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(IMoEF)} for seiting up the High Grace Iron Ore Plant (500,000 TPA) at village Santona &
Dughal, Costi, Taluka Sanguem, District Souwth Goa, Goz by M/s. Mandovi Peliets, near

Borim Bridge, Shiroda~-403103, Goz.
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{(MEAA) registered the Appeal and sotices were issued to the concemned parties b
ease for hearing en the application for conderstion of delay on 27.11.2008.  Both the
parties were heard on the applicsiion for condonation of delay. The Awhority condoned

ed ihe Appezsl for hearing on merit by directing

=

g deley in filing the
the parties to file rejoinder, if any. The Appellant did not press for stay of the
Snvironmeptal Clearance Order.  All the parties filed their statements of objections /
reioinder / para-wise comments 1o the Appeal. The case was taken up for hearing on
11.12.2008, 07.01.2009, 04.02.2009. 12.02.2009, 18.02.2009, 83.03.2009 and finally on
04.03.2009. Based on the points ralsed in the Appeal / Arguinents made by the learned
counseis for the Appellant and the Respondents, the Appeal was considered and the same

15 discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.
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GROUNES OF APPEAL ANT PRAVER

The Environment Clearance Order (EC) is being challenged on the grounds that —

1, which would be affected by pollution from
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plant now proposed

ages away In ysti and this location will affzct
Kaley village and  also the
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pirit of Environm (Protection) Act, 1286,

(Pretection) Act, 1972 and (re Forest {Congervation) Act, 1980 and the
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the Apex Court;

the EIA has completely ignored the impact of poliution on the surrou mnding waier

bodies speciaily Kaley river which is hardly 50 meters away from the plant while

ey

EIA shows it 10 Km away, Liver Kaley is major source of Khandepear river, the

feeder of Opa water works which supplies water to city of Panaji and Ponda;
P



(v) the BIA has ignored the jmpact of proposed plant on Bhagwan Mahavir

Wildlife Sanciuary which 15 just 560 meters away from the plant while it was

shown as 3 km away. The ctuary is a protected area Wildlife
(Protection) Act 1972. i hes a variety of flora and fauns inchlding endangered

species.  The Apex Court in its order dated 04.08.2006 passed in Writ Petition

¢. 202 of 1995 has mrohiblied focatios mining indusiry
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crdination Commities Mee
3. Following issues arise out of the grounds of zppeal and the sup pporting arguments

of the Appellant:-

iy  Whether the Environment Impact Assessment Report prepared for the
Project Proponent is hased on incorrect data including details/location
of the Project whith makes the Environment Clearamee Order
defective.



(i)  Whether the grant of EC withouwt obtaining the NOC from the Villzge
Pamchayat is in ordey?

Fhese issues are taken up for d=

iited examination in the following paragraphs:
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decision based on the recommendation of 42 High Powered Committee not to allow
registration of new industries mant acturing with iron products.  The Survey Numbers

55,59,60 and 6! of Dudhal village “orms part of Government Fores st requiring clearance

f’ e "‘O e e L rh‘?lil(::‘!“\,l

, ey heve spplied for and submitted the pre-feasibility report

about the proposed project raentisniz g the site to be at Costi and alternate site at Shirada.

The project site wes later changed to Shiroda vide the'r letter dated 29.31.2007, This
wes again changed 10 Costi Mines sits of the Company vide lstter dated 19.04.2007(exact

location being Santona and Dudhal), They prepared revised EIA/EMP reporis for ares in

—

the vicinity of Costi Mines as per TUR. The proposed Project Site is also indicated in
the location map (Fig. 1.1) with salient features inciuding villages and taluka in Table 1.2
of the EIA Report (at pages 51 & 52 of their reply).  The Public Hearing notice
published in Hindustan Times cn 27.10.2007 provide the exact survey numbers of the

site. The Appellant a resident of Costi viliage was present in the Public Hearing
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understood the correct location ans raised no point/objection to this effect. The specific

site was also indicated in letter dated 21.12.2007 by the Respondent-3 to MoEF.

6.2 MoEF in iis reply affidavit dated 12.0 ilso expressly meniioned that
Alihough

ot all ihe

afier chang
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studies within 3 km of the villages fertona ar

Site with Survey Numbers {exact locetion) is clearly mentjoncd in Public

Thie EIA /ERY wasg ised by g =i Apprerisal Commitiee in it

the EAC recommended the prog

, ihe loca

¢4  Respondent-3 aiso cited thei at para 6.0 A (x1) of BC wherein s specific Condition
has been inposed to refer to Chiel Wildlife Warden rega ling impacts of the Plant on
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Crders of Hon'bie &

sicered and

G Fespondent-3 has further suf distance of the proposed plant Tom
Kaley river is around 250-300 meters and not 50 meters which is clear from the
proceecings of the Public Hearing.  Mention of 16 Km in EIA was a typographical error
which was corrected at the time of Jublic Hearing, No water will be drawn from the
river and water wifl be sourced from mine pits through rain water.  All the liquid

etfluents will be treated at site and no waste will be discharged outside the premlses and













