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Dautapi — Cor
. Liladhar Keshiav Dhulap

Dhulapi - Corlim, thas~Goa. APPE
A Bk

Ministry of Environment & I iests,

Dxmug 1 the Secretary,

Pa ymwa‘ Bhavan, C.G.O Corplex,

Lodhi Road, New Deihi — 110 {,-J_ﬂ.
2 Goa State Polivtion Control Boacd,

* Floor, Dempo Tower,

EDC Patto Plaza, Panaji,

Goa. PIN: 403 001.
3 M/s. Syngenta India Ltd.,

HON'BLE MIMBER DR, LV.MA MIVANNAHM

[
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HONBLE MEMER

Santa Monica Worls, Village Corlim likas,

BEFOLE THE NATIONAL ENVI RUMMENT APPELLATE AUTHORITY

LLANTs

Gea-403110 . PEESPONDENTS




Comnsel for Appoellants 3 Shri Ritwick Dutia, Advocat
Shri Rahul “houdhary, Advocate
Counsel for Respondents

Joint Director, MoFEF
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bri Bhavanishankar V. Gadnis,
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the Ministry of Environment and Forss

i =
i i

wiacturing Unit at Santa Monica Works 2t Vi

The existing land area is 200 Acres out of

sus canal is adjacent to the site.

cost of the project iz Rs. 80

x The above appeal was filed =n 27" January, 2009 and registered on 43.02.2009.
Notices were issued to the concerned parties by lisiing the case for hearing on the appiication
for condonation of delay. The Authority heard the parties on the application for

condenation of delay on 05.03.2009 :nd condoned the delay in filing the Appeal. The
Appeal was admitted for hearing on merit by dire ciing the parties to file objections, rejoinder
etc.. ader exchanging the copies beforz 20M March, 2009, Parties to the Appeal were filad
objections, rejoinder ete., The matter ‘vas taken up for hearing on merit on 25.03.2009 and
17.04.2009 and reserved for orders.  One of the A fembers, NEAA, who heard the matter

demitted effice on 31.05.2009 and the Jjudgment, could not be delivered before that date.

Therefore, the matter was reheard finallv on 15.07.2009.
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Appellants have adduced ¢

of Appeal and Pravers

owing geovids in support of his Appeal.

Public Hearing

aformation about

3 hes not oo nducted

lie Phosphamidon a2nd Meno rotophos will

he locat COTNTIUNELY;

Respondent -3 has not pz‘r}\f;'d-‘-:d any benefits inciuéi“g cmployment benefits to

Report dees not mention he proximity of the Salim Ali Rird sanctuary and the

Old Goa Church being a world heritage site;

Bad Feputation of the Company: and
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(a)  The Interim Cperaiio- gaidelines of circular dated 213

£1.2006 were not

followed:
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wwonmental Empact af the Project on
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€1 Whe e 25.82.2008 without pras
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Respondent -3 Is inadeguate to make 2 ¢ pact of
tire Project on the project srea.

5.1 The Ccursel for the Appeilasts argued that the Rapid EIA Repoit prepared by
Respondent -3 suffers (rom many infirities, and i does not provide adequate data reguired

for proper assessment of environmential impact of the Project on the project area.  He cited

the following poinis to prove his conte-tion:-

(i) The Rapid EIA Report pr‘:pared in 2005 was ivadequate and ouidated, the
Environmental Clearance (EC) should not have been granted in 2008 based on the

study done in 2005




The incinerator, erected as a pari of cffluent disposal system of the plant is a
significant seurce of dicxin emission as the waste is a chlorinated organic
hazardous waste. Even though these emissions are : primary threat io the villags

weport does 1.0t emphasize on the

communiiy sround the p

management of this major environren

As per provisions of the Hazardous Waste (Maragement and Haudling) Rules,

to follow a waste veduction and

2003, it is mandatory for compan
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policy. However, the
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This waste ghonir

b

hig azerdous

g laied to obiain permission to sead its iy

4'\_;

waste 10 a common " azardeus dispesal facility in the state of Maharashtra
The company clearly lacks a long term plan for ensite storape of hazardous

o

ardous Waste Landfills” of OPCB with

wasgies as per

(¢} 'The concrete pits used by the Project Proponent flagrantly distegerd these

a layer of Jow permecabi 'ity aompacied by on top of 2 gec-

membrane liner. Conerete liners are vulnerable ‘o cracking i because of
wiiich they are excluded from the Nt of permissible liner designs specified

, ‘nciuding the

by Hezardovs Weste IManagement Regulation and Guidel

et

CPCB criteria for Hazardous Waste landfills; and

EIA Report has failed to lay emphasis on recycle / reuse of the Hazardous

~~
s
g

Wastes, even though Syngenta Plant conveys 1225 | kg of Hquid waste to the
incinerator.  This way also raised during Public Hearing but not responded

to.




(iv) The EiA Report does not deal with emission of harmful Chemicals fike
Phosphamidon and Monocroiophos and the carbon emissions fiorm the

incinerator which are resronsibic for bad smell:

{#} Bxcessive exposure o the childs

the nose, cwugb_: and aeadache adversely affect'ng the he
a 30 minute period,

mndicate hat the

3 s e ey e
HInacts,

a3 increased

troke; and adverse reproductive impacts,
mcluding decreased serum counts and abs normal mensirual bleeding, as

The WHO s
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cardicvaseuiar, and reproductive impacts compared 1o populations residi

witiin the areas not poliated by excessive levels of 0%,

Hence the monitoring staiion for continuous monitoring must be installed in the
3

villages by the Goa State Pollution Control Board and it should not be restricted

to the company premises oniy;

(v} The EIA Report is silent o1 monttoring of dioxin released from the incinerator
and its impact on the water, air, land, fiora and faung of the vicinity. The method
dopted here on destruction of dioxins is unacceptable  in the light of

international practice;



(vi)
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‘The sample analysis dons by the Community Environmental Monitering — India

in August 2007 reveals the following facts:-

ta) There are seven chermicals found in the samples including Hydrogen

Sulphide, Carbon:d Sul and Carben Disuiphide: all of them are

present above the safz i
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(6} The proposed expanc!sn will further ad wersely impact the health of the local

communi L‘“

within a distance of 10 kin from Dr. Salim Al San ictuary, the preject shovld have

been referred to the Standir g Committes of the National Beard fo

The EIA Repert has not adequately discussed the of Rainwater Harvesting;

The land where factory of Project Freponent is located is agricuftural arca and
once it belonged to the viliagers who were not benefiiad from the establishment
of this factory - Only 3 ovt of 1500 employees currently working in Syngenta
Chemicals are locals. The major concern is whether the company will provide

any empleyment to the locals or not;


































































