Madam Chairperson,   
Anant Hegde: Listening to our Hon’ble Minister (of Environment) introducing the Bill in the house, one gets a feeling that this Bill is going to be a never before act by the state for Environment Protection in the country and that such an action has not taken place before any where in the whole world.  

What amazes me the most is that how great is the difference between the words and the acts of our Minister who never fails to thump his own back in self congratulatory fashion.  Just peep into your own heart and then see how hollow is the document. This fact can be understood only by people who understand the critical nature of the environmental issues and who have reviewed the Bill. 

Pray allow me to read the Bill, clause by clause! This Bill was born as a result of directions received from the Supreme Court and is based on the recommendations of the Law Commission, when both the NEAA and the NETA had failed to prove effective in reining in the fast despoliation of our natural environment. But if one sees the manner in which this Bill has been prepared and is tried to be pushed through and read its contents, then clearly only god can save this country’s natural environment!   
It pains me to note that this Bill is being piloted by an otherwise knowledgeable person like Sri Jairam Ramesh.  For as per information brought to my notice this Bill is being introduced to ensure that all right thinking person and all those who have worked or are working for the environment should cease to work for it (environment protection). And only the will and might of the industry should prevail. 
Normally we bring a Bill in the Parliament to further the agenda of either the UPA or the NDA, but in this case let us not forget that this is the agenda of the Environment which is and should be beyond any party’s agenda. Let us not forget that we or UPA or NDA may remain or not, but for next hundreds, nigh thousands of years our future generations would remain on this land. This is the reason why such a legislation should be brought in only after careful thought. So, why is this mighty hurry to bring and pass this Act? You and your ministry have accepted in response to a RTI request that this bill has not been discussed with the experts. Then why the hurry?

Jairam Ramesh: The Bill has gone to the Standing Committee and we have accepted their recommendations. So, I categorically deny all these allegations that are being made. I respect his views, but the member is misleading the house.
Sri Anant Hegde: Mantri ji, let me complete my submissions. I am not misleading the house. I will show how you are misleading the house. 

There is difference between the words and deeds of your government. Let me cite an example that will show that this Bill is not in the interest of environment protection, but is only for the benefit of the industry which would further pollute the environment. Kindly recall that sometime back the Law Minister had stated in connection with the protection of ancient monuments that a committee consisting only of experts (without any bureaucrats or judicial experts) shall be created. Similarly in this Bill provision for experts has been made. But let us not forget that legislative process is a delicate matter and words can make world of a difference. Section 5(2) reads as follows: 

 …..

What does it all mean, only the Hon’ble Minister can explain. Use of the word ‘or’ shall ensure that it is only a club of retired IAS officers that would result in the name of experts. Then there is the question of the nomination of experts and who would nominate them? Also there is a question of provision to amend the various Acts like Water Pollution Act, Environment Protection Act, provided in this Bill.
Jairam Ramesh: We are not changing any Act. I am sorry Madam, this member is misleading at every step.  

Anant Hegde: I am only narrating what is written in the Bill. 

Jairam Ramesh: Power to amend schedule 1 means …..

Anant Hegde: You can interpret the way you want. You will speak something here and a different thing outside the house. Please tell if over all these years has any industrial licence been cancelled in order to protect the environment? I will stop speaking if any such instance can be cited. 
Jairam Ramesh: I can give you examples.

Chairperson: Mr. Minister, in your reply you can say all these things.

Anant Hegde: The power to amend the Schedule should not be given to the Tribunal. It must be done only by the Parliament. If it is a mistake then it must be corrected. Such mistakes are not one or two in the Bill. These abound in every section of the Bill. Take for example Section 16 dealing with Appellate Jurisdiction of the Tribunal. The provisions in this section is violative of the Indian Constitution. It violates Section 5 of the Indian Limitation Act. We all know how EIA studies are managed. I can challenge that if EIA studies are done properly and all benefits and costs are correctly assessed then the MOEF cannot give clearance to any industry. The section 16 entitles any industry or project to claim relief against its rejection by the MOEF within 30 days. 
In my opinion this Bill has been drafted by officers in the Ministry and the Minister is now defending it without much thought. It is also claimed that this Bill has been prepared after consideration over years. I don’t think that much thought has gone on this Bill in your ministry. It has been hurriedly drafted and is now sought to be passed in the Parliament in a mighty hurry just like the Ancient Monuments Act. All this is happening in front of our eyes. No one knows when the Bill is slated to be introduced. Suddenly a Bill is brought before the house and is then passed.
Interjections……

At this stage V. Narayanswamy, MoS in the Ministry of Planning and Parliamentary Affairs objected to the member making wild allegations (of Bill being introduced in a hurry) after 13 members having already spoken on it. To which the member (Anant Hegde) replied that there was no need of hurry. It should have been referred to the Parliamentary Business advisory Committee that should have decided when the Bill should come before the Parliament.  
After a number of interruptions the Madam Chairperson asked the member (Anant Hegde) to continue with his submissions. 

Anant Hegde: I have no problems with the behaviour of the Minister. Actually people seldom have courage to speak the truth. And hence when it is spoken then opposition is natural.  

Under Section 18 (Appeal to Tribunal) there is a bar on NGOs and knowledgeable people to come before the Tribunal with complaints. The Minister while presenting the Bill spoke of great things that they are planning in terms of industries and development that would ensure livelihood to large number of people. But normally in backward areas like Chattisgarh, Orissa, and Bihar people are little aware (because of illiteracy) of what is happening and then by the time they come to realise it is too late to backtrack. The Bill discourages complaints. And if one complains then there would be a Cost to pay (Section 22). I say that the provisions in the Bill that levies Costs on the complainant is illegal and must be removed in its entirety. 
Madam Chairperson, the reference to Costs in Section 22 must not be allowed to remain. This Bill may appear to be small but it is not small in its impact. It is a matter of thousands of years. It is not just a matter of mine or your life time. Therefore I urge the Minister to not to hurry through with this Bill. Take this Bill to people and to knowledgeable persons and let them suggest improvements/amendments. Then and only then shall we support this Bill.  
Madam Chairperson, I can compromise about my own conduct. There may be losses and gains. But how can I compromise on my own mother? Natural Environment is my mother and the way this Bill is trying to compromise on the same, we shall never let it happen. Knowledgeable people have written about it and suggested improvements in it after it was put on the Website. But those suggestions have not been reflected in its revised version. Why did it happen like this? We are after all going to pass a Bill and not narrating a fairy tale. 

Finally I object to the powers given in the Bill to the MOEF for nomination of experts. The Tribunal is supposed to sit on judgement over acts of omission and Commission of the MoEF and if then people nominated by the MoEF sit over judgment, then how can they be unbiased? I thus suggest that this power should vest in the Law ministry and not the MoEF. Accordingly the MoEF should not retain any such authority with it and the same should lie with the Law Ministry in the manner of Railways Security Commission, where the members are nominated by the Surface Transport Ministry. 
NB: It is not a literal translation of the original, although every attempt has been made to stick close to the speech’s flavour. MM.            
