlife sanctuaries, Tiger/Biosphere reserves etc.
within 10 km of the site. Danti RF, Mirzapur RF, Patehra RF and
Gorthara RF are situated within 10 km from the project site.

The project proponent submitted that Ganges River is about 22 Kms
from the proposed site and site is not in the flood plain of the Ganges.
The project proponent also submitted Survey of India toposheet in
confirmation to their submission. It was also informed that M/s
WAPCOS has conducted pre-feasibility for availability and route of
water pipeline from Upper Khajuri Dam till the proposed project site.
The Committee noted that details of water availability need to be
extensively examined and a detailed source of water sustainability
study shall be submitted.

The project proponent informed that they have started collection of

e gt @1 A § | (Herih—2)

U it O @vd g%
frefa we— 23(2)36(@) / 14—@—67 feid 24
SerE 1967 BRI 423 drem 12 favar (2e4.88
Te) B ad gR—4 WRaE o sifefEm
1927 & arcld fasnfd vd u@TRE @ Tl
(eieTeTem—3)

fasifts  \@I1—4646 / 14—2—20
(41)—77 fe=iifea 20.07.1977 ERI 419 <rEl 9
favar (26229 Tebe) SRHIT TR—20 HRAW a9
qfefygm 1927 g = fsnfua fear
(HerTa—4) |




AAQ data since April and complete monitoring before onset of
monsoon. The Committee decided that the same can be used for
preparation of EIA report.
Based on the information provided and presentation made, the Committee prescribed
the following specific ToRs for undertaking detailed study and preparation of
EMP....... ¥
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If one looks at para 7(i) stage Il of the EC Regulations, 2006 dealing with the process of
scoping it is not difficult to find that all the information furnished in the prescribed
application Form-l, forms the basis of detailed and comprehensive Terms of Reference
addressing all relevant environmental concerns for the preparation of Environmental
Impact Assessment Report in respect of the project for which prior EC is sought in as
much as potential impacts of the project are assessed with reference to the
information revealed in Form-l. Though, there is no bar on the EAC to consider basic
information as a source of information, the EAC has to consider details of the activity
in relation to:

(i)  Construction, operation or decommissioning of the project,
involving actions, which will cause physical changes in the locality
(topography, land use, changes in water bodies).

Use of natural resources for construction or operation of the
project (such as land, water, materials or energy, especially any
resources which are non-renewable or in short supply)

(iii) Use, storage, transportation, handling or production of
substances or materials, which could be harmful to human
health or the environment or raise concerns about actual or
perceived risks to human health.

(iv)  Production of solid wastes during construction or operation or

de-commissioning.

(v)  Release of pollutants or any hazardous, toxic or noxious
substances to air.
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(vi)  Generation of Noise and Vibration, and Emissions of Light and
Heat.

(vi) Risks of contamination of land or water from releases of
pollutants into the ground or into sewers, surface waters, ground
water, coastal waters or the sea.

(viii) Risk of accidents during construction or operation of the project,
which could affect human health or the environment.

(ix) Factors which should be considered (such as consequential
development) which could lead to environmental effects or the
potential for cumulative impacts with other existing or planned
activities in the locality.

(x)  Environmental sensitivity.

Furnished in Form-I

Before detailed and comprehensive Terms of Reference addressing all relevant
Environmental concerns for the preparation of Environmental Impact
Assessment Report are determined, it is worthwhile to note, the EAC is
expected to be pro-active in as much as to look for other information as to
would be available, and secondly it has discretion to reject the application at
the stage of scoping upon the total view of the material before it and in that
context observations made by the Southern Zone Bench of this Tribunal in
R. Veeramani’'s Case regarding the role of the EAC and its authority to vet the
information furnished and be bound by it are misplaced as regards the present
case. However, in view of the discrepancies pointed out in basic information,
Form-1 and fresh Form- I furnished by the respondent no.4 as pointed earlier,
legitimate questions as regards the objective consideration of the information
furnished to the EAC for determining the detailed and comprehensive ToRs
arise,. In our view all the information furnished and considered by the EAC for
the determination of ToR is a raw material for the Terms of Reference
determined from which the draft EIA report takes shape- a material step for
further stages of public consultations, appraisal, recommendations of EAC and




ultimately for grant of EC.
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Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the appellants further invited our
attention to IL&FS Technical EIA Guidelines Manual for thermal power plant-
August, 2010 prepared for the MoEF, Government of India. Purpose of
developing such sector specific technical guideline manual is to provide clear
information on EIA to all the stakeholders. It gives guidelines for site selection
of coal based thermal power station and general siting factors (page 2748 to
2749). At the outset it exhorts the stakeholders to recognise that no forest land
shall  be used for non-forest activity and no prime agricultural land shall be
converted into industrial site. As regards the site selection for thermal power
station, it makes reference to the Guidelines of Central Electricity Authority,
Government of India for site selection of coal based thermal power station
which advice the selection of site near to coal source, accessibility by road and
rail. These guidelines spells out the priorities for site selection as follows:

First priority is given to the sites those are free from forest,
habitation and irrigated/agricultural land. Second priority is given
to those sites that are barren, i.e. wasteland, intermixed with any
other land type, which amounts to 20% of the total land identified
for the purpose.

38

Guidelines for site selection of coal thermal power station set by MoEF are made
available in the said manual as under:

* Locations of thermal power stations are avoided within
25km of the outer periphery of the following:

-metropolitan cities;
-National park and wildlife sanctuaries;
-Ecologically sensitive areas like tropical forest, biosphere
reserve, important lake and coastal areas rich in coral
formation;

* The sites should be chosen in such a way that chimneys
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of the power plants do not fall within the approach
funnel of the runway of the nearest airport;

» Those sites should be chosen which are at least 500m
away from the flood plain of river system;

*  Location of the sites are avoided in the vicinity (say
10km) of places of archaeological, historical,
cultural/religious/tourist  importance and defense
installations;

Forest or prime agriculture lands are avoided for setting up of thermal power houses or ash
disposal.
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In this backdrop the contentions raised by the appellants that there was deliberate
concealment of forest land by the appellants in the present case gains significance.
Learned Counsel appearing on ‘behalf of the appellants submitted that the project
proponent concealed the presence of forest within the plant boundary in Form-|

dated 39 December, 2011 as well as in the EIA Report (Page 621) with the statement
that there is no forest land within plant boundary.

TN 38 B SN |
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Perusal of the Form -1 dated 03-12-2011 (page no. 93) reveals clear statement of the
fact at entry in serial no. 21-23 of the Form-1 that no forest land is involved and as
such, the proposal does not call for clearances under the Forest Conservation Act,
1980. Perusal of the EIA Report (page no. 621) also reveals a categorical assertion that
no forest land is within the plant boundary. It is pointed out by the Appellants from
the Form-1 that the project envisages approach road connecting SH-5, 15.5 kms
distance railway line from Sarsogram railway station and 17 kms of pipeline (31kms
as per the EIA Report page no. 601) to fetch water from River Ganga and all this
passes through the Reserve Forest.
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It is noticed that the WAPCOS team upon visit to the project site (30-09-2011)
at Dadri Khurd Village found dense vegetation/forest at Southern-Eastern part
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of the plant area (page 165). It is also correct that Land Use/Land Cover
(LULC) map of District Mirzapur (page no. 2990-2992) shows project area
mostly occupied by deciduous forest and part of it by agriculture, plantation.
On the other hand, the Project Proponent relies upon the judgments
delivered in Application No. 19(THC)/2013 dated 08-08-2014 titled as
Nisraga Vs. Assistant Conservator of Forests as well as in New Okhla Bird
Sanctuary case [(2011) 1 SCC 744: in In Re construction of park at Noida
near Okhla Bird Sanctuary]. The Hon’ble Apex Court in In Re-construction
of park at Noida near Okhla Bird Sanctuary case observed as follows:

“In support of the applicant’s case that there used to be a forest at
the project site he relies upon the report of the CCF based on site
inspection and the Google Image and most heavily on the FSI Report
based on satellite imagery and analyzed by GSI application. A
satellite image may not always reveal the complete story. Let us for
a moment come down from the satellite to the earth and see what
picture emerges from the government records and how things
appear on the ground. In the revenue records, none of the khasras
(plots) falling in the project areas was ever show as jungle or
forest..”

Moreover, the Appellants admit in their affidavit dated 05-04- 2016 (page no.
2974) that satellite image per se cannot be relied upon as 100% accurate
evidence for forest area. However, it proceeds further to state that the time
when the said judgments were passed Google Earth Imagery was most common
and Bhuvan Application Services were not developed; and Bhuvan Satellite
imagery is based on advance technologies like Multi- temporal(satellite images
collected repeatedly over a long time for a year or more), multi-
layered(superimposing images from different satellites and sensors) and multi-
spectral (involving different radiations other than IR radiation), which when
collaborated with ground data gives fairly accurate information about the
present land use and land cover. Even accepting this statement to be correct its
collaboration with the ground data is indispensable for giving fairly accurate




information. Ground data collection is, therefore,

a key to answer the question
whether the land was a forest or forest like area.

45

We have therefore to see what site inspection reports have procured for the benefit
of decision making. Site visit report dated 01-08-2008 makes a reference to the piece
of land in Village Kushiyara and Sangra as having been identified in Thesil Lalganj,
Haliya, District Mirzapur and having being identified as a forest like area having
specified number of trees mentioned therein. It does not say anything about Village
Dadri Khurd. Site Inspection Report dated 19-11-2012 (page no. 508) reveals that the
inspection of the project site was purportedly carried out by team of Forest Officials,
Scientist from MoEF, Project Proponent, Villagers from Mirzapur and Sh. Balram
Singh, President, Van Upvan Conservation of Nature Environment Society. The team
after going through the reports of the DFO Mirzapur dated 16-08-2013 and 13-09-
2013 as well as revenue records of Village Dadri Khurd drew conclusions as follows:

1. Thus from the records available  the proposed
Welspum
Thermal Power Plant site plan included no notified reserved

forest/protected forest and forest like area recognized in Mirzapur
district in compliance of Hon’ble Supreme Court order.

The two Gatas 180 and 216 jha with an area of 1.5 ha included in
proposed site plan of Welspum Thermal Power Plant is revenue recorded
Jhari (forest). The ownership belongs to UP Govt. and it is in process of
transfer to the company. If this is used for non-forestry purpose, it requires
approval of Central Govt. under Forest (Conservation) Act.
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Learned Counsel appearing on behalf of the appellants further brought to our notice
that not only the project involves use of forest land for coal transportation, water
pipeline but there is no discussion in the EIA report regarding the potential impact
of the fragmentation of the forest and disturbance of wildlife due to the passing of
the railway line for coal transportation, construction of transmission line, water
pipeline and approach road. From the facts noticed herein above, it is evident that the
project is surrounded by forest and involves ‘Parti Bhumi’ (fallow land)’ thereby
signifying least anthropogenic activity at or around the project site and, thus the issue
of wildlife in the area deserves serious consideration. EIA report (page 668) and the
table provided therein (Page 669, 675) make mention of having not noticed any
endangered species within the area of project site and the area lying in 10 km of the
radius therefrom. However, the appellants pointed out to the response received by

them to the RTI query dated 27th August, 2013 (page 161, 162) providing the list of
Schedule | species- Sloth Bear, Chinkara, Black Buck, Bengal Monitor, Peafowl,
crocodile (Magar) etc. within the project site and 10 km radjus area. The project
proponent relied upon the bio-diversity assessment and conservation plan and

submitted that the EAC in its meeting dated 23rd March, 2014 had found the site
report/plan in order. It has been pointed out that the site plan was prepared after the
EIA report and public hearing and no study was undertaken to assess the impact of
the project and its ancillary activity like coal transportation, water pipeline, approach
road, ash ponds and such other impacts on the wildlife in the region. Para
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4.3.1.3 (page 1058) of the report adds credence to this contention in
following terms: “this survey needs to be carried out with the wildlife experts
and the State Authority, Department to identify the areas or forest need all the
conservation and management interventions which are highly crucial.” Facts
revealed before us do not show that any member of the EAC or Expert member
of WII conducted any site visit of the project to asses the gravity of exception
taken to the project upon the issues raised in relation to the forest and wildlife.
Appraisal of the project in this regard, therefore, becomes questionable.
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We find from the record, a letter dated 18th September, 2013 (page 174) addressed
by Registrar of the Banaras Hindu University to the Secretary, Government of India,
MoEF, New Delhi voicing concerns of the University in following words:

I would like to inform you that a Thermal Power Project with capacity
1320 MW Coal based is going to be installed at nearby Village-Dadari
Khurd in District-Mirzapur which is 10 km. away from Rajiv Gandhi
South Campus of BHU at Barkachha. It is pointed out that the Rajiv
Gandhi South Campus is constituent of BHU having running more
than 20 self-financing undergraduate and post-graduate courses and
other academic activities. A good number of students, teaching and
non-teaching staff and their family members are residing in the
campus.

In this connection, we have received a letter of General Secretary, a
NGO-“Vindhya Environmental Society” and representation of resident
of that area. Further, we have also examined by our Faculty Member
who belongs to field of Environmental Science & Technology and he
has submitted an Environment Impact Assessment Report of 1320
MW bout proposed Coal based Thermal Power Project, which are self
explanatory(copy enclosed).

It is needless to mention here that the negative impact of this project
may adversely affect their health of students, teachers and other staff

B feurl smawge =8 8 weg gwmod
aRarSr & HRO A wrgen sl ard
faega wusi & guemEl @ e § v 8@
wraeTta GERYT, ol @ wme e
fRge, a0 Sag 9 Sg fafRvar 4§ s @
TOEE H gfE qer - e § e o
e HIY A Refd aeine g faveg e,
Y SR ARGQR, T WY & gE @
el o= vl vare gem @mfie |




residing in the Rajiv Gandhi South Campus. We would like to highlight
the fact that entire drinking water supply of the RGSC is from lower
Khajur Dam which is fed by upper Khajuri Dam. Any industrial activity
in the upper khajuri Dam will Jjeopardize our water Ssupply.

Keeping in view of the above fact, | request you to kindly consider for
reviewing the shifting of place much ahead from the premises of Rajiv
Gondhi South Campus, Barkachha so that the ambiance and
environment of this area may keep intact.

This communication from the Registrar enclosed Environment
Impact Assessment Report concerning the project in question
prepared by Dr. A.K. Pandey, Assistant Professor, Environment
Science and Technology, Rajiv Gandhi South Campus, BHU. The
respondent no. 4, it appears, made a presentation before the EAC
that the issues raised by BHU were resolved in the meeting held on
gth March, 2014 and 10th March, 2014. In that regard our attention
has been invited to minutes of the meeting conducted by the project
proponent, BHU Faculty and Campus Members on 8th anq 1o0th
March, 2014. Reading of these minutes would persuade a reader to
believe that discussion was held on following major points:

1. Air Impact and dispersion modelling
2. Water withdrawal scheme

3- Water utilization

4. Waste water management system

5. Coal Quality

6. Coal Transportation.

and after three hours of deliberations it was decided that Welspun
Energy UP Pvt. Ltd-Project pro onent would be forwardine the

(2



following commitments to BHU:

1. Installing of ESP with 99.9% efficiency and operating the ESP

2. Commitment to comply all condition stipulated by CWC on water
withdrawal

3. Comply with the commitment of ash utilisation plan

4. Commitment to operate ETP

It is further revealed that BHU desired to be part of environmental and social
management review during the operational phase of the project and the project
proponent should submit six monthly compliance report along with online data
as per EC condition to the University along with other stakeholders.
Significantly, the minutes of meeting do not disclose what exactly the
discussions were in the meeting for thrashing out technical issues involved in
the major topics purportedly discussed. The EAC also did a lip service to the
process of appraisal by merely recording its nod to the presentation made by
the project proponent in following terms:

6.The pp has submitted point wise response to BHU vide

their letter dated 29th January, 2014 reg. The adverse
impacts on the residents of Rajiv Gandhi South Campus due
to the project. The same were presented before the
Committee. The PP held meetings with BHU on 08.03.2014
and 10.03.2014 and detailed discussions were held on all
the issues and provided satisfactory replies. The issues
raised by the NGO, Vindhya Environmental Society in their
letter to BHU were also discussed in the said meetings in
detail. The Minutes of the said meeting were also submitted
before the Committee. As desired by BHU, the
commitments regarding installation and operation of ESP
(with 99.9% efficiency) and ETP, complying with all
conditions stipulated by CWC on water withdrawal and
complying with proposed ash utilization plan shall be




submitted to BHU. The committee recommended that the
environmental cell of the PP shall also work in close
coordination with BHU.

To compound this issue further the appellants have pointed out that the
persons who raised their concerns did not participate in the meeting nor they
authorize any person to hold the meeting on their behalf; and Professor Dr.
Vijay Kishna who is shown to have attended the meeting held on gth and 1oth
March, 2014 in the minutes annexure R-26 (page 1183) asserted vide email
dated 2374 April, 2014 that the said meetings were not authorized by Banaras
Hindu University and he participated in his personal capacity (page 2061)
annexure

R-30; and this fact was brought to the notice of Secretary, MoEF by appellants no. 3

vide email dated 25th April, 2014 annexure R-31. It was therefore, incumbent upon
the MoEF to have thoughtfully considered the relevant record and sought clarification
from EAC before proceeding to grant the EC. Nothing of this sort is done in the
present case.
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Learned Counsel appearing for the appellants submitted that transporting the massive
quantity of Gangetic untreated/contaminated water to the rain fed upper Khajuri
reservoir is bound to change the water quality of upper Khajuri reservoir and
consequently have impact on the people downstream using the water for human
needs. It is further submitted that water withdrawal of 36,000,000,000 litres annually
would undoubtedly affect the ecological flow of Ganga and severely affect the
Gangetic Biodiversity including Gangetic Dophins found in Mirzapur stretch; and it is
wrongly presumed that water withdrawal during monsoon from Ganga would leave
no impact on Gangetic environment when there is a record of decline in rainfall in
past year with no sufficient water in river in monsoons vide statistical data of rainfall
in District Mirzapur annexure A-28 (page 2058). According to Learned Counsel
appearing for the appellants both competitive use of water from river Ganga and
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upper khajuri reservoir and its comulative impact on upstream and downstream have
not been discussed in the EIA report. We do find substance in the submission made.
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It is further pointed out that the Project Proponent revealed in Form-1 dated 03-12-
2011 (entry serial no. 10, page no. 110) that the area in question does not fall in any
important high quality or scarce resources zone (ground water resource, surface
resource, forestry, agriculture, fishery, tourism and minerals), and the EIA report
(page no. 633 and 634) disclosed that the project site does nat fall in any
economically viable zone as per Regional GSI map.
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55 | The Appellants further points out that the respondent no. 4 in its reply (page no. 342) ﬁﬁmﬁqﬂ &4 H dve e UG ITSolge (A
made reference to the Geological and Mineral Map of District Mirzapur annexure R- | 95T & @I f e & Al o a5 @
47 1o state that the District Mirzapur has presence of Alluvium rather than Kaimur faeri = wder Wewe & wd WY T & g7y
sand stone. Coloured map produced at annexure R-58 (page no. 2924) shows that the | Sivg Tl WIgmImaNT @ fgfy vd wxemor &
project area is adjacent to Marihan identified as a Kaimur sand stone area which is an | I8® & |
important mineral resource.

60 | EC Regulations, 2006 lay down a chain of interconnected processes to make a |WMaG URANTT  #  efeiEd QYT

complete mechanism required to assess the potential impacts of the project or
activities on the environment made of several components. Every piece of
information/data furnished and/or collected at every stage of the process is expected
to be wholesome free from any twist or turn in order to truly aid the correct appraisal
of the potential impacts of the project. This expectation of law is evident from the
checks and balances provided in EC Regulations, 2006.
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