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The following were present in the public hearing held on 27-01-2022 at 11.00 AM in the 

Community Hall, Gram Panchayat Campbell bay, Great Nicobar Tehsil, Nicobar district for 

Environmental Clearance to Proposed Project “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island 

in Andaman & Nicobar islands” : 

 

Sl. No. Name of the Participants & Address 

1.  Prof. K. B. Reddy, FAE in E&ES, Vimta Labs, Hyderabad 

2.  TSL DargoTsharani , Vimta Labs, Hyderabad 

3.  Ram Sushil Mishra, Vimta Labs Ltd., Hyderabad 

4.  Ayyub Hassan, IFS, DFO, N/D 

5.  Bhavmabas  Manju, CTC 

6.  S. Murugan, EE, APWD, Campbell Bay 

7.  P. K. Singh, BDO, Campbell Bay 

8.  D. Koch 

9.  N. Madan Praveen, Settler, Campbell Bay 

10.  Prahlad Singh, Gandi Nagar, Campbell Bay 

11.  E. S. Rajesh, Ex. Pradhan LN/GP 

12.  Dinesh Arora, AECOM 

13.  Mohd. Parvez, ANIIDCO, Port Blair 

14.  Anil Kumar Singh, G/N, Campbell Bay 

15.  Gregory Tirkey, Gandhi Nagar, Campbell Bay 

16.  Rajender Kaur Gill 

17.  Paramjit Singh, Govind Nagar 8KM, Campbell Bay 

18.  Kusum Mishra 

19.  Markal Lagra, Gandhi Nagar, Campbell Bay 

20.  Murat Singh, Shastri Nagar 

21.  Sarjit Kumar, Gandhi Nagar 

22.  Nilmall Kumar, Campbell Bay 

23.  Sam Suman, Campbell Bay 

24.  Charanjit Kaur, Campbell Bay 

25.  Gurunath Kaur, Campbell Bay 

26.  Ranjit Kaur, Campbell Bay 

27.  Ajaib Sir, S/Nagar, Campbell Bay 

28.  R. C. Kurup, Gandhi Nagar 30 KM 

29.  M. Srinivasan, Gandhi Nagar 30 KM 

30.  Sharad Bhide, L/Nagar 24 KM 

31.  Rajan Singh, Gandhi Nagar 

32.  Titus Peter, Captain Pillobhabi 

33.  Paras Kumar, Gandhi Nagar 

34.  Kisana Mandal, Campbell Bay 

35.  Ashok Biswas, Gandhi Nagar 

36.  Swapan Mandal 

37.  Vichavati Devi 

38.  Ganathari 

39.  Mary Gace 

40.  Nyanapu 

41.  Ashok Kumar 

42.  Priyanka Dhotre, Shastri Nagar 
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43.  Anomma John, Rajiv Nagar 

44.  Prabhavali, Campbell Bay 

45.  Rajni Tirkey, G/Nagar 

46.  Jageet Singh 

47.  J. Nagalingan, G/Nagar 

48.  Bigam Ram, S/Nagar 

49.  Mohan Sarkar 

50.  Rafique Mohammed 

51.  P. Kumar 

52.  P. K.  

53.  Satyavathi 

54.  Mukesh Devi 

55.  K. Kannan (Krishnan Textile) 

56.  Jay Shree 

57.  Prof. Balu Prakash, FR&DA 

58.  N. Tushar 

59.  Nirmal Kaur 

60.  Sahib Kaur Gill 

61.  Kartar Singh 

62.  Hanuanth Wagh 

63.  Satish Jadhav 

64.  Narender Ram 

65.  Ravindran Nair, Shastri Nagar 

66.  Sreetam Engale, L/Nagar 

67.  P. Vinent,  S/Nagar 

68.  Malan Wagh, L/Nagar 

69.  Mukhi Palvey, Laxmi Nagar 

70.  Lata Pawar, Govind Nagar 

71.  Gloria Ekka, Gandhi Nagar 

72.  Chaya Kedkar, L/Nagar 

73.  R. Jayashree 

74.  Balram Singh 

75.  Jayram Pradhan 

76.  Anup Lakra, G/Nagar 

77.  Ranjit Tirkey, G/Nagar 

78.  Raj Kumar, G/Nagar 

79.  K. Raja Rao, AAJVS 

80.  Geeta, G/Nagar 

81.  Lorantus Minj 

82.  N. M. Sarassav, G/Nagar 

83.  R. Muthulaxmi, L/Nagar 

84.  Pradeep Kumar, J/Nagar 

85.  Sanjay Ekka, G/Nagar 

86.  Krishna Kumar, Solarwork (G/Nagar) 

87.  Sudhir Xalxo, G/Nagar 

88.  Tanagi jatar 

89.  Prem Prakash Ram, Govind Nagar 

90.  P.Silva, Campbell Bay 

91.  Malta Lakra, R.P.R.S, Campbell Bay 

92.  Victoria Lakra, Gandhi Nagar 

93.  Domnica Tirkey, Gandhi Nagar 
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94.  Lelin Kumar Sikdar, Gandhi Nagar, Campbell Bay 

95.  V. Ramu Rani, Gandhi Nagar 

96.  M. Jeeva Mani, Kamal Basti 

97.  B. Rathi Paveli, Kamal Basti 

98.  S. Vijayal, Kamal Basti 

99.  M. Sutha Devi, Kamal Basti 

100.  K. Thavshika, Kamal Basti 

101.  Param Jeet Kaur, G.Nagar 

102.  V. Pushpa, Kamal Basti 

103.  Roppa Tirkey, C R P 

104.  Sunil Kumar, Gandhi Nagar 

105.  Harjinder Singh Gill, Govind Nagar 

106.  Pawan Deep Singh, Govind Nagar 

107.  Jagneet Singh, Joginder Nagar 

108.  R. Saju, G/Nagar 

109.  K. Sekhar, G/Nagar 

110.  J. Ugir Velle, G/N 

111.  Ajeet Kumar Xalxo, G/N 

112.  Clara Dung Dung, G/N 

113.  Sisiliga Ekka, G/N 

114.  N. Murugam, 30 KM G/Nagar 

115.  Sushma 

116.  D. Bachme 30KM 

117.  A.S Ravat, 30 KM 

118.  Shamsher Singh, J/Nagar 

119.  Stephen Raj (G/Nagar 30 KM) 

120.  Vandna Lakra, Agri. Dept. 

121.  Shri. P.S Prasad, Asst. Director, Agriculture Department 

122.  Smti. Pitchamal Beevi, Agril Officer, Agriculture Department 

123.  Prasanjit Lugun 

124.  Hari Prakash 

125.  Rakesh Tirkey 

126.  Hosie, 2nd Captain Pillobhabi Vill 

127.  Mary, Chingan Village 

128.  Ratan, Chingan Village 

129.  John, Chingan Village 

130.  Mathias (Rajiv Nagar) 

131.  Zankhna 

132.  V. V. Mohd. Aslam, Forest Guard 

133.  Mustaque, S/Nagar 

134.  N. Sulaiman, Revenue Department 

135.  Kiran Kumar, Revenue Department 

136.  Jayaprakash, AC Office 

137.  Kapoli Mondal, S/Nagar 

138.  Malika Kerketta 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Risk Assessment at Great Nicobar
Janki Andharia <jankiandharia@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 18, 2022 at 5:57 PM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in

Dear Shri VV Dinesh Kumar,
Greetings! I have attached a formal letter raising serious concerns about the location of the trans shipment project at
Great Nicobar in view of the seismic  risks that the region faces.
I hope the scientific evidence attached will receive due consideration in  the interest of our country and the
responsibility we shoulder to protect our investments as well as  the global commons.

Thank you,
Regards,

Janki Andharia

--  
Janki Andharia, Ph.D 
Professor and Dean
Jamsetji Tata School of Disaster Studies 
Tata Institute of Social Sciences 
Sion Trombay Road 
Deonar 
Mumbai: 400 088
India 

Tel:+91-22-25525883

2 attachments

Annexure I-Scientific Evidence.pdf 
1748K

VV Dinesh Kumar-Great Nic Risk Assessment.doc 
2638K

ANNEXURE-A1
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January 18, 2022 
To, 
V.V Dinesh Kumar,  
Member Sec, ANPCC 
Port Blair 
ANI 
Fax: 03192-250370 
 

 
High risk of earthquakes around Great Nicobar: Need to ensure systematic Risk 

Assessment for safety of proposed development 
 
Dear Mr.Dinesh Kumar, 
 
This is to flag a concern that the proposed projects at Great Nicobar seem to miss a significant 
risk that is posed by the fact that the island lies on a major fault line and is also seismically 
active. Geological considerations become important in assessing disaster risks. Whilst the 
draft EIA records the occurrence of earthquakes in this region at several places, a systematic 
risk assessment is missing in the draft EIA Report on the project, which merely states 
mechanisms for disaster response.  A risk analysis is therefore strongly recommended before 
proceeding with the proposed projects where the investment is expected to be Rs.75000 
crores at current prices. 
 
The proximity of Great Nicobar to Banda Ache ensured that the 2004 tsunami caused by the 
undersea quake, created a major impact all along the fault line and the Nicobar group of 
islands were among the most severely affected. The existing airstrips, ports and jetties of the 
armed forces even though they were built to seismic standards, collapsed or cracked and were 
rendered un-usable. The air control tower at Car Nicobar had also collapsed, creating serious 
challenges for evacuation. The largest casualties in the country were from the Nicobar group 
of islands. It is important to recall the disaster event and factor in the possibility of a similar 
disaster occurring again, even though the draft EIA seems to downplay that possibility (see 
page C3-7). 
 
TISS, following its tradition of responding to disasters, worked in these remote islands in 
partnership with the ANI administration for 4 years under my leadership. It is with some 
experience of working with the communities, the local administration and the armed forces 
that we have developed several insights about the nature and form of development that would 
be suitable in the islands. 
 
At TISS we have a multidisciplinary team of faculty members in the School of Disaster 
Studies and my colleagues have done some analysis of the seismic activity in the region. This 
is attached here for your perusal. The scientific evidence suggests that a proposed container 
terminal at a site which experiences about 44 earthquakes every year (444 earthquakes in the 
last 10 years- see data attached- Annexure I), needs to be reconsidered. Should another major 
quake take place, the entire investment on infrastructure would be at risk and the resultant oil 
and chemical spill would create a major environmental disaster in an area that is renowned 
globally for its rich biodiversity, unrivalled on our planet. 
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It is also well known that the lighthouse at Indira Point, the southernmost tip of the Great 
Nicobar Island, which was on high ground before the undersea earthquake of 2004, is now 
under water, indicating a land subsidence of about 3-4 m. 
 
As we understand, the proposed projects include an international container transhipment 
terminal, a greenfield international airport, a gas based power plant and a township complex 
spread over 166 sq. km. which currently comprises pristine coastal systems and tropical 
forests.It is also expected that 6.5 lakh people will finally inhabit the island where as the 
present population is only 8,500 at Great Nicobar and the total population of the entire island 
chain across about 1000 kms is less than 4.5 lakh people. 
 
The disaster risks involved in infrastructure development plans proposed by NITI Aayog for 
the Great Nicobar Island needs to be systematically re-evaluated based on a preliminary 
evidence attached of the instability of the island and the surrounding region. 
 
We hope due attention will be paid to this aspect of possible damage and destruction of 
national property that could be caused by future earthquakes, volcanic eruptions and 
tsunamis, especially when India has taken the lead in establishing a global Coalition of 
Disaster Resilient Infrastructure (CDRI). 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Janki Andharia 
 
 
Janki Andharia, Ph.D 
Professor and Dean 
Jamsetji Tata School of Disaster Studies 
Tata Institute of Social Sciences 
Mumbai - 400 088, INDIA 
Off Tel: +91-22-25525884, Fax:+91-22-25525890 
Mobile : +91-9223436817 
Email: andharia@tiss.edu,  jankiandharia@gmail.com  
 
Encl.:  Annexure I -  Scientific Evidence - A Note on Earthquake risk in and around  
              Great Nicobar Island 
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Annexure I 

Scientific Evidence 
A Note on Earthquake risk in and around Great Nicobar Island 

 
Because of its geological location, the Andaman–Nicobar region is extremely prone to natural 
disasters such as earthquakes. The region located in the Himalayan collision zone is in the 
highest seismic-hazard zone (category V).The Andaman–Nicobar subduction system (fig. 1), 
which runs north–south, meets its onshore continuation, the Indo-Burmese arc (17–278 N), in the 
north.  

Scientists (Aswini et al., 2020; Li et al., 2008,Singh and Moeremans 2017)have demonstrated 
that the Indo-Burmese range, which lies at the intersection of the Sumatra–Andaman and Indian 
subduction zones, is structurally complex and seismically active to depths of about 150 kms.In 
addition, the Island has a heavily folded topography with a few longitudinal thrusts and a number 
of diagonal wrenches, or faults. Most of the valleys in the central part of the Great Nicobar 
region is attributed to fault lines (Curray, 2005). Therefore, the region experiencessignificant  
damaging non-tsunami and tsunamiearthquakes(Mishra et al., 2007). 

 

 

Figure 1: Andaman–Nicobar subduction system. Convergence direction and rate are shown with 
white arrows. CIB, Central Indian Basin; WV, Wharton Basin; GSF, Great Sumatra Fault; WAF, 
West Andaman Fault; ASSC, Andaman Sea spreading centre; ANF, Andaman–Nicobar Fault; 
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JTSDS-TISS, Mumbai 2 

EMF, Eastern Margin Fault; DF, Diligent Fault; AL, Alcock Rise; SW, Sewell Rise; MB, Megui 
Basin; EB, Eastern Basin; F6–G9, fracture zones (Source: Singh and Moeremans 2017). 

According to the data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS), 442 earthquakes 
occurredwith magnitude 4.0 to 6.6 within a 150 km radius from the center of the Island between 
2010-20, resulting in an average rate of more than 42 earthquakes/year(USGS, 2010-2020) (fig. 
2).Most of the earthquakes(more than 80%) occurred near the intersection of the EMF, DF (right 
lateral-fault), ANF, GSF, and WAF faultsas well as along the southern margin of the ‘east and 
west Andaman sea’ plate boundaries,which is located on the eastern side of the islands(fig. 3& 4) 
at close proximity to the site where the container terminal is proposed. 

 

 

Figure 2:Showing the number of earthquakesthatoccurred within 50 km, 100 km, and 150 km 
from the center of the Great Nicobar Islands. 
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JTSDS-TISS, Mumbai 3 

 

 

Figure3: The map shows the earthquake epicenterswith oceanic elevation in the Andaman 
Nicobar region in the past decade (2010-20). The blue circle indicates the earthquake epicenter's 
distance from the center of Great Nicobar island. The yellow and violet lines denote active fault 
lines (Richard and Pagani, 2020) and subduction zones, and minor plate boundaries, respectively. 

Page 22 of 202



JTSDS-TISS, Mumbai 4 

 

Figure 4: The map shows the distribution of earthquake points near the intersection ofthe EMF, 
DF (right lateral-fault), ANF, GSF, and WAF faults. 

An earthquake's destructive potential is proportional to its energy.Most of the earthquakes 
originate in the margins of the Great Nicobar Islands, and the epicenter depth and magnitudes 
range between 10-89 km and 4.0 to 6.6mb, respectively. Most of these seismic events consist of 
magnitudes ranging from 4.0 to 6.6. Earthquakes with magnitudes larger than 5.0, can potentially 
causemassive damage to the infrastructure (fig. 5). 
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JTSDS-TISS, Mumbai 5 

 

Figure5:The map shows the earthquake epicenters with their magnitude (mb) in the Andaman 
Nicobar region in the past decade (2010-20).  

More than 80% of the earthquakes originate within 100 km in the eastern margin in the Great 
Nicobar region, which might damage any infrastructuredevelopmentvery significantly. Shallower 
earthquakes were also observed within 100 km radius of the Great Nicobar region(fig. 6).As per 
data from USGS, the increase in induced seismic activities in 2010-20, the potential for 
shallower origins and greatermagnitudes, should all be a matter of serious concern to officials 
responsible for public safety and welfare and those responsible to proposing such a large 
investment.  The earthquakes can be potentially damaging and the country should certainly look 
into the nature and form of infrastructure and its design in that area. 
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JTSDS-TISS, Mumbai 6 

 

 

Figure6: The map shows the earthquake epicenters with their depth (km) in the Andaman 
Nicobar region in the past decade (2010-20).  

Therefore, the recent increased rate of induced seismicity in the Great Nicobar Islandspoints to 
the need fora systematic investigation into the very idea of a container terminal the safety of the 
infrastructure, potential economic losses and the environment damage caused by a large 
earthquake or a tsunami, in case the proposed infrastructure does come up. The possible risks 
need to factored in, while considering any infrastructure development in the region.  

(This note has been put together by Dr. Malay Pramanik, Dr.V.Ramesh and Dr. Ravinder 
Dhiman, Centre for Geo-informatics, Jamsetji Tata School of Disaster Studies, Mumbai). 

 

 

Dr. Malay Pramanik 
Assistant Professor 
Centre for Geo-informatics 
Jamsetji Tata School of Disaster Studies 
Tata Institute of Social Sciences 
Mumbai 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Maintain status quo in Great Nicobar Island
Madras Naturalists' Society <madrasnaturalistssociety@gmail.com> Mon, Jan 24, 2022 at 7:39 PM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in

Mr. V.V. Dinesh Kumar 
Member Secretary
Andaman and Nicobar Pollu�on Control Commi�ee (ANPCC)
Department of Science and Technology
Dollygunj, Port Blair – 744 103
Andaman & Nicobar Islands 

Dear Sir,

Sub: Maintain status quo in Great Nicobar Island

Trust this finds you and your family well.

The Madras Naturalists’ Society (MNS) is a 43-year old Chennai-based nature body working for conserva�on of
nature and crea�on of environmental awareness. Since 1978, MNS has been achieving its objec�ves in various
ways. MNS organises regular field trips to nature-rich areas, conducts and par�cipates in wildlife surveys,
collaborates with other organisa�ons with similar objec�ves and works towards preserving habitats of
endangered wildlife. 

A�er a thorough study of the COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR HOLISTIC
DEVELOPMENT OF GREAT NICOBAR ISLAND (EIA) as well as the reports of Zoological Survey of India (ZSI) and
Wildlife Ins�tute of India (WII) that are incorporated in the EIA, we are submi�ng the following comments. Our
submission pertains to the impact of the proposed interlinked development projects in Great Nicobar Island (GNI)
on the terrestrial and marine ecology, flora and fauna of this unique island ecosystem.

Comments, in blue, bold and italics, for considera�on are given on specific por�ons excerpted from the Reports.

DEMERITS OF THE SITES FOR THE HOLISTIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ( Excerpt from ZSI report)

• "Some por�on of the designated area is falling under CRZ Zone 1A.

• Represents 117 species of sclerac�nian corals (Schedule-I species under IW(P)A, 1972).

• Represents 8 species of Scheduled-I holothurians.

• Total benthic cover of reef habitat is 116.4173 hect. including Dead Coral - 1.72%, Live coral 17.46%, other
animal-2.48%, Other algae-51.75%, and Abio�c-26.59%, exist in the rim of the Bay.

• Three species of marine mammals are sighted.

• Presence of saltwater crocodile (Crocodylus porosus Schneider, 1801) in adjoining Galathea River.

• Presence of some mangrove patches in adjoining Galathea River.

• Presence nests of vulnerable leatherback turtle Dermochelys coriacea (Vandelli, 1764) is predominantly at the
Galathea Bay.

• Presence of 14 breeding pairs along with 7 ac�ve mounds of endemic Nicobar Megapode Megapodius
nicobariensis abbo� (Oberholser, 1919) in the proposed area.

• Presence of only one species of non-human primates i.e. the Long-Tailed Macaque Macaca fascicularis
umbrosus (Miller, 1902) in the coastal areas.”

(Comments by MNS) These are serious demerits. They clearly indicate that the site is unsuitable for such large
scale projects.

ANNEXURE-A2
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MITIGATION MEASURES SUGGESTED IN THE EIA: ( Excerpt from ZSI report)  “Serenity of the evergreen forests,
breeding habitats of Megapodes and breeding habitat of crocodiles as well as nes�ng beaches of sea turtles to be
maintained and it should be totally free from solid waste and any other form pollutants emana�ng through vessel
movement as well as onshore, offshore and landbased opera�ons. The Environmental Management Plan should
empathe�cally cover this aspect while designing for the construc�on and even during opera�on of the Port”.

(Comments by MNS)  This ideal situa�on is impossible to achieve given the scale of the interlinked projects and
their requirement of land, water, infrastructure and personnel.

Impact on ECOLOGY of GNI:  (Excerpt from EIA) “Where the forest was cleared and the hills are excavated / cut to
lay the road, landslides were observed. It probably serves as a warning for the future planning. The rock of GNI at
many places are fragile and o�en highly eroded and prone to landslide. Therefore, slope stabilisa�on measures to
be taken into considera�on during planning & designing for development.”……“The invasive weeds have gained
entry into areas where the forests were cleared. Hence, proper care and planning are required before any part of
the forest is modified”.

(Comments by MNS) Survey of the project area carried out from 14-22 Dec 2020 for this EIA is too short and
sketchy to fully record and understand the ecosystem. There are impenetrable thick jungle and marshes with
rich biodiversity in the south eastern part where the major developments are proposed. These will be
irreversibly damaged. The suggested slope stabilisa�on measures will not be sustainable due to the fragile soil.
 

Impact on FORESTS of GNI ( Excerpt from ZSI report) “Rain forest species are highly suscep�ble to habitat
disturbance and loss due to their low rate of produc�on and dispersal and a high degree of specializa�on. Island
ecosystems are even more fragile to human disturbance due to their limited resources (Carew-Reid, 1990).
Increasing human ac�vity in the form of agriculture, commercial development and tourism in insular rain forests
causes adverse effects to the endemic flora and fauna. Popula�on growth and over-exploita�on of forest
resources by man have adversely affected the wildlife habitat. Existence of animal species is threatened due to
reduc�on in habitat as a result of deforesta�on. Deforesta�on has also affected the clima�c condi�ons and a
downward trend in annual rainfall has been no�ced”.

(Comments by MNS)  According to the EIA, 121.87 sq.km. of land in the project area falls under Protected
Forest and 8.88 sq.km. of land under Deemed Forest, which is part of revenue land are proposed for diversion.
Proposed clearing of forest, deno�fica�on of Protected forests is highly destruc�ve and has adverse effects on
the na�ve flora and fauna. Even with utmost care, it is not possible for such a massive set of projects to have a
low impact. Given that India has pledged at COP26 to reduce carbon emission by 1 billion tonnes and reduce
carbon intensity by less than 45% by 2030, such a massive deforesta�on of old-growth rainforest will greatly
reduce carbon sinks leading to non-achievement of these pledges.

Impact on CORALS of GNI : (Excerpt from ZSI report)”A total of 245 species of sclerac�nian corals under 53
genera, 15 families (including 2 genera under Sclerac�nia Incertae Sedis) are recorded from seven sites including
the proposed project site of Great Nicobar Island during the present study (Table 2). A maximum of 117 species is
documented from Galathea Bay followed by 111 species Sastri Nagar, 107 species from Campbell Bay, 102 species
from Laxman Beach, 76 species from Gandhi Nagar, 25 species from Anderson Bay, and only 15 species in
Laxminagar ….66 species are under threatened category (2 species are under Endangered and 64 species are
under Vulnerable categories) as per the category and criteria of IUCN (2021), while 90 species are recorded under
Near Threatened, 135 species are under Least Concern and 9 species are under Data Deficient categories,
whereas 9 species are under not evaluated category.”

(Comments by MNS)  Many endangered and vulnerable coral species as listed above will get destroyed in
Galathea bay and other coastal/marine areas due to physical damage, disturbance, oil pollu�on from ships,
water turbidity, etc., caused during construc�on and opera�on of the interlinked projects.

Impact on ENDEMIC PLANTS of GNI: ( Excerpt from ZSI report) “86 species of plants found endemic to Great
Nicobar Island of which 28 species are exclusively reported from Great Nicobar Island…. Considerable number of
plant species reported from Great Nicobar Island has ethno-botanical significance”.

(Comments by MNS)  Innumerable economically valuable species of trees and plants including medicinal plants
will be lost.

Impact on ENDANGERED AND ENDEMIC FAUNA of the whole project area:

NICOBAR LONG-TAILED MACAQUE: (Excerpt from ZSI report)  ”Habitat loss is the major threat to Nicobar Long-
Tailed Macaques apart from the isola�on of popula�on Con�nuing habitat loss may result in forest fragmenta�on
and the groups even within a single island may become isolated. Increasing number of villages, roads, airstrips
and infrastructure for defence establishments have all resulted in habitat loss. Further habitat destruc�on,
especially by mainland se�lers must be curbed immediately”.

(Comments by MNS) These macaques are the only non-human primates on Great Nicobar Island. There will be
extensive habitat loss due to the projects, which is likely to make them move more into human se�lements and
cul�va�ons, leading to increased human-wildlife conflict.     
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MARINE TURTLES: (Excerpt from ZSI report)  ”The southern bay of Great Nicobar is Southeast Asia’s largest
leatherback turtle nes�ng site. In Galathea bay, nes�ng, egg laying and hatchling are more for Leatherback turtle
compared to the other regions of Great Nicobar Island. The nes�ng leatherback popula�ons of this species have
also shown an increase in the trend in Galathea Bay. It is es�mated that the succession rate of hatchlings of
leatherback turtle are 59% in 2018; 60% in 2019 and 63.5% in 2020.”

(Comments by MNS)   Leatherback turtle nes�ng will be severely hampered by the port. Construc�on is
proposed over much of their natural nes�ng area. There is a risk of mortality due to collision with ships.

(Excerpt from ZSI report)       “…….as a precau�onary measure, installa�on of a deflector on the drag-head to push
the turtles (any species) out of the path of the dredger along with an observer programme to detect any such
entrainments is solu�on to minimize casual�es in the offshore waters during dredging for naviga�onal channel for
the port”.

(Comments by MNS) This is not a feasible solu�on and not likely to be implemented.

(Excerpt from ZSI report) “The Dhamra port, in Odisha coast is located about 13 km away from the famous mass
nes�ng beaches of olive ridley turtles, the Gahirmatha Marine Sanctuary in a straight line. It falls along the
extremely important and fragile zone of Northern boundary of Bhitarkanika Na�onal Park. This major deepwater
port facility at Dhamra, dredged nearly 19 km-long approach channel, aside from land-raising and construc�on
ac�vi�es on land. The port at Dhamra envisages building of 13 berths, mechanized loading and unloading and an
entry channel from North side………. The Dhamra port is fully opera�onal and there is no impact known on sea
turtle nes�ng at Gahirmatha and adjoining areas where sporadic nes�ng takes place”.

(Comments by MNS)  The Dhamra example has a wrong conclusion that Olive Ridley arribada s�ll con�nues in
Gahirmatha even though the port is only13 km north of the arribada site. Olive Ridleys come to nest at
Gahirmatha from the south, ie., from the Sri Lanka coast and they do not have to go towards or cross the
Dhamra Channel. Leatherback turtles that nest in significant numbers in the Galathea bay do not nest in a
similar fashion anywhere else along the Indian coast. In fact, nes�ng by Leatherback turtles along the mainland
coast is a rarity and less significant along other nes�ng beaches of Andaman and Nicobar Islands.

NICOBAR MEGAPODE: (Excerpt from ZSI report)  “ As per the survey by ZSI, there are ~ 100 ac�ve mounds were
recorded and ~ 202 megapodes were detected during the point-transect and playback surveys Megapodius
nicobariensis abbo� occurs in all of the southern group of islands, it was es�mated that 7 ac�ve mounds and 14
breeding pairs in Galathea……The prime hazard hanging over the megapode popula�on of the Nicobars will be a
sugges�on to make Great Nicobar a free port and to create a dry dock and refuelling base for interna�onal
shipping at the mouth of the Galathea River. Another possible threat for the Nicobar Megapodes is ongoing road
construc�on from Shastri Nagar to Indira Point via Galathea, which results in the loss of micro and macro habitat
as well as the surrounding environment needed to maintain the micro clima�c condi�on for the mounds”.

(Comments by MNS) As men�oned above, the proposed Port is a threat to this endangered endemic species.

COCONUT CRAB: Schedule 1. (Excerpt from ZSI report)  “ The coconut crab popula�ons are threatened with
ex�nc�on in the Nicobar group of Islands”.

(Comments by MNS) The proposed developments will further endanger this Schedule 1 endemic species.

CROCODILES: (Excerpt from ZSI report)  “ Salt-Water crocodiles sighted at Indira Point, Mahar Nallah, Gandhi
Nagar, Shastri Nagar, and Galathea Bay…..crocodiles can be shi�ed to alternate suitable habitat, away from the
proposed developmental projects” .

(Comments by MNS) Saltwater crocodiles are large free-swimming rep�les found in many loca�ons in the A&N
islands. It is not feasible to relocate them from the project sites.

Measures to minimize the impact on Corals, Turtles, Saltwater Crocodiles during construc�on and opera�onal
phases: (Excerpt from ZSI report)  “At the outset, there should be a comprehensive Environmental Management
Plan (EMP) in place both during the construc�on and opera�on phase for the proposed developmental ac�vi�es.
The following recommenda�ons to minimize and mi�gate the impacts of port development and other coastal
developments on corals, salt water crocodile habitats and leatherback turtle habitats are proposed”.

“Dredging of immediate offshore bo�oms as well as shallow estuarine habitats Reef restora�on and coral
reloca�on due to coastal development and/or dredging, are among the most common reasons for
transplanta�on. Dredging ac�vi�es in the nearshore waters of the developmental projects during the
construc�on phase will apparently destroy the corals and coral beds, but transplanta�on is a worldwide solu�on
which could be easy executed in Great Nicobar island in alternate suitable offshore habitats.. Towards this, the
developers should support with suitable funding. There are few studies on the effects of dredging on saltwater
crocodile that can be a�ributed en�rely to dredging ac�vi�es in isola�on. However, avoidance of breeding and
nursery areas of crocodile during dredging is beneficial, and minimizes large-scale losses of species, as will
minimizing dredging related sedimenta�on around feeding and breeding as well as sensi�ve habitats used by this
animal. The saltwater crocodile (Crocodylus porosus) being a common resident of creeks and surrounding areas
of Page Nicobar, crocodiles can be shi�ed to alternate suitable habitat, away from the proposed developmental
projects. Towards this, the developers should support with suitable funding. Similarly, although the offshore
congrega�on of leatherback turtles and other species of turtles are not known to occur in and around Galathea,
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however as a precau�onary measure, installa�on of a deflector on the drag-head to push the turtles (any species)
out of the path of the dredger along with an observer programme to detect any such entrainments is solu�on to
minimize casual�es in the offshore waters during dredging for naviga�onal channel for the port”.  

“Transloca�on of corals: Any coral cololnies which gets impacted by the proposed Airport, transshipment areas
and dredging channels will be translocated in suitable place where the similar enivironment as well as
topographic features prevails in the Great Nicobar Island”.

(Comments by MNS) The kind of alterna�ves suggested by ZSI for coral restora�on etc., in Great Nicobar need
to be peer reviewed and will have to be funded by the project proponent. There is no agency to monitor the
clauses on which the clearances are given and if these clauses are being followed by the developers.

Environmental Impact of Township and Area Development “NEW CITY”: (Excerpt from EIA) “The development is
proposed outside the Campbell Bay Na�onal Park and Galathea Na�onal Park.  On account of a permanent
change from an age-old tropical rain forest to the power plant, the project is going to cause damage to dense
forests in 39 Ha. Major nega�ve impacts of the project on terrestrial Ecology and Biodiversity is the loss of a small
patch of thick forest. However, compensatory afforesta�on as per the FC act has been proposed”.

(Comments by MNS) Old rain forests will be permanently damaged and can never be replicated through
compensatory afforesta�on as they are complete natural ecosystems with innumerable interdependent species
with special clima�c and soil requirements.

Impact of Greenfield Interna�onal Airport: (Excerpt from EIA) “The various types of pollu�on envisaged from the
proposed airport will be of following types:

• Air pollu�on – Vehicular movement, Aircra� movements, Ground equipment, DG sets and machineries.

• Noise pollu�on – Vehicular movement, Aircra� movements, Ground equipment, DG sets and machineries.

• Water pollu�on – Waster water, cleaning of equipment, aircra�, floors etc; and

• Solid waste genera�on

The impacts are on land use, soil, air quality, ecology, demography and socio-economics, access roads and public
expecta�on. Environmental impacts associated with the opera�on of the project will be avoided/minimised by
implemen�ng the key design and planning strategies, the project will inevitably give rise to some impacts on the
environment. Exhaust emissions from vehicles and equipment deployed during the construc�on phase also result
in marginal increase in the levels of SO2, NO2, PM, CO and unburnt hydrocarbons. The impact will however, be
reversible, marginal, and temporary in nature”.

(Comments by MNS) The EIA clearly indicates there will be considerable pollu�on of air, water and soil in
addi�on to noise. During opera�onal phase these will be inevitable and con�nuous, not temporary. Mi�ga�on
measures will not suffice to minimise or reverse the impact on the natural ecosystem, flora and fauna.

“A small part of the sea needs to be reclaimed due to the ligh�ng and radar installa�on of the runway. As per the
ZSI report the specific area do not have corals but are present in nearby areas. However, If corals are affected due
to the airport construc�on, the same will be replanted in a suitable area”.

(Comments by MNS) Extensive destruc�on and smothering of endangered corals and water turbidity will result
from reclama�on. Pris�ne coral reefs in Great Nicobar Island are ecosystems with innumerable inter-dependant
fishes and other organisms. Replan�ng cannot successfully replicate these ecosystems. 

Impact of Power plant: (Excerpt from EIA) “Dust will be the main pollutant affec�ng the ambient air quality of the
area during the construc�on phase. The impact will be confined within the project boundary and is expected to
be negligible outside the plant boundaries”.

(Comments by MNS) Noise, air pollu�on, light and habitat disturbances will adversely affect plants and animals
in the vicinity and can get seriously and irreversibly affected by dust deposits. It is not possible for dust to be
confined to within the project boundary since there will be strong winds from the sea side.

 Environmental Impact Assessment for Interna�onal Container Transshipment Terminal (ICTT): (Excerpt from
EIA) “An area of 11.44 sq. km in Galathea Bay was intended to be declare as Galathea Bay wildlife century for
protec�on and propaga�on of leather back sea turtles as per sub sec�on (1) of sec�on 18 of the wildlife
(protec�on) Act, 1972. However, under sub sec�on (29) of sec�on 2 read with sec�on 26 A (3) of the wildlife
(protec�on) Aact, 1972 the inten�on of no�fica�on has been withdrawn and thereby it was de-no�fied”.

(Comments by MNS)  Galathea Bay, which is home to a wide range of protected species, has been selected as
the best loca�on for the port. The ICTT will cause extensive devasta�on of this precious biodiversity hot-spot.     

(Excerpt from EIA):  “During construc�on phase changes in Land use/land cover may arise, Topography changed.
Due to construc�on ac�vity and Soil compac�on, consolida�on may cause in loss of vegeta�on and tree cover,
soil pollu�on and even flooding also”. “If no care is taken , the marine water may get polluted as a result of
releases of contaminants, if any into the marine system including leakage/ spill of oil in port and its surrounded
area will impact water quality. As a mi�ga�on measure, no untreated water will be discharged either during the
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construc�on or opera�on phase of the project. Port operators should prepare a Spill preven�on, control, and
counter measure plan”.

(Comments by MNS)  All this damage an�cipated in the EIA is irreversible. Mi�ga�on measures by water
treatment will not effec�vely remove all contaminants.

PREDICTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

(Comments by MNS)  The ZSI report lists out many serious concerns of air and marine pollu�on, noise,
biodiversity loss, extensive loss of coral reefs, fauna habitat loss, diversion of waterways, forest loss, impact of
10,000 workers and their accommoda�on on the forest etc. The mi�ga�on measures suggested are mostly not
feasible or acceptable, eg., compensatory afforesta�on on the mainland, large-scale coral
restora�on/reconstruc�on/ transloca�on at another site, ar�ficial reefs etc. Some recommenda�ons, eg.,
construc�ng culverts for fauna to use to prevent road-kills due to heavy vehicular traffic are likely to be
ineffec�ve. Protec�on of the habitat of endangered species in the project area is recommended, but no
effec�ve mi�ga�on method is possible since the natural habitat will be converted for project purposes. Some
problems like noise cannot be mi�gated.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN:

(Comments by MNS)  Most of the mi�ga�on measures suggested by ZSI are unlikely to be adhered to – eg., no
ac�vity at night so that nocturnal fauna are not disturbed by bright lights. Solid waste – eg., construc�on
debris, garbage, plas�cs, li�er etc are recommended to be cleared regularly, however even if a waste disposal
plant is established, its capacity will not be sufficient to dispose all safely. There is no system to ‘police’ the
project development ac�vi�es to ensure the measures are adopted.

RECOMMENDATIONS: (Excerpt from ZSI report) No endangered faunal communi�es such re�culated python, bird
megapode and coconut crab distributed in the proposed and if at all found them during construc�on phase they
can be relocated in safe and suitable place. The proposed alignment is well away from the se�lement of semi-
nomadic tribes Shompen in Great Nicobar Island.

(Comments by MNS)  Reloca�on of endangered fauna is not feasible or advisable. They have specific habitat
requirements and are extremely sensi�ve to environmental changes. This recommenda�on contradicts the
mi�ga�on measures suggested for protec�ng the habitats of endangered species.

(Excerpt from ZSI report) The proposal is for holis�c development in Great Nicobar Island which comprises of
above developmental ac�vi�es, for which there will be developmental components both in the aqua�c and
terrestrial ecosystems of Great Nicobar Island, the environmental impact is presumed to be negligible.

(Comments by MNS)  The environmental and ecological impact cannot be negligible for such a large-scale
project with mul�ple developments extending over 166 sq km. Since the impact on the terrestrial and marine
biodiversity will be significant and irreversible, this pris�ne loca�on in Great Nicobar is unsuitable.

You will appreciate that our above comments have been made in the spirit of ensuring that what we have le�
with us today need to be definitely conserved so as to ensure that the genera�ons to come will benefit from the
same.

We therefore request you to kindly maintain status quo in Great Nicobar Island.

Thank you.

Warmly,

The Execu�ve Commi�ee & Members of the Madras Naturalists’ Society, Chennai
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Icon

Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
2 messages

Vinay Tandon <vtandy@gmail.com> Mon, Jan 24, 2022 at 3:15 PM
To: "dstandamans@gmail.com" <dstandamans@gmail.com>, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in
Cc: "dcnicobar2@gmail.com" <dcnicobar2@gmail.com>

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> 
Date: Mon, 24 Jan, 2022, 2:40 PM
Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure) 
To: <vtandy@gmail.com> 

Address not found

Your message wasn't delivered to eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in
because the address couldn't be found or is unable to receive
email.

The response from the remote server was: 

550 #5.1.0 Address rejected.

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Vinay Tandon <vtandy@gmail.com> 
To: eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in 
Cc:  
Bcc:  
Date: Mon, 24 Jan 2022 14:39:53 +0530 
Subject: Public Hearing on Gr Nicobar project EIA 
SIr, ANI is one of the last genuine wildernesses left in the country. We are alarmed and shocked that the Gr Nicobar is
slated to be the next victim of rapacious and thoughtless development. We understand a voluminous EIA Report has
been prepared though few have access to it and even fewer have read it! Since the is little to fully understand the
ecological impact of the proposed project, we would very humbly request that the hearing be postponed by at least
another month to allow a fair Hearing to happen. 
This appeal also goes to all decision makers and connected members of MOEF & CC to please reconsider the haste
in which this Hearing has been convened.
Thanking you in advance. 
Sincerely yours,
Vinay Tandon IFS (retd)
former PCCF and HOFF
Himachal Pradesh
Veteran member of
ANI Group

ANNEXURE-A3
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Andaman & Nicobar Pollution Control Committee 
Department of Science and Technology 
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Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
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e-mail: dstandamans@gmail.com
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Comments, Questions, and Suggestions for the Public Hearing to be held on 27th
January 2022 for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman &
Nicobar Islands”
Prasad Khale <prasadkhale@cat.org.in> Tue, Jan 25, 2022 at 11:16 AM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, secyper.and@nic.in, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dcnicobar2@gmail.com,
campbellbayac@gmail.com, ad.raju@nic.in, Deepak A <spiderconch@gmail.com>, secy-moef@nic.in
Cc: Debi Goenka <debi@cat.org.in>

CONSERVATION ACTION TRUST
5, Sahakar Bhavan, 1st Floor, LBS Road, Narayan Nagar, Ghatkopar (W), 

Mumbai – 400086 
Work: 022 – 25122422/23

25th January 2022

The Member Secretary

Andaman Nicobar Pollution Control Committee

Department of Science and Technology

Dollygunj, Port Blair

Andaman and Nicobar Islands    

Dear Sir, 

Comments, Questions, and Suggestions for the Public Hearing to be held on 27th January 2022 for
“Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar Islands”

1. It is extremely distressing that this Public Hearing is being held based on a draft EIA Report that has
been prepared in great haste, and which does not adequately deal with a number of very crucial parameters
that are vital for the decision-making process. We are highlighting some of the important issues below. We
would be grateful if you would kindly ensure that these concerns are addressed, and the requisite information
be provided at the earliest. We would therefore suggest that this Public Hearing be postponed until such time
a revised draft EIA Report is prepared and made available in the public domain.

2. We would like to begin by pointing out that the NABET validity of the EIA Consultants was upto
November 2021. The draft EIA Report submitted for this Public Hearing is dated December 2021 i.e. after the
expiry of the accreditation. This draft Report therefore needs to be prepared and submitted by an accredited
consultant.

3. It is also surprising that the Consultants have only one empaneled expert on Ecology and Biodiversity
on their team for the purposes of preparing this draft EIA. It is also not clear what the domain expertise this
individual possesses. Given the extremely important and irreplaceable biodiversity that the Great Nicobar
Island possesses, it is surprising that only one expert was part of this team.

4. Copies of the reports prepared by the sub consultant, their accreditation details and their expertise have
not been included in this draft EIA Report.

ANNEXURE-A4
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5.          It is also not clear who the project proponent is, since AECOM has been appointed by the Niti Aayog
and not be ANIIDCO.

6.          It is also surprising that AECOM has in turn appointed Vimta Labs as a consultant, even though the
MoEF had clearly stipulated that the EIA consultant should be independent.

7.          A copy of the DPR prepared by Aecom has also not been included. This is a critical lacuna since the
DPR would contain detailed engineering drawings showing the locations and alignments of the proposed
projects including the breakwaters, jetties, buildings, airport, thermal power plant, township Development Plan,
etc. Any change in these parameters during the construction stage would vitiate the findings of the draft EIA
Report.

8.          It is also not clear whether the proposed power plant will be based on gas or coal.

9.          Noncompliance with ToRs – It is clearly evident that the draft EIA Report has been submitted without
complying with several ToR. Please refer to Annexure I of the Report. A closer look will reveal that almost all
the ToR have not been fully complied with. Some of the ToR have not been complied with at all.

10.       Disaster, Risk Assessment – The draft EIA Report does not include the possibility of natural disasters
such as earthquakes, undersea volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, etc. and the impact of such disasters. This
should form a vital component of the draft EIA given the vulnerability of the proposed project to major tectonic
fault lines and volcanoes.

11.       Pre-Tsunami data on turtles – The draft EIA report includes several references to studies carried out by
various agencies prior to December 2004. Given the fact that the tsunami of December 2004 caused major
damage to the GNI and particularly the nesting beaches, the pre 2004 data should not be used for
comparison. What is required is a long term monitoring study of turtles migration and turtle nesting in the GNI.

12.       Latest data on sea level rise – The draft EIA Report relies heavily on old and outdated data regarding
sea level rise. The impact of sea level rise has also not been incorporated in this draft EIA. A proper detailed
study needs to be carried out.

13.       Climate change assessment - The impact of climate change and rising temperatures has also not been
incorporated in this draft EIA. A proper detailed study needs to be carried out.

14.       Impact on Tribals – As per the draft EIA Report, there are about 237 Shompen and 1,094 Nicobarese
individuals on GNI. The draft EIA Report also mentions that a part of the Tribal Reserve admeasuring 84.1
square km is proposed to be denotified. This will severely impact the tribal population on the GNI since this
forms part of their traditional tribal area. In addition, there will be serious indirect impacts caused by these
projects and the inflow of thousands of labourers, tourists, township residents, etc.

15.       Rapid assessment study of WII – The WII study is a rapid assessment study, and the field visit seems to
have taken a few days. This is not acceptable. A full-fledged long-term study on the turtles needs to be carried
out and included in the draft EIA.

16.       ZSI Report – It seems that though the ZSI Report does include a lot of baseline data, it is not clear how
much field work has been carried out by the ZSI after May 2021 for the purposes of preparing their Report,
which forms part of the draft EIA Report.

17.       Commercial viability of the proposed Port/ICTT –

a)          Whilst there is no doubt that whilst there is great geographical value in locating this project in and
around Galathea Bay in the GNI, this has to be tempered with the fact that the proposed location is extremely
vulnerable to natural disasters.

b)         Secondly, a copy of the DPR also needs to be made available and examined – the assumptions made in
the DPR are vitally important to determine if these projects are financially viable.

c)          Thirdly, the financial viability of the Port will depend on several factors such as the tariffs, the turn
around time of the ships, the percentage of cargo destined for ports in the Bay of Bengal, etc. Sadly, this
information is completely lacking and needs to be provided.

d)         Fourthly, if the Port is intended to be privatized, it is necessary that the private sector provide the capital
for funding this project. It cannot be built at public cost and then handed over to the private sector at a
pittance.

e)         It is not clear what are the additional costs required to build these projects that are designed for Seismic
Zone 5.

f)           Insurance – Would it be possible to insure the Port and other projects planned on the GNI?

18.       Phase I study only – This draft EIA covers only the Phase I of the proposed projects. It should be
revised and resubmitted to include the impacts of Phase II as well. Piecemealing of these projects should not
be permitted.

19.       Carrying capacity study for ports – The Carrying Capacity Study that is included in the draft EIA Report
is inadequate and suffers from serious infirmities. An example of how a proper carrying capacity study should
be carried out is available at https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-2016-10-07/2016-24312 for the
 Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview, LLC (Applicant) is proposing to construct and operate an export
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terminal in Cowlitz County, Washington, along the Columbia River. The project proponents should be asked to
emulate this example and include it in the revised draft EIA Report.

20.       The impact of the denotification of the proposed Galathea sanctuary has also not been dealt with in the
draft EIA Report.

21.       Defence /Strategic Aspects.

a)          Whilst there is no doubt that the Chinese are flexing their muscles and expanding their navy and these
threats need to be countered, would it not make more sense to strengthen and expand the existing
infrastructure belonging to our Armed Forces that exists on GNI and surrounding islands?

b)         It is also not clear whether the strategic interests of our country would be strengthened by allowing
foreign ships to freely enter this area? Or by allowing millions of tourists to fly into this strategic location?

c)          What control would the Defence Forces exercise over this port, with or without privatization?

d)         Problems with civilian use of defence airports – We have already seen in Goa and Pune that our
Defence Forces are not comfortable with their assets being used by commercial entities. It is also clear that
the new proposed airport would severely impact the existing facilities that exist with our Defence Forces on
GNI. This issue has not been dealt with in the draft EIA report.

22.       The draft EIA document, which stretches to over 1200 pages, has been put together by a consultant in a
very short period of six months, considering the fact that most of the country was under travel restrictions
because of Covid. The draft EIA is even more remarkable given the travel constraints to Great Nicobar.
Secondly, even though it is one of the greatest biodiversity hotspots in the world, scant regard has been paid
to the impact of the proposed projects. The Wildlife Institute of India has carried out a Rapid Assessment
study over a few days. The Zoological Survey of India has carried out a baseline study and a site appraisal.
Significantly, both these studies were commissioned even before the Terms of Reference were issued by the
MoEFCC.

23.       Amazingly, the compensatory afforestation for the loss of 130,000 hectares of prime virgin forest lands
of Great Nicobar are, contrary to the recommendations of the ZSI, proposed to be carried out in Madhya
Pradesh in central India. It seems evident that an equivalent area of non-forest land will not be made available
in MP, and that the so-called compensatory plantation would be carried out on existing forest lands.

24.       Cost Benefit Analysis

a)      The Cost Benefit Analysis carried out in the draft EIA is completely faulty and needs to be redone.

b)     The new NPV values need to be incorporated in this Study.

c)      Lands adjacent to a National Park or Sanctuary need to be assessed at 10 time the NPV.

d)     The cost of habitat fragmentation cannot be zero.

e)     Since the forest lands proposed to be diverted for these projects will be lost forever, the NPV values will
have to be calculated for a period longer than 50 years.

f)       If the forest land is valued at Rs.6000 per square metre after diversion in the draft EIA Report, this is the
value that needs to be assigned to the forests that are proposed to be diverted for these projects.

25.       It is not clear where the material required for reclamation will be sourced from, and the environmental
and economic costs associated with the proposed reclamation.

26.       The EMP is sadly lacking in detail and seems to be very cursory. It is necessary that a detailed EMP be
prepared, mentioning all the mitigation measures required to be implemented, along with the time frame, costs
for the same, etc. The agencies required to implement each of these mitigation measures also needs to be
specifically identified.

27.       We would also suggest that a more competent consultant be appointed to prepare the revised EIA
Report.

28.       Please explain why the TOR has not been fully complied with. Please give a detailed explanation for
each TOR that has not been complied with.

29.       Why has the draft EIA not been prepared in line with MoEF&CC guidelines for Thermal Power Plant,
Port, and Township projects?

30.       The project proponent in introduction part of draft EIA has mentioned about unexplored exquisite nature,
unique combination of mountain and beaches, part of world network of biosphere reserves, diverse wildlife,
and world’s unique coral reserve, as well as numerous endemic species of flora and fauna. Whilst it is obvious
that the proposed projects will lead to severe degradation and destruction of such pristine ecosystem, as well
as the loss of some species. Please explain why these issues have not been addressed satisfactorily in the
draft EIA Report, which is completely lacking in plans for protection of such species and their habitats.

31.       Corals over the entire world are facing destruction and bleaching. The proposed project will aggravate
the situation in the proposed project area and result in further damage and destruction that has occurred
during the tsunami.
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32.       The project proponent in its draft EIA has noted that “The area harbours coral reefs. These reefs are
present around the island with varied thickness and diversity. The corals were severely affected due to 2004
tsunami. In 2008, due to rise in sea water temperature, significant number of corals were bleached all over the
world; the corals of Nicobar Island also experienced bleaching. However, the exact quantity of coral
bleaching has not been estimated.”

33.       It is not clear why the exact quantity of coral bleaching has not been estimated. Corals form a vital link in
the support system for all kinds of marine life. This is a serious shortcoming in the draft EIA. We would urge
that a proper scientific study on this very important aspect needs to be carried out and the draft Report be
revised and resubmitted for Public Comments.

34.       As per the information provided in the draft EIA report, the proposal is for Phase I of the project. Splitting
the project into phases amounts to piecemealing of clearances, and the environmental and ecological impacts
of the entire project cannot, therefore, be assessed in its totality, as per this draft EIA Report. We would urge
that this draft Report be revised and resubmitted for Public Comments.

35.       Is the holistic development of Great Nicobar Island a standalone project or is it part of any other project?
If yes, please give full details of the status of the other project or projects as well as copies of their draft EIA
Reports, ECs, etc. It is clear from the draft EIA report that the aim for the proposed activities is to reap
economic benefits based on maritime services and tourism amongst other economic drivers. The report states
that this will be possible only by the development of key infrastructure facilities. It is therefore evident that
there will be other projects that will come up as a result of the proposed activities, such as tourism resorts,
diving centres, golf courses, etc.

36.       Kindly furnish the existing and proposed detailed land use plans along the proposed layout.

37.       Acquisition of land will also lead to fragmentation of the land and will lead to change in the land use and
land cover of the area. What steps are proposed to minimize this impact?

38.       What is the status of the forest clearance for the proposed project?

39.       Has the proposal submitted for the forest clearance? There are no details available for the same on the
FAC website.

40.       It is scientifically proven that ports and townships can dramatically alter landscapes, significantly impact
wildlife, shift population demographics, and pollute and degrade the environment. Have these factors
considered while preparation of the draft EIA report?

41.       Please furnish the exact distance of the proposed layout and the ancillary activities from the protected
areas and their ESZs, including the proposed Galathea sanctuary (that has now been denotified). Also, please
explain how these activities will impact these ecologically sensitive areas?

42.       Please furnish details of the existing and proposed deployment of Forest Department personnel in the
GNI, including the details of vehicles, boats, equipment, etc. at their disposal.

43.       As per the draft EIA report, the detailed project mapping at a scale of 1:4000 as well as 1:25000/50000
is under preparation by NCSCM, Chennai. It is not clear how the draft EIA has been finalised without
completion of these maps and reports.

44.       There are several endemic species found on the Great Nicobar Island which are not even found on the
other islands in the Andaman Nicobar region. These species are at great risk of vulnerability. What are the
mitigation measures proposed for the same? Are there and species conservation plans?

45.       Turtle nesting of Leatherback and olive ridley turtles have already been impacted due to Tsunami in
2004, climate change, and sea level rise. The proposed projects will further lead to destruction of turtle nesting
at the Great Nicobar Island. What are the proposed mitigation measures for the same?

46.       Kindly furnish copies of the studies carried out on sea turtles found in the Great Nicobar Coastline along
with details of their nesting post tsunami. Please also furnish details of the migratory routes of these turtles.

47.       There are Megapode nesting sites present on the Great Nicobar Island. The draft EIA states that
“Megapode nesting sites can be seen in various places around the island. Megapodes are mainly solitary
birds that do not incubate their eggs with their body heat as other birds do but bury them in mound consisting
of decaying vegetation. ZSI is studying the megapode nesting sites as a part of the draft EIA. The report is
awaited.”

48.       It is not clear how the mitigation measures and impact of the proposed project has been assessed
without the report on Megapode nesting sites. The same should be clarified.

49.       India's National Marine Turtle Action Plan released on February 1, 2021, lists Galathea Bay as one of
the ‘Important Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Areas’ and ‘Important Marine Turtle Habitats’ in the country. It
is included in Coastal Regulation Zone (CRZ)-I, the zone with maximum protection. What are the mitigation
measures proposed to ensure that the habitats are not impacted due to proposed activities?

50.       Further, the report states that “In accordance with the denotification proposal, the Wildlife Institute of
India (WII) and the Nicobar Development Authority are exploring workable alternative to ensure that the turtles
are not subject to any stress owing to the proposed integrated development.”

Page 37 of 202



51.       It seems many studies are still pending. The public hearing should be conducted only after all the
studies are completed and made available in the public domain, and the draft EIA suitably revised.

52.       It has been mentioned in the report that “The endemic birds include the Nicobar sparrow hawk, great
Nicobar serpent eagle, Nicobar megapode, Nicobar parakeet, Nicobar imperial pigeon, Nicobar scops-owl,
Nicobar bulbul, and Nicobar jungle flycatcher, all now threatened by human settlements and resulting habitat
modification. The beautiful Nicobar imperial pigeon is a large bird that prefers being on the ground and is the
closest living relative to the extinct dodo.” This endemic biodiversity will be impacted due to the proposed
project. It is not clear if the long-term impact of the proposed activities on the endemic species has been
studied. Kindly provide studies and mitigation measures for the same.

53.       As per the available information and information provided in the draft EIA, the effects of tsunami and sea
level rise are already visible. The biodiversity and ecosystem are already facing great threats and even
extinction due to natural disasters in and around the GNI. The proposed project activities will further aggravate
the situation. Unfortunately, the EMP does not adequately address these issues.

54.       The draft EIA also states that “This sudden ‘land drowning’ (due to tectonic subsidence), coupled with
the tsunami, altered the structure of mangrove forests. As per the study by WII, the mangrove covers in the
Nicobar Islands declined by around 97 percent, which is higher than the earlier estimation. The researchers
form Centre for Ornithology and Natural History (SACON) documented 20 mangrove species from 34 sites
across the Nicobar Islands, of which eight species were recorded for the first time from the island group.”

55.       There is need to protect all these species instead of proposing activities which will lead to further
deterioration and destruction of these species.

56.       Kindly provide the proposed mitigation measures for protection and conservation of all the mangrove
species found in the region.

57.       Kindly also explain whether the artificial plantation of mangroves is an adequate replacement for the
destruction of natural mangrove eco-systems.

58.       As per the information provided in the draft EIA at Figure 1.8 (Ring of fire), Several active volcanoes are
present near the island. Kindly provide the detailed disaster management plan that would deal with volcanic
eruptions, tsunamis, etc.

59.       The draft EIA states that “The severe tsunami damaged the main market, roads, bridges, and jetty,
leaving behind sorrow and grief and homeless people. Embarkation of ships alongside the jetty was not
possible as causeway was totally washed away. Lighthouse at Indira point got submerged into sea.”

60.       This clearly shows that the impact of Tsunami is still visible after more than 16 years. In addition to this
there are visible impacts of Climate Change and Sea level rise.

61.       Kindly provide the details of measures proposed to deal with these impacts.

62.       The draft EIA fails to provide details of capital and maintenance dredging. Kindly provide full details of
the same, as well as the location of the spoil grounds, and the cost of these activities.

63.       The draft EIA mentions about the increase in tourist passengers and proposes to handle 10 million
passengers per annum (MPPA). It fails to provide details of the modelling used to predict the increase in
number of passengers over the years.

64.       Moreover, the increase in number of tourists will lead to increase in pollution and destruction of
environment. It will also put severe pressure on the infrastructure facilities.

65.       Kindly provide proposed mitigation measures for the same.

66.       The table 1.2 (Environmental Setting – Integrated Development Project) in draft EIA report provides
details of Protected areas, protected forest, Rivers/lakes, as well as seismic zone/landslide/cloud burst along
with each component of proposed project.

67.       The proposed project will lead to destruction of dense forest habitat along with the deterioration or
destruction of several protected areas. Moreover, the location proposed for the project activities is not suitable
as it falls under Seismic Zone -V and is also vulnerable to Tsunami and susceptible to floods. As per the
records cloud burst occurred in 2020 in Andaman & Nicobar Islands.

68.       The project proponent should clarify the site selection procedure in the light of these concerns.

69.       The proposal was appraised by EAC Infra-1 in its 260th meeting held during 5th – 6th April 2021. The
proposed projects consists of Port/ICTT, Township, Airport and Thermal Power Plant, most of which impact
the CRZ. It is not clear why the applications were not submitted for appraisal by the EAC Thermal Projects as
well as EAC CRZ. Kindly provide clarification for the same.

70.       As per the table 1.3 (Environmental attributes and frequency of monitoring) the meteorological data has
been collected from only 1 sampling location. This is not in conformity with the requirements for preparation of
a draft EIA Report. A proper study needs to be carried out.

71.       As per the table 1.3, the ecology (Terrestrial and aquatic) data has been collected only once during the
study. This is not in conformity with the requirements for preparation of a draft EIA Report. A proper study
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needs to be carried out.

72.       The area for port falls under ICRZ IA. Part of the area also falls under the tribal reserve. The proposed
port will lead to reclamation of ICRZ IA and denotification of tribal reserve.

73.       Kindly provide the consent obtained from the tribals, if any, for the denotification of tribal reserve, as well
as copies of any studies carried out in this regard.

74.       As pointed out to the Member Secretary of ANPCC vide email dated 20.01.2022, several figures/layout
maps provided in draft EIA report are illegible. Legible maps and charts need to be provided before the public
hearing. Even the uncompressed copy of the draft EIA report uploaded after the email sent to Member
Secretary has several illegible figures/layouts.

75.       As per the information provided in the draft EIA report more than 20% of the land required for the port
will be reclaimed. However, the source of the fill material has not been mentioned. Please provide full details.

76.       Kindly provide details of the mitigation measures proposed for compensating for the loss of marine
biodiversity and habitats.

77.       Kindly provide full details of the coral habitats that will be destroyed due to the reclamation of the
construction of port.

78.       Kindly provide the details of proposal submitted to NBWL for obtaining wildlife clearance.

79.       Kindly provide the details of coral relocation plan, if any, along with the details of the locations proposed
for relocation, along with GPS coordinates, and their costs.

80.       There are several ancillary activities proposed such as road connectivity. Kindly provide the detailed
impact assessment carried out for ancillary activities, as well as the fragmentation of wildlife habitats, and
mitigation measures for the same.

81.       Under Chapter-2 of draft EIA, Section 2.3 provides details of traffic projections for ICTT Port. Kindly
provide detailed modelling studies used to predict the traffic projections along with the source of information
used for modelling.

82.       Under Chapter-2 of draft EIA, Section 2.4.4.1 provides details of waves. The data used for the analysis
is between 1994-2007. The post tsunami data needs to be provided and used for this analysis. A proper study
needs to be carried out, including the impact of sea level rise on waves and tides.

83.       Moreover, it is also mentioned that the severe weather conditions would not be recorded. In such cases
the other methods to analyse waves should have been used. Kindly provide the clarification for the same,
particularly since a number of buoys were set up post tsunami in this region.

84.       The table 2.7 provides Ship – observed wave height data. Kindly provide year and month wise data for
the same.

85.       In Section 2.4.4.3, the draft EIA states that the current data was collected from 17.03.2021 to
29.03.2021 and based on the tidal variation, the processed APCP data were analysed for the effect of current
during the spring and Neap Seasons during the observation. The data for the entire year needs to be collected
and used for this analysis. A proper study needs to be carried out.

86.       The data for analysis of the effect of currents during the spring and neap season should be carried out
based on the entire year and not on the data collected for only 12 days. It is well known that there are
significant changes in the current patterns over the seasons, and also because of global warming.

87.       Kindly provide full details of dredging locations along with GPS coordinates, as well as dredging
methodologies. Will dredging be stopped during the nesting season of the turtles? And when the eggs hatch?

88.       Kindly provide full details of quantities, location, etc. where material required for reclamation will be
obtained and transported, and the impacts of the same.

89.       Construction of the breakwater will lead to changes in shorelines, and also lead to erosion and accretion
in adjacent areas. Kindly provide copies of the study carried out to assess these impacts and the mitigation
measures for the same, along with the costs.

90.       The number of the berths to be provided are not mentioned in the draft EIA report. It is not clear how the
impact can be assessed without details about number of berths with detailed layout? This is important since
this will also impact the wave and tidal patterns, and the siltation, etc. A proper study needs to be carried out
once these details are finalised.

91.       The draft EIA report under Chapter 2 (A) mentions a shoreline study. The project proponent has carried
out the shoreline study using Google Earth imageries over the past 5 years. It seems that these imageries are
not taken at the same time of the year or at the same tidal levels. A proper study needs to be carried out.

92.       Under Chapter 2 (A), section 2.14 (Reclamation) the project proponent mentions about discharging
dredged material by Cutter Suction Dredgers (CSD) or Trailing Suction Hopper Dredger (TSHD) into one of
the areas proposed to be reclaimed. Please furnish details of the soil analysis carried out that establishes the
suitability of the dredged material for reclamation. It is also not clear if the entire requirement for reclamation
will be met using the dredged soil.
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93.       Kindly provide studies regarding the same along with the details of the reclamation areas with GPS
coordinates.

94.       Kindly furnish a map showing the areas proposed to be reclaimed on the CZMP maps of 1:4000 scale.

95.       Under the road/rail corridor for ICTT Port, the project proponent fails to give details about the total length
of the proposed roads. Kindly provide full details regarding the same.

96.       Kindly provide the details of the number of trees to be cut for the construction of road corridor for the
proposed projects along with the details of species and girth of the trees. How has the value of these trees
been calculated?

97.       Kindly provide the details of the compensatory afforestation to be carried out for the trees that are
proposed to be cut for the road and rail corridors.

98.       What are the proposed mitigations to be provided along the road corridors for wildlife? What is the cost
of these mitigation measures?

99.       Are the mitigation measures proposed in line with the MoEF&CC guidelines and the WII guidelines for
mitigation measures for linear projects?

100.   The Map provided in the draft EIA Report showing the road connectivity is without any legends and
without the details regarding the length of the road. A proper map may please be provided on 1:4000 scale
with proper legends.

101.   The draft EIA fails to provide details of the technology to be used for pollution control.

102.   Kindly provide details of the technology to be used for containment and cleaning of oil and chemical
spillages.

103.   Kindly provide details of mitigation measures for oil or chemical spillage over mangroves and mudflats?

104.   Kindly provide the details of impact of spillage on marine biodiversity. Also provide the mitigation
measures proposed for the same.

105.   Kindly provide the details of the Greenbelt Development along with the number of trees to be planted
with species.

106.   Under the project implementation schedule the draft EIA mentions about preparation of draft EIA and
approvals by the end of 2021. All the requisite studies to be carried out have not been completed. The draft
EIA should be revised and made available once all the requisite studies are carried out and are made
available under the public domain.

107.   The construction of boundary wall for entire project area will break the important corridor mammals and
terrestrial bird species found in the region. What are the mitigation measures proposed for the same?

108.   The project proponent also proposed the erection of chain link fencing to segregate the operational area
with non-operational areas. The erection of chain link fencing leads to deaths of mammals and birds by getting
snagged or trapped in the wire fences. What are the mitigation measures proposed for the same?

109.   The draft EIA mentions that the total manpower required during the construction phase would be approx.
1100 personnel including officials, residential labours and daily wagers. What kind of jobs will be provided to
the locals? Kindly clarify the same.

110.   It is not clear why the project proponent is planning to dispose the dry waste when there are
technologies available for recycling of dry waste. Kindly clarify the same.

111.   Kindly provide the details of the land filling site along with the GPS coordinates and total area required.

112.   Kindly provide full details of quarrying proposed in Andaman and Nicobar region for these proposed
projects.

113.   As per the report, “majority of the construction material like gravels, stones, clay etc will be transported
form Indian mainland or from other nearby countries like Indonesia, Malaysia etc depending on availability and
market viability.” By importing material from foreign shores, there are chances of introduction of foreign
species via quarry material/soil. What are the mitigation measures proposed for same?

114.  Kindly provide the mitigation measures to control the dust pollution during transportation and storage of
quarried material?

115.   Kindly provide the detailed mine closure plans for these quarries.

116.  What will be done to replace the top fertile soil after quarrying/excavation?

117.   Kindly provide full details of industries proposed in industrial area.

118.   Kindly provide the details of pollution to be generated from the industrial area.

119.   Kindly provide the mitigation measures proposed to control the impact of industrial pollution.
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120.   All the zones as mentioned in the table 2.2 are not visible in the figure 2.4 (map showing zoning
diagram). Kindly provide maps on 1:4000 scale showing all the zones.

121.   Kindly provide the details of wastewater treatment technology proposed to be used, as well as the
details regarding the capacity of wastewater treatment plant along with the area required.

122.   Kindly provide the details regarding the sludge management. Whether the sludge will be disposed of in
the environment, or it will be treated and recycled/reused. Kindly clarify.

123.   Incineration plant should not be promoted as a part of solid waste management plan. The wastes, when
incinerated, will produce a large number of extremely harmful pollutants like toxins, dioxins, furans, acidic
gases, toxic ash, etc. that are detrimental to both human health and the environment. Incineration of solid
wastes by incineration transfers the problem to the air environment.

124.   The bottom ash and fly ash generated from the incineration of waste would be highly toxic.

125.   Gas based thermal power plant is part of the proposed project. Kindly provide the source of LNG for the
proposed thermal power plant, as well as full details of how this will be transported and stored. The impacts of
LNG transport and storage need to be factored into the DMP.

126.   Why the soil sampling, ambient air monitoring, and other studies have not been carried out in the 10 km
study area of the proposed projects? A proper study needs to be carried out.

127.   Kindly provide the details of modelling studies carried out for prediction of air quality during the
operational phase of the proposed projects.

128.   The seasonal variation in biodiversity of the region has not been studied, as is required. A proper study
needs to be carried out.

129.   The project proponent should also provide the justification for why the studies were not carried in all the
seasons for correct identification during flowering of floral species.

130.   The draft EIA states that “There was no threat of venomous snakes as they do not occur in the Island.”
The Great Nicobar Island supports the population of the King Cobra, which is highly venomous.

131.   The draft EIA also states that “It is a rapid reconnaissance type of survey and it was not intensive except
in non-forest residential areas.” A proper study needs to be carried out.

132.   The draft EIA states that “Mangrove Forests which are believed to be an insurance against cyclones and
flood could not withstand the fury of tsunami and were washed down into the sea.”

133.   We would like to point out that mangroves acted as shock absorbers. If mangroves were not present,
then the impact of tsunami would have been much greater and would have extended further towards the
landward side.

134.   The biodiversity survey for reptiles fails to mention about fresh water and marine snakes.

135.   The draft EIA reports mention that “Apart from human predation, dogs were found to be the major
predators of turtle eggs.” What are the mitigation measures proposed to control the population of feral dogs
and wild pigs? Obviously, the FD’s Turtle Management Plan that is supposedly in place is not adequate and
needs to be strengthened and improved. Full details of the existing and proposed Turtle Management Plans
may please be provided, along with costs.

136.   What will be the Impact of TPP discharge water on coral reefs, mangroves, biodiversity, and turtle
nesting sites? What are the mitigation measures proposed for the same?

137.   What will be the impact on livelihood and fishing activities due to proposed projects? 

138.   What will be the livelihood opportunities for locals and tribals during and after the implementation of
proposed projects?

139.   The draft EIA states that no development will be planned at the location of turtle and megapode nesting
sites. However, there is no mapping done re the Magapodes. Also, what will be the indirect impact of the
construction and disturbance caused during construction and operation phase on the turtles and megapodes
in the region? A proper study needs to be carried out.

140.   What will be the impact of turbidity during the construction and operational phase on marine
biodiversity?

141.   The draft EIA states, “Several ports and jetties exist on the eastern and western coast of India (Haldia,
Dhamra, Paradeep, Nuagarh, Visakhapatnam, Kakinada, Ennore, Tuticorin, Cochin, Goa, Ratnagiri, Veraval,
Diu, and Jafrabad) and despite of these coastal facilities, sea turtles continue to nest in close proximity to the
establishments.”

142.   Kindly provide the details regarding turtle deaths and carcasses found on the coastal stretches near
these ports and jetties.

143.   Kindly provide the research Reports and statistical data obtained over the years for the turtle nesting at
these coastal stretches mentioned above.
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144.   The draft EIA mentions that "Successful coral reef restoration has previously been accomplished by ZSI
in Gulf of Kachchh and the transplanted corals had >90% survival and effectively transformed into a functional
coral reef." What are the number of corals transplanted? And the area of the functional coral reef?

145.   Kindly provide a copy of a peer reviewed scientific study on this transplantation exercise.

146.   Kindly provide the details of permissions obtained from the CWW and the NBWL.

147.   Kindly provide the mitigation measures proposed for arboreal species.

148.   The draft EIA states, “All the activities during the construction phase to be suspended during night hours
which will pave a movement of turtles for nesting and other wildlife for their feeding, breeding and roosting.”
We would like to point out that all activities will have to be suspended during the breeding seasons, and not
just during the nights. This should form part of the EMP.

149.   The draft EIA also states, “It will be contractor’s responsibility to prepare a disaster management plan
including evacuation plan for site as well as labour colonies.”

150.   It is shocking that there is no DMP or evacuation plan has even been attempted for the proposed
projects, and that these costs have not been factored in the benefit cost analysis.

151.   The draft EIA mentions “If there are any accidental spillages of hazardous substances on soil that may
pose the risk of contaminating run off, such areas will be immediately remediated as per international
practices.”

152.   Details of such practices and mitigation measures to be in place needs to be provided.

153.   Kindly provide the species wise details regarding the total number of mangroves to be destroyed, as well
as full details of compensatory afforestation along with GPS coordinates, CZMPs and satellite imagery.

154.   The draft EIA mentions that “Forest department has also planted casuarina trees on both the eastern
and western flank of the Galathea bay.” It is not clear why the plantation of invasive species has been carried
out. The FD may kindly be asked to explain, particularly when it is well established that casuarina plantations
also interfere with turtle nesting.

155.   Under the section 4.5.2.3. (Impact on ecology due to reclamation) mentions “The turtles will have a
smaller approach path to the western flank of the beach. The experience of ZSI in Dharma and Paradeep port
suggests that port activities often do not affect the nesting of turtles. However, as per ZSI recommendation off
shore construction activity may be halted to possible extent between November to February, which is the
breeding season for the turtles. Off shore Construction during the night time also may be restricted.” The
offshore activities would obviously include dredging, ship traffic, etc.

156.   Detailed scientific studies and reports should be provided along with statistical data on number of turtles
nesting.

157.   Kindly provide the detailed spill contingency plan and Disaster Management Plan.

158.   Kindly provide the proposed impact of noise pollution on marine mammals especially cetaceans.

159.   As per the details provided in Cost Benefit Analysis, Compensatory Afforestation for the diversion of
forest land at Nicobar to be undertaken at Madhya Pradesh. Kindly explain that how the diversion of forest
land carried out at Nicobar can be compensated by afforestation activities carried out at Madhya Pradesh.

160.   We would also like to point out that it is unfair to compare such a pristine ecological area with Singapore,
a city that has one of the highest population densities and lacks adequate resources to support its population.

161.   In conclusion, we would urge that this Public Hearing be postponed until such time a revised draft EIA
Report is prepared and made available in the public domain.

 

Please do let us know if any additional information is required.

 

Yours faithfully,

 

Debi Goenka

Executive Trustee

--  
Prasad Khale, Senior Conservation Officer, Conservation Action Trust
www.cat.org.in
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CONSERVATION ACTION TRUST 
5, Sahakar Bhavan, 1st Floor, LBS Road, Narayan Nagar, Ghatkopar (W),  

Mumbai – 400086 
Work: 022 – 25122422/23 

 

25th January 2022 

The Member Secretary 
Andaman Nicobar Pollution Control Committee 
Department of Science and Technology  
Dollygunj, Port Blair  
Andaman and Nicobar Islands  
 
 

Dear Sir,                                                                                                          

 

Comments, Questions, and Suggestions for the Public Hearing to be held on 27th January 2022 
for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” 
 

1. It is extremely distressing that this Public Hearing is being held based on a draft EIA Report that 
has been prepared in great haste, and which does not adequately deal with a number of very 
crucial parameters that are vital for the decision-making process. We are highlighting some of 
the important issues below. We would be grateful if you would kindly ensure that these 
concerns are addressed, and the requisite information be provided at the earliest. We would 
therefore suggest that this Public Hearing be postponed until such time a revised draft EIA 
Report is prepared and made available in the public domain. 

 
2. We would like to begin by pointing out that the NABET validity of the EIA Consultants was upto 

November 2021. The draft EIA Report submitted for this Public Hearing is dated December 
2021 i.e. after the expiry of the accreditation. This draft Report therefore needs to be prepared 
and submitted by an accredited consultant. 

 
3. It is also surprising that the Consultants have only one empaneled expert on Ecology and 

Biodiversity on their team for the purposes of preparing this draft EIA. It is also not clear what 
the domain expertise this individual possesses. Given the extremely important and 
irreplaceable biodiversity that the Great Nicobar Island possesses, it is surprising that only one 
expert was part of this team. 

 
4. Copies of the reports prepared by the sub consultant, their accreditation details and their 

expertise have not been included in this draft EIA Report. 
 

5. It is also not clear who the project proponent is, since AECOM has been appointed by the Niti 
Aayog and not be ANIIDCO.  
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6. It is also surprising that AECOM has in turn appointed Vimta Labs as a consultant, even though 
the MoEF had clearly stipulated that the EIA consultant should be independent. 
 

7. A copy of the DPR prepared by Aecom has also not been included. This is a critical lacuna since 
the DPR would contain detailed engineering drawings showing the locations and alignments of 
the proposed projects including the breakwaters, jetties, buildings, airport, thermal power 
plant, township Development Plan, etc. Any change in these parameters during the 
construction stage would vitiate the findings of the draft EIA Report. 
 

8. It is also not clear whether the proposed power plant will be based on gas or coal. 
 
9. Noncompliance with ToRs – It is clearly evident that the draft EIA Report has been submitted 

without complying with several ToR. Please refer to Annexure I of the Report. A closer look will 
reveal that almost all the ToR have not been fully complied with. Some of the ToR have not 
been complied with at all. 

 
10. Disaster, Risk Assessment – The draft EIA Report does not include the possibility of natural 

disasters such as earthquakes, undersea volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, etc. and the impact of 
such disasters. This should form a vital component of the draft EIA given the vulnerability of 
the proposed project to major tectonic fault lines and volcanoes. 

 
11. Pre-Tsunami data on turtles – The draft EIA report includes several references to studies carried 

out by various agencies prior to December 2004. Given the fact that the tsunami of December 
2004 caused major damage to the GNI and particularly the nesting beaches, the pre 2004 data 
should not be used for comparison. What is required is a long term monitoring study of turtles 
migration and turtle nesting in the GNI. 

 
12. Latest data on sea level rise – The draft EIA Report relies heavily on old and outdated data 

regarding sea level rise. The impact of sea level rise has also not been incorporated in this draft 
EIA. A proper detailed study needs to be carried out. 

 
13. Climate change assessment - The impact of climate change and rising temperatures has also 

not been incorporated in this draft EIA. A proper detailed study needs to be carried out. 
 
14. Impact on Tribals – As per the draft EIA Report, there are about 237 Shompen and 1,094 

Nicobarese individuals on GNI. The draft EIA Report also mentions that a part of the Tribal 
Reserve admeasuring 84.1 square km is proposed to be denotified. This will severely impact 
the tribal population on the GNI since this forms part of their traditional tribal area. In addition, 
there will be serious indirect impacts caused by these projects and the inflow of thousands of 
labourers, tourists, township residents, etc. 

 
15. Rapid assessment study of WII – The WII study is a rapid assessment study, and the field visit 

seems to have taken a few days. This is not acceptable. A full-fledged long-term study on the 
turtles needs to be carried out and included in the draft EIA. 

 
16. ZSI Report – It seems that though the ZSI Report does include a lot of baseline data, it is not 

clear how much field work has been carried out by the ZSI after May 2021 for the purposes of 
preparing their Report, which forms part of the draft EIA Report. 
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17. Commercial viability of the proposed Port/ICTT –  
a) Whilst there is no doubt that whilst there is great geographical value in locating this project in 

and around Galathea Bay in the GNI, this has to be tempered with the fact that the proposed 
location is extremely vulnerable to natural disasters. 

b) Secondly, a copy of the DPR also needs to be made available and examined – the assumptions 
made in the DPR are vitally important to determine if these projects are financially viable. 

c) Thirdly, the financial viability of the Port will depend on several factors such as the tariffs, the 
turn around time of the ships, the percentage of cargo destined for ports in the Bay of Bengal, 
etc. Sadly, this information is completely lacking and needs to be provided. 

d) Fourthly, if the Port is intended to be privatized, it is necessary that the private sector provide 
the capital for funding this project. It cannot be built at public cost and then handed over to 
the private sector at a pittance. 

e) It is not clear what are the additional costs required to build these projects that are designed 
for Seismic Zone 5. 

 
f) Insurance – Would it be possible to insure the Port and other projects planned on the GNI? 
 
18. Phase I study only – This draft EIA covers only the Phase I of the proposed projects. It should 

be revised and resubmitted to include the impacts of Phase II as well. Piecemealing of these 
projects should not be permitted. 

 
19. Carrying capacity study for ports – The Carrying Capacity Study that is included in the draft EIA 

Report is inadequate and suffers from serious infirmities. An example of how a proper carrying 
capacity study should be carried out is available at https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-
2016-10-07/2016-24312 for the  Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview, LLC (Applicant) is 
proposing to construct and operate an export terminal in Cowlitz County, Washington, along 
the Columbia River. The project proponents should be asked to emulate this example and 
include it in the revised draft EIA Report. 

 
20. The impact of the denotification of the proposed Galathea sanctuary has also not been dealt 

with in the draft EIA Report. 
 
21. Defence /Strategic Aspects. 
a) Whilst there is no doubt that the Chinese are flexing their muscles and expanding their navy 

and these threats need to be countered, would it not make more sense to strengthen and 
expand the existing infrastructure belonging to our Armed Forces that exists on GNI and 
surrounding islands? 

b) It is also not clear whether the strategic interests of our country would be strengthened by 
allowing foreign ships to freely enter this area? Or by allowing millions of tourists to fly into 
this strategic location? 

c) What control would the Defence Forces exercise over this port, with or without privatization? 
d) Problems with civilian use of defence airports – We have already seen in Goa and Pune that 

our Defence Forces are not comfortable with their assets being used by commercial entities. It 
is also clear that the new proposed airport would severely impact the existing facilities that 
exist with our Defence Forces on GNI. This issue has not been dealt with in the draft EIA report. 
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22. The draft EIA document, which stretches to over 1200 pages, has been put together by a 
consultant in a very short period of six months, considering the fact that most of the country 
was under travel restrictions because of Covid. The draft EIA is even more remarkable given 
the travel constraints to Great Nicobar. Secondly, even though it is one of the greatest 
biodiversity hotspots in the world, scant regard has been paid to the impact of the proposed 
projects. The Wildlife Institute of India has carried out a Rapid Assessment study over a few 
days. The Zoological Survey of India has carried out a baseline study and a site appraisal. 
Significantly, both these studies were commissioned even before the Terms of Reference were 
issued by the MoEFCC. 

 
23. Amazingly, the compensatory afforestation for the loss of 130,000 hectares of prime virgin 

forest lands of Great Nicobar are, contrary to the recommendations of the ZSI, proposed to be 
carried out in Madhya Pradesh in central India. It seems evident that an equivalent area of non-
forest land will not be made available in MP, and that the so-called compensatory plantation 
would be carried out on existing forest lands. 

 
24. Cost Benefit Analysis 

a) The Cost Benefit Analysis carried out in the draft EIA is completely faulty and needs to be 
redone. 

b) The new NPV values need to be incorporated in this Study. 
c) Lands adjacent to a National Park or Sanctuary need to be assessed at 10 time the NPV. 
d) The cost of habitat fragmentation cannot be zero. 
e) Since the forest lands proposed to be diverted for these projects will be lost forever, the NPV 

values will have to be calculated for a period longer than 50 years. 
f) If the forest land is valued at Rs.6000 per square metre after diversion in the draft EIA Report, 

this is the value that needs to be assigned to the forests that are proposed to be diverted for 
these projects. 

 
25. It is not clear where the material required for reclamation will be sourced from, and the 

environmental and economic costs associated with the proposed reclamation. 
 
26. The EMP is sadly lacking in detail and seems to be very cursory. It is necessary that a detailed 

EMP be prepared, mentioning all the mitigation measures required to be implemented, along 
with the time frame, costs for the same, etc. The agencies required to implement each of these 
mitigation measures also needs to be specifically identified. 

 
27. We would also suggest that a more competent consultant be appointed to prepare the revised 

EIA Report. 

 
28. Please explain why the TOR has not been fully complied with. Please give a detailed explanation 

for each TOR that has not been complied with. 

 
29. Why has the draft EIA not been prepared in line with MoEF&CC guidelines for Thermal Power 

Plant, Port, and Township projects? 

30. The project proponent in introduction part of draft EIA has mentioned about unexplored 
exquisite nature, unique combination of mountain and beaches, part of world network of 
biosphere reserves, diverse wildlife, and world’s unique coral reserve, as well as numerous 
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endemic species of flora and fauna. Whilst it is obvious that the proposed projects will lead to 
severe degradation and destruction of such pristine ecosystem, as well as the loss of some 
species. Please explain why these issues have not been addressed satisfactorily in the draft EIA 
Report, which is completely lacking in plans for protection of such species and their habitats. 

31. Corals over the entire world are facing destruction and bleaching. The proposed project will 
aggravate the situation in the proposed project area and result in further damage and 
destruction that has occurred during the tsunami. 

32. The project proponent in its draft EIA has noted that “The area harbours coral reefs. These reefs 
are present around the island with varied thickness and diversity. The corals were severely 
affected due to 2004 tsunami. In 2008, due to rise in sea water temperature, significant number 
of corals were bleached all over the world; the corals of Nicobar Island also experienced 
bleaching. However, the exact quantity of coral bleaching has not been estimated.”  

33. It is not clear why the exact quantity of coral bleaching has not been estimated. Corals form a 
vital link in the support system for all kinds of marine life. This is a serious shortcoming in the 
draft EIA. We would urge that a proper scientific study on this very important aspect needs to 
be carried out and the draft Report be revised and resubmitted for Public Comments. 

34. As per the information provided in the draft EIA report, the proposal is for Phase I of the 
project. Splitting the project into phases amounts to piecemealing of clearances, and the 
environmental and ecological impacts of the entire project cannot, therefore, be assessed in 
its totality, as per this draft EIA Report. We would urge that this draft Report be revised and 
resubmitted for Public Comments. 

35. Is the holistic development of Great Nicobar Island a standalone project or is it part of any 
other project? If yes, please give full details of the status of the other project or projects as well 
as copies of their draft EIA Reports, ECs, etc. It is clear from the draft EIA report that the aim 
for the proposed activities is to reap economic benefits based on maritime services and tourism 
amongst other economic drivers. The report states that this will be possible only by the 
development of key infrastructure facilities. It is therefore evident that there will be other 
projects that will come up as a result of the proposed activities, such as tourism resorts, diving 
centres, golf courses, etc. 

36. Kindly furnish the existing and proposed detailed land use plans along the proposed layout. 

37. Acquisition of land will also lead to fragmentation of the land and will lead to change in the 
land use and land cover of the area. What steps are proposed to minimize this impact? 

38. What is the status of the forest clearance for the proposed project? 

39. Has the proposal submitted for the forest clearance? There are no details available for the 
same on the FAC website. 

40. It is scientifically proven that ports and townships can dramatically alter landscapes, 
significantly impact wildlife, shift population demographics, and pollute and degrade the 
environment. Have these factors considered while preparation of the draft EIA report? 

41. Please furnish the exact distance of the proposed layout and the ancillary activities from the 
protected areas and their ESZs, including the proposed Galathea sanctuary (that has now been 
denotified). Also, please explain how these activities will impact these ecologically sensitive 
areas? 

42. Please furnish details of the existing and proposed deployment of Forest Department 
personnel in the GNI, including the details of vehicles, boats, equipment, etc. at their disposal. 
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43. As per the draft EIA report, the detailed project mapping at a scale of 1:4000 as well as 
1:25000/50000 is under preparation by NCSCM, Chennai. It is not clear how the draft EIA has 
been finalised without completion of these maps and reports.  

44. There are several endemic species found on the Great Nicobar Island which are not even found 
on the other islands in the Andaman Nicobar region. These species are at great risk of 
vulnerability. What are the mitigation measures proposed for the same? Are there and species 
conservation plans? 

45. Turtle nesting of Leatherback and olive ridley turtles have already been impacted due to 
Tsunami in 2004, climate change, and sea level rise. The proposed projects will further lead to 
destruction of turtle nesting at the Great Nicobar Island. What are the proposed mitigation 
measures for the same? 

46. Kindly furnish copies of the studies carried out on sea turtles found in the Great Nicobar 
Coastline along with details of their nesting post tsunami. Please also furnish details of the 
migratory routes of these turtles. 

47. There are Megapode nesting sites present on the Great Nicobar Island. The draft EIA states 
that “Megapode nesting sites can be seen in various places around the island. Megapodes are 
mainly solitary birds that do not incubate their eggs with their body heat as other birds do but 
bury them in mound consisting of decaying vegetation. ZSI is studying the megapode nesting 
sites as a part of the draft EIA. The report is awaited.” 

48. It is not clear how the mitigation measures and impact of the proposed project has been 
assessed without the report on Megapode nesting sites. The same should be clarified. 

49. India's National Marine Turtle Action Plan released on February 1, 2021, lists Galathea Bay as 
one of the ‘Important Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Areas’ and ‘Important Marine Turtle 
Habitats’ in the country. It is included in Coastal Regulation Zone (CRZ)-I, the zone with 
maximum protection. What are the mitigation measures proposed to ensure that the habitats 
are not impacted due to proposed activities? 

50. Further, the report states that “In accordance with the denotification proposal, the Wildlife 
Institute of India (WII) and the Nicobar Development Authority are exploring workable 
alternative to ensure that the turtles are not subject to any stress owing to the proposed 
integrated development.” 

51. It seems many studies are still pending. The public hearing should be conducted only after all 
the studies are completed and made available in the public domain, and the draft EIA suitably 
revised. 

52. It has been mentioned in the report that “The endemic birds include the Nicobar sparrow hawk, 
great Nicobar serpent eagle, Nicobar megapode, Nicobar parakeet, Nicobar imperial pigeon, 
Nicobar scops-owl, Nicobar bulbul, and Nicobar jungle flycatcher, all now threatened by human 
settlements and resulting habitat modification. The beautiful Nicobar imperial pigeon is a large 
bird that prefers being on the ground and is the closest living relative to the extinct dodo.” This 
endemic biodiversity will be impacted due to the proposed project. It is not clear if the long-
term impact of the proposed activities on the endemic species has been studied. Kindly provide 
studies and mitigation measures for the same. 

53. As per the available information and information provided in the draft EIA, the effects of 
tsunami and sea level rise are already visible. The biodiversity and ecosystem are already facing 
great threats and even extinction due to natural disasters in and around the GNI. The proposed 
project activities will further aggravate the situation. Unfortunately, the EMP does not 
adequately address these issues. 
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54. The draft EIA also states that “This sudden ‘land drowning’ (due to tectonic subsidence), coupled 
with the tsunami, altered the structure of mangrove forests. As per the study by WII, the 
mangrove covers in the Nicobar Islands declined by around 97 percent, which is higher than the 
earlier estimation. The researchers form Centre for Ornithology and Natural History (SACON) 
documented 20 mangrove species from 34 sites across the Nicobar Islands, of which eight 
species were recorded for the first time from the island group.” 

55. There is need to protect all these species instead of proposing activities which will lead to 
further deterioration and destruction of these species. 

56. Kindly provide the proposed mitigation measures for protection and conservation of all the 
mangrove species found in the region. 

57. Kindly also explain whether the artificial plantation of mangroves is an adequate replacement 
for the destruction of natural mangrove eco-systems. 

58. As per the information provided in the draft EIA at Figure 1.8 (Ring of fire), Several active 
volcanoes are present near the island. Kindly provide the detailed disaster management plan 
that would deal with volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, etc. 

59. The draft EIA states that “The severe tsunami damaged the main market, roads, bridges, and 
jetty, leaving behind sorrow and grief and homeless people. Embarkation of ships alongside the 
jetty was not possible as causeway was totally washed away. Lighthouse at Indira point got 
submerged into sea.” 

60. This clearly shows that the impact of Tsunami is still visible after more than 16 years. In addition 
to this there are visible impacts of Climate Change and Sea level rise. 

61. Kindly provide the details of measures proposed to deal with these impacts. 

62. The draft EIA fails to provide details of capital and maintenance dredging. Kindly provide full 
details of the same, as well as the location of the spoil grounds, and the cost of these activities. 

63. The draft EIA mentions about the increase in tourist passengers and proposes to handle 10 
million passengers per annum (MPPA). It fails to provide details of the modelling used to 
predict the increase in number of passengers over the years. 

64. Moreover, the increase in number of tourists will lead to increase in pollution and destruction 
of environment. It will also put severe pressure on the infrastructure facilities. 

65. Kindly provide proposed mitigation measures for the same. 

66. The table 1.2 (Environmental Setting – Integrated Development Project) in draft EIA report 
provides details of Protected areas, protected forest, Rivers/lakes, as well as seismic 
zone/landslide/cloud burst along with each component of proposed project.  

67. The proposed project will lead to destruction of dense forest habitat along with the 
deterioration or destruction of several protected areas. Moreover, the location proposed for 
the project activities is not suitable as it falls under Seismic Zone -V and is also vulnerable to 
Tsunami and susceptible to floods. As per the records cloud burst occurred in 2020 in Andaman 
& Nicobar Islands. 

68. The project proponent should clarify the site selection procedure in the light of these concerns. 

69. The proposal was appraised by EAC Infra-1 in its 260th meeting held during 5th – 6th April 2021. 
The proposed projects consists of Port/ICTT, Township, Airport and Thermal Power Plant, most 
of which impact the CRZ. It is not clear why the applications were not submitted for appraisal 
by the EAC Thermal Projects as well as EAC CRZ. Kindly provide clarification for the same. 
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70. As per the table 1.3 (Environmental attributes and frequency of monitoring) the meteorological 
data has been collected from only 1 sampling location. This is not in conformity with the 
requirements for preparation of a draft EIA Report. A proper study needs to be carried out.
  

71. As per the table 1.3, the ecology (Terrestrial and aquatic) data has been collected only once 
during the study. This is not in conformity with the requirements for preparation of a draft EIA 
Report. A proper study needs to be carried out. 

72. The area for port falls under ICRZ IA. Part of the area also falls under the tribal reserve. The 
proposed port will lead to reclamation of ICRZ IA and denotification of tribal reserve. 

73. Kindly provide the consent obtained from the tribals, if any, for the denotification of tribal 
reserve, as well as copies of any studies carried out in this regard. 

74. As pointed out to the Member Secretary of ANPCC vide email dated 20.01.2022, several 
figures/layout maps provided in draft EIA report are illegible. Legible maps and charts need to 
be provided before the public hearing. Even the uncompressed copy of the draft EIA report 
uploaded after the email sent to Member Secretary has several illegible figures/layouts. 

75. As per the information provided in the draft EIA report more than 20% of the land required for 
the port will be reclaimed. However, the source of the fill material has not been mentioned. 
Please provide full details. 

76. Kindly provide details of the mitigation measures proposed for compensating for the loss of 
marine biodiversity and habitats. 

77. Kindly provide full details of the coral habitats that will be destroyed due to the reclamation of 
the construction of port.  

78. Kindly provide the details of proposal submitted to NBWL for obtaining wildlife clearance. 

79. Kindly provide the details of coral relocation plan, if any, along with the details of the locations 
proposed for relocation, along with GPS coordinates, and their costs. 

80. There are several ancillary activities proposed such as road connectivity. Kindly provide the 
detailed impact assessment carried out for ancillary activities, as well as the fragmentation of 
wildlife habitats, and mitigation measures for the same. 

81. Under Chapter-2 of draft EIA, Section 2.3 provides details of traffic projections for ICTT Port. 
Kindly provide detailed modelling studies used to predict the traffic projections along with the 
source of information used for modelling. 

82. Under Chapter-2 of draft EIA, Section 2.4.4.1 provides details of waves. The data used for the 
analysis is between 1994-2007. The post tsunami data needs to be provided and used for this 
analysis. A proper study needs to be carried out, including the impact of sea level rise on waves 
and tides. 

83. Moreover, it is also mentioned that the severe weather conditions would not be recorded. In 
such cases the other methods to analyse waves should have been used. Kindly provide the 
clarification for the same, particularly since a number of buoys were set up post tsunami in this 
region. 

84. The table 2.7 provides Ship – observed wave height data. Kindly provide year and month wise 
data for the same. 

85. In Section 2.4.4.3, the draft EIA states that the current data was collected from 17.03.2021 to 
29.03.2021 and based on the tidal variation, the processed APCP data were analysed for the 
effect of current during the spring and Neap Seasons during the observation. The data for the 
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entire year needs to be collected and used for this analysis. A proper study needs to be carried 
out. 

86. The data for analysis of the effect of currents during the spring and neap season should be 
carried out based on the entire year and not on the data collected for only 12 days. It is well 
known that there are significant changes in the current patterns over the seasons, and also 
because of global warming. 

87. Kindly provide full details of dredging locations along with GPS coordinates, as well as dredging 
methodologies. Will dredging be stopped during the nesting season of the turtles? And when 
the eggs hatch? 

88. Kindly provide full details of quantities, location, etc. where material required for reclamation 
will be obtained and transported, and the impacts of the same. 

89. Construction of the breakwater will lead to changes in shorelines, and also lead to erosion and 
accretion in adjacent areas. Kindly provide copies of the study carried out to assess these 
impacts and the mitigation measures for the same, along with the costs. 

90. The number of the berths to be provided are not mentioned in the draft EIA report. It is not 
clear how the impact can be assessed without details about number of berths with detailed 
layout? This is important since this will also impact the wave and tidal patterns, and the 
siltation, etc. A proper study needs to be carried out once these details are finalised. 

91. The draft EIA report under Chapter 2 (A) mentions a shoreline study. The project proponent 
has carried out the shoreline study using Google Earth imageries over the past 5 years. It seems 
that these imageries are not taken at the same time of the year or at the same tidal levels. A 
proper study needs to be carried out. 

92. Under Chapter 2 (A), section 2.14 (Reclamation) the project proponent mentions about 
discharging dredged material by Cutter Suction Dredgers (CSD) or Trailing Suction Hopper 
Dredger (TSHD) into one of the areas proposed to be reclaimed. Please furnish details of the 
soil analysis carried out that establishes the suitability of the dredged material for reclamation. 
It is also not clear if the entire requirement for reclamation will be met using the dredged soil. 

93. Kindly provide studies regarding the same along with the details of the reclamation areas with 
GPS coordinates. 

94. Kindly furnish a map showing the areas proposed to be reclaimed on the CZMP maps of 1:4000 
scale. 

95. Under the road/rail corridor for ICTT Port, the project proponent fails to give details about the 
total length of the proposed roads. Kindly provide full details regarding the same. 

96. Kindly provide the details of the number of trees to be cut for the construction of road corridor 
for the proposed projects along with the details of species and girth of the trees. How has the 
value of these trees been calculated? 

97. Kindly provide the details of the compensatory afforestation to be carried out for the trees that 
are proposed to be cut for the road and rail corridors. 

98. What are the proposed mitigations to be provided along the road corridors for wildlife? What 
is the cost of these mitigation measures? 

99. Are the mitigation measures proposed in line with the MoEF&CC guidelines and the WII 
guidelines for mitigation measures for linear projects? 

100. The Map provided in the draft EIA Report showing the road connectivity is without any legends 
and without the details regarding the length of the road. A proper map may please be provided 
on 1:4000 scale with proper legends. 
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101. The draft EIA fails to provide details of the technology to be used for pollution control. 

102. Kindly provide details of the technology to be used for containment and cleaning of oil and 
chemical spillages. 

103. Kindly provide details of mitigation measures for oil or chemical spillage over mangroves and 
mudflats? 

104. Kindly provide the details of impact of spillage on marine biodiversity. Also provide the 
mitigation measures proposed for the same. 

105. Kindly provide the details of the Greenbelt Development along with the number of trees to be 
planted with species. 

106. Under the project implementation schedule the draft EIA mentions about preparation of draft 
EIA and approvals by the end of 2021. All the requisite studies to be carried out have not been 
completed. The draft EIA should be revised and made available once all the requisite studies 
are carried out and are made available under the public domain. 

107. The construction of boundary wall for entire project area will break the important corridor 
mammals and terrestrial bird species found in the region. What are the mitigation measures 
proposed for the same? 

108. The project proponent also proposed the erection of chain link fencing to segregate the 
operational area with non-operational areas. The erection of chain link fencing leads to deaths 
of mammals and birds by getting snagged or trapped in the wire fences. What are the 
mitigation measures proposed for the same? 

109. The draft EIA mentions that the total manpower required during the construction phase would 
be approx. 1100 personnel including officials, residential labours and daily wagers. What kind 
of jobs will be provided to the locals? Kindly clarify the same. 

110. It is not clear why the project proponent is planning to dispose the dry waste when there are 
technologies available for recycling of dry waste. Kindly clarify the same. 

111. Kindly provide the details of the land filling site along with the GPS coordinates and total area 
required. 

112. Kindly provide full details of quarrying proposed in Andaman and Nicobar region for these 
proposed projects. 

113. As per the report, “majority of the construction material like gravels, stones, clay etc will be 
transported form Indian mainland or from other nearby countries like Indonesia, Malaysia etc 
depending on availability and market viability.” By importing material from foreign shores, 
there are chances of introduction of foreign species via quarry material/soil. What are the 
mitigation measures proposed for same? 

114. Kindly provide the mitigation measures to control the dust pollution during transportation and 
storage of quarried material? 

115. Kindly provide the detailed mine closure plans for these quarries. 

116. What will be done to replace the top fertile soil after quarrying/excavation? 

117. Kindly provide full details of industries proposed in industrial area. 

118. Kindly provide the details of pollution to be generated from the industrial area. 

119. Kindly provide the mitigation measures proposed to control the impact of industrial pollution. 

120. All the zones as mentioned in the table 2.2 are not visible in the figure 2.4 (map showing zoning 
diagram). Kindly provide maps on 1:4000 scale showing all the zones.  
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121. Kindly provide the details of wastewater treatment technology proposed to be used, as well as 
the details regarding the capacity of wastewater treatment plant along with the area required. 

122. Kindly provide the details regarding the sludge management. Whether the sludge will be 
disposed of in the environment, or it will be treated and recycled/reused. Kindly clarify. 

123. Incineration plant should not be promoted as a part of solid waste management plan. The 
wastes, when incinerated, will produce a large number of extremely harmful pollutants like 
toxins, dioxins, furans, acidic gases, toxic ash, etc. that are detrimental to both human health 
and the environment. Incineration of solid wastes by incineration transfers the problem to the 
air environment. 

124. The bottom ash and fly ash generated from the incineration of waste would be highly toxic. 

125. Gas based thermal power plant is part of the proposed project. Kindly provide the source of 
LNG for the proposed thermal power plant, as well as full details of how this will be transported 
and stored. The impacts of LNG transport and storage need to be factored into the DMP. 

126. Why the soil sampling, ambient air monitoring, and other studies have not been carried out in 
the 10 km study area of the proposed projects? A proper study needs to be carried out. 

127. Kindly provide the details of modelling studies carried out for prediction of air quality during 
the operational phase of the proposed projects. 

128. The seasonal variation in biodiversity of the region has not been studied, as is required. A 
proper study needs to be carried out. 

129. The project proponent should also provide the justification for why the studies were not 
carried in all the seasons for correct identification during flowering of floral species. 

130. The draft EIA states that “There was no threat of venomous snakes as they do not occur in the 
Island.” The Great Nicobar Island supports the population of the King Cobra, which is highly 
venomous. 

131. The draft EIA also states that “It is a rapid reconnaissance type of survey and it was not intensive 
except in non-forest residential areas.” A proper study needs to be carried out. 

132. The draft EIA states that “Mangrove Forests which are believed to be an insurance against 
cyclones and flood could not withstand the fury of tsunami and were washed down into the 
sea.” 

133. We would like to point out that mangroves acted as shock absorbers. If mangroves were not 
present, then the impact of tsunami would have been much greater and would have extended 
further towards the landward side. 

134. The biodiversity survey for reptiles fails to mention about fresh water and marine snakes. 

135. The draft EIA reports mention that “Apart from human predation, dogs were found to be the 
major predators of turtle eggs.” What are the mitigation measures proposed to control the 
population of feral dogs and wild pigs? Obviously, the FD’s Turtle Management Plan that is 
supposedly in place is not adequate and needs to be strengthened and improved. Full details 
of the existing and proposed Turtle Management Plans may please be provided, along with 
costs. 

136. What will be the Impact of TPP discharge water on coral reefs, mangroves, biodiversity, and 
turtle nesting sites? What are the mitigation measures proposed for the same? 

137. What will be the impact on livelihood and fishing activities due to proposed projects?   

138. What will be the livelihood opportunities for locals and tribals during and after the 
implementation of proposed projects? 
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139. The draft EIA states that no development will be planned at the location of turtle and 
megapode nesting sites. However, there is no mapping done re the Magapodes. Also, what will 
be the indirect impact of the construction and disturbance caused during construction and 
operation phase on the turtles and megapodes in the region? A proper study needs to be 
carried out. 

140. What will be the impact of turbidity during the construction and operational phase on marine 
biodiversity? 

141. The draft EIA states, “Several ports and jetties exist on the eastern and western coast of India 
(Haldia, Dhamra, Paradeep, Nuagarh, Visakhapatnam, Kakinada, Ennore, Tuticorin, Cochin, 
Goa, Ratnagiri, Veraval, Diu, and Jafrabad) and despite of these coastal facilities, sea turtles 
continue to nest in close proximity to the establishments.” 

142. Kindly provide the details regarding turtle deaths and carcasses found on the coastal stretches 
near these ports and jetties. 

143. Kindly provide the research Reports and statistical data obtained over the years for the turtle 
nesting at these coastal stretches mentioned above. 

144. The draft EIA mentions that "Successful coral reef restoration has previously been accomplished 
by ZSI in Gulf of Kachchh and the transplanted corals had >90% survival and effectively 
transformed into a functional coral reef." What are the number of corals transplanted? And 
the area of the functional coral reef? 

145. Kindly provide a copy of a peer reviewed scientific study on this transplantation exercise. 

146. Kindly provide the details of permissions obtained from the CWW and the NBWL. 

147. Kindly provide the mitigation measures proposed for arboreal species. 

148. The draft EIA states, “All the activities during the construction phase to be suspended during 
night hours which will pave a movement of turtles for nesting and other wildlife for their 
feeding, breeding and roosting.” We would like to point out that all activities will have to be 
suspended during the breeding seasons, and not just during the nights. This should form part 
of the EMP. 

149. The draft EIA also states, “It will be contractor’s responsibility to prepare a disaster 
management plan including evacuation plan for site as well as labour colonies.” 

150. It is shocking that there is no DMP or evacuation plan has even been attempted for the 
proposed projects, and that these costs have not been factored in the benefit cost analysis.  

151. The draft EIA mentions “If there are any accidental spillages of hazardous substances on soil 
that may pose the risk of contaminating run off, such areas will be immediately remediated as 
per international practices.” 

152. Details of such practices and mitigation measures to be in place needs to be provided. 

153. Kindly provide the species wise details regarding the total number of mangroves to be 
destroyed, as well as full details of compensatory afforestation along with GPS coordinates, 
CZMPs and satellite imagery. 

154. The draft EIA mentions that “Forest department has also planted casuarina trees on both the 
eastern and western flank of the Galathea bay.” It is not clear why the plantation of invasive 
species has been carried out. The FD may kindly be asked to explain, particularly when it is well 
established that casuarina plantations also interfere with turtle nesting. 

155. Under the section 4.5.2.3. (Impact on ecology due to reclamation) mentions “The turtles will 
have a smaller approach path to the western flank of the beach. The experience of ZSI in 
Dharma and Paradeep port suggests that port activities often do not affect the nesting of 
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turtles. However, as per ZSI recommendation off shore construction activity may be halted to 
possible extent between November to February, which is the breeding season for the turtles. 
Off shore Construction during the night time also may be restricted.” The offshore activities 
would obviously include dredging, ship traffic, etc. 

156. Detailed scientific studies and reports should be provided along with statistical data on number
of turtles nesting. 

157. Kindly provide the detailed spill contingency plan and Disaster Management Plan.

158. Kindly provide the proposed impact of noise pollution on marine mammals especially
cetaceans. 

159. As per the details provided in Cost Benefit Analysis, Compensatory Afforestation for the
diversion of forest land at Nicobar to be undertaken at Madhya Pradesh. Kindly explain that 
how the diversion of forest land carried out at Nicobar can be compensated by afforestation 
activities carried out at Madhya Pradesh. 

160. We would also like to point out that it is unfair to compare such a pristine ecological area with
Singapore, a city that has one of the highest population densities and lacks adequate resources 
to support its population. 

161. In conclusion, we would urge that this Public Hearing be postponed until such time a revised
draft EIA Report is prepared and made available in the public domain. 

Please do let us know if any additional information is required. 

Yours faithfully, 

Debi Goenka 
Executive Trustee 
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From : umashankar 87 <umashankar.87@gmail.com>
Subject : objection to EIA

To : Director <dstpcc-andamans@nic.in>

Email Director

objection to EIA

Tue, Jan 25, 2022 02:43 PM

1 attachment

REPRESENTATION IN GNI TO MEMBER SECERATARY.pdf
554 KB 

ANNEXURE-A5
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VANASHAKTI 
North India Chapter 

3/184, Vibhav Khand, Gomti Nagar, Lucknow -266010 Utter Pradesh 
 
 
From,           Date: 25-01-2022 

Uma shanker singh IFS, DSc 

Director, Vanashakti 

3/184, Vibhav Khand  

Gomti Nagar, Lucknow 

 

To,  

Sri V V Dinesh Kumar 

The Member Secretary 

A&N Administration  

Pollution Control committee 

Science and technology department  

Dollyganj, Portblair-744103 

 

Sub: your letter number Qk0l0 4&11@ih0lh0lh0@ih0 ,p0@2021@28&12&2021 

Dear Sri V V Dinesh Kumar, 

Kindly refer to your letter with regard to inviting objection on the EIA prepared for the 
integrated development of Greater Nicobar Islands. There are many issues involved into this 
project and some of them have been mentioned in my comments for your kind perusal and 
necessary consideration. The only mitigation require for this project is to cancel it otherwise we 
don’t know how many time bombs have triggered in form of zoonotic related    diseases. The 
EIA is full of errors, has many spelling mistakes and it has left out many vital issues of imminent 
risks to the humanity.The GNI has an eco-sensitive environment with the presence of the 
forests, biosphere reserve and national parks. Major portions of the island area 
(910.074Sq.km) have been reserved for the protection and conservation of these Eco sensitive 
zones to which careful consideration needs to be given while planning any development on the 
island. They are as follows: 

LAND USE AREA IN SQ KM 

1. Forest Area  865.84 
 

2. Great Nicobar Biosphere Reserve  732.79 
 

3. Campbell National Park  
 

391.75 

4. Galathea National Park  
 

107.10 

5. Tribal Reserve Area  
 

751.00 

6. Revenue Area  
 

44.20 
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The holistic development of GNI requires diversion of 130.75 sq. km (13075 hectare). km of 
forest land. None of the national parks, Sanctuaries area falls within the project boundary. 
Some portion of the project falls in the Great Nicobar Biosphere reserve. A proposal has been 
submitted to the MoEF&CC for downgrading / exclusion of 70.60 sq. km of Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve. 84.10 sq. km of project area falls under tribal reserve and de-notification is 
under process. Out of this, an area of 11.032 sq. km of tribal reserve also falls within the 
revenue villages and required to be de-notified otherwise also. A&N administration proposes 
to re-notify 45.23 sq. km of land within Campbell bay National Park & Galathea National Park 
and 31.73 sq. km land outside the project area. Therefore, affectively an area of 7.11 sq. km 
will be De-notified. An area of 11.44 sq. km in Galathea Bay was intended to be declare as 
Galathea 
As a part of Integrated Development, the following projects are proposed: 

1. International Container Transhipment Terminal (ICTT) of 14.2 Million TEU’s (twenty-foot 
equivalent units) anchoring project; 

2. Greenfield Airport (4000 Passengers in Peak Hour); 
3. Eco tourism & Residential township; and 
4. 450 MVA Gas/Solar based power project for integrated project in GNI. 

 
The GNI is covered with about 732.79 Sq. Km. (80.52% of Island area) of Biosphere Reserve. 
This was included in the World Network of Biosphere Reserves as part of the Man and 
Biosphere Programme of UNESCO in 2013 to promote sustainable development based on 
local community effort and science. Presence of the Great Nicobar Biosphere reserve in Great 
Nicobar also witnesses the presence of a diverse wildlife in the islands. While it is critical that 
the wildlife species and their habitat are protected, this also presents an opportunity for nature-
based tourism. Another notable feature of the Island is the abundant presence of unique forms 
of corals at certain localities around the islands. This is also a great attraction for tourists 
looking for diving into the waters. 
In spite to the development potential, the site has constraints of ecological and anthropological 
sensitivity. The site is also far away from the main land and is connected only by sea and air. 
 
ECOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY OF THE ECOSYSTEM 
 
Areas protected under international conventions, national or local legislation for their 
ecological, landscape, cultural or other related values are given below: 

 Galathea National Park (110 sq.km); 

 Campbell bay National Park (426.23 sq.km); and 

 Great Nicobar Biosphere reserve (885 sq.km). 

The notified areas of Galathea National Park, Campbell Bay National Park and Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve is 110 sq.km, 426.23 sq.km and 885 sq.km respectively. However, on 
account of reconciliation of are of GNI by SOI vide letter dated 01.09.2020, there will be revision 
in the area of Galathea National Park, Campbell Bay National Park and Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve. However, the area of the national parks cannot be changed unless 
amended notification is issued. For the Biosphere reserve, a proposal has been submitted to 
the MoEF&CC for downgrading / exclusion of 70.60 sq km of Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve. To achieve the holistic development of GNI as per Concept Plan, a few 
modifications to the existing land reservation will have to be instrumented. This would include 
de-notification of certain percentage of land under the Forest Reserve, Great Nicobar 
Biosphere Reserve and Tribal Reserve. The effects of the development area on the existing 
land reservations is as below: 

1. 81.74% of the Island Area comes under national parks, Great Nicobar Biosphere 
reserve and Forest including tribal conservation areas. And only 166.1 sq.km of area 
has be designated for Development purpose. 
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2. 15.02% of Forest Land to be diverted. 
 
OBJECTIONS: There are many confusions in EIA. Firstly, this is not well drafted and has plenty 
of mistakes. Secondly, it lacks complete clarity and transparency. In the first para, the EIA 
states that this project requires diversion of forest land to the tune of 130.75 sq.km and goes 
on to define in a mathematical term that a proposal has been sent to the ministry of 
environment, forest and climate change for downgrading / exclusion of 70.60 sq. km of Great 
Nicobar Biosphere reserve. This has been further revealed that A&N administration proposes 
to re-notify 45.23 sq. km of land within Campbell bay National Park & Galathea National Park 
and 31.73 sq. km land outside the project area. Therefore, adding them together this becomes 
76.96 sq.km and states further that effectively an area of 7.11 sq. km will only stand to be de-
notified. This translates to a total land of 84.07 sq.km to be excluded of Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve and not of 70.60 sq.km.  This does not state that from where the proposed 
area of 45.23 sq.km will be brought in to be added to these protected areas? This will be 
brought to their knowledge that an ecosystem does not work in isolation. The EIA document 
does not tell us the status of the area, which are proposed to be added, from the bio-diversity 
and other ecosystem point of view. The EIA states that while it is critical that the wildlife species 
and their habitat are protected, this also presents an opportunity for nature-based tourism. 
Another notable feature of the Island is the abundant presence of unique forms of corals at 
certain localities around the islands. This is also a great attraction for tourists looking for diving 
into the waters but probably the government forgets that wildlife tourism has a very bad impact 
on the wildlife ecosystem and this has been amply demonstrated in many national parks and 
wildlife sanctuaries namely, Gir national park of Gujarat . This should be borne in the mind that 
the proposed site has many constraints of ecological and anthropological sensitivity. This 
further reveals that 81.74% of the Island Area comes under national parks, Great Nicobar 
Biosphere reserve and Forest including tribal conservation areas. And only 166.1 sq.km of area 
has be designated for Development purpose. 
• 15.02% of Forest Land to be diverted. The proposed is area is very rich in biodiversity and 
harbours a range of ecosystems, including tropical wet evergreen forests, mountain ranges 
reaching a height of nearly 650 m (Mt. Thullier) above sea level, and coastal plains. The island 
is noted for its rich biodiversity. It houses 650 species of angiosperms, ferns, gymnosperms, 
bryophytes and lichens among others. The tract is rich in plant diversity and fosters a number 
of rare and endemic species, including Cyathea albosetacea (tree fern) and Phalaenopsis 
speciosa (orchid). A total of 14 species of mammals, 71 species of birds, 26 species of reptiles, 
10 species of amphibians, and 113 species of fish have been reported. The region also 
harbours a large number of endemic and endangered species of fauna. To date, 11 species of 
mammals, 32 species of birds, 7 species of reptiles and 4 species of amphibians have been 
found to be endemic. Of these, the well-known Crab-eating Macaque, Nicobar Tree Shrew, 
Dugong, Nicobar Megapode, Serpent Eagle, salt water crocodile, marine turtles and 
Reticulated Python are endemic and/or endangered. 
The area harbours coral reefs. These reefs are present around the island with varied thickness 
and diversity. The corals were severely affected due to 2004 tsunami. In 2008, due to rise in 
sea water temperature, significant number of corals were bleached all over the world; the corals 
of Nicobar Island also experienced bleaching. However, the exact quantity of coral bleaching 
has not been estimated. The corals generally exist along the rocky coastal stretches with varied 
thicknesses. The island has plates of dead and live corals. New coral recruits were also 
observed have been seen in some of the new areas. Along the coastal beaches of the Nicobar 
Island, Leatherback and Olive Ridley turtles are known to nest. The tsunami of 2004 has been 
so devastating that it has modified the coastal morphology significantly and the turtles stopped 
visiting the beaches for nesting. However, with the passage of time, some turtles have returned 
for nesting. Each Leatherback turtle lays about 100 eggs, and the succession rate of the 
hatchlings is around 63.5% in 2020. Various reports suggest that one out of one thousand 
turtles reach adulthood therefore, this area should be left undisturbed. The proposed site is 
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home to Megapode nesting sites can be seen in various places around the island. Megapodes 
are mainly solitary birds that do not incubate their eggs with their body heat as other birds do 
but bury them in mound consisting of decaying vegetation.  
 
LEATHERBACK TURTLE 
 
This surprises most of us that the standing committee of the National Board for Wildlife 
(NBWL), India’s apex body for wildlife conservation, took a decision to de-notify in its entirety 
the 11.44 sq.km of Galathea Bay wildlife sanctuary in one go without any justification except, 
ironically, that the area was needed for an “international shipment project”. It is India’s most 
iconic nesting site for leatherback turtles. The leatherback turtle can grow up to six feet long 
and weigh as much as 900 kg. There hasn’t been much research worldwide on the ideal 
characteristics of a leatherback’s nesting site. However, factors that seem to matter include 
offshore bathymetry and obstructions, slope and elevation of the beach. The nesting is going 
to be negatively impacted by “removal of natural vegetation and construction of jetties, 
seawalls, buildings and other structures [as this] disrupts natural beach accretion and erosion 
cycles, ultimately leading to a reduction in beach width, slope and elevation from loss of sand. 
This is well known that leatherbacks prefer sloping beaches with deep offshore waters and this 
is most likely the same reason why Galathea Bay is good for turtles as it is also for a port. The 
breakwaters and the construction will only erode the beach and the associated disturbance 
from dredging, lights and increased human presence will dissuade leatherbacks from nesting, 
since these reptiles are very sensitive to lights during nesting. 
The recommended port site, the proposed design and the breakwaters are only some of the 
issues that will impact the turtles. There’s also the disturbance during construction, if and when 
it begins, the eventual shipping traffic and the ever-possible threats in the form of toxic spills 
and coastal pollution.Taken together, the best mitigation plan will be to not have the project at 
all. If the project begins, nothing can mitigate the disasters awaiting Galathea Bay and its 
turtles. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF DREDGING IS NOT STUDIED FULLY EXPLAINED 
 
There are four projects as envisaged earlier and one of them is the construction of an 
international container transhipment terminal and the backup area for this will have to be 
developed by reclamation which will extend up to the intertidal zone. The total reclaimed land 
(227 Hec) has been redistributed between berths (13%), container storage (71%), building & 
utilities (1%), road & pavements (9%) & Green areas (6%). This will be possible through Capital 
dredging of approximately 17.7 million cum in Final phase & 6.4 million cum in initial Phase. It 
is estimated that only part of the dredged material will be suitable for reclamation (only 50 %). 
Predominantly the port land proposed to be reclaimed is an intertidal zone and seaward which 
is saline in nature and also low lying area having slope towards sea. In phase I, the dredged 
material will be used for port reclamation and unusable material, if any, will be disposed of in 
the designated marine disposal location. But the major question remains unanswered that what 
will be the impact of dredging on the local ecosystem, turtle breeding, slope of the ocean and 
its impact on other fauna. The stated area has not been studied fully because Turtle nesting 
sites and Megapode nesting sites are present at the mouth of Galathea River. 
 
TSUNAMI & TECTONIC SUBSIDENCE 
 
The damage sustained by buildings and structures in the Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands area in past was due to earthquake shaking and/or giant tsunami waves. This 
has been found that while damage on Little Andaman Island and all the Nicobar Islands was 
predominantly tsunami-related, damage on islands north of Little Andaman Island was primarily 
due to earthquake shaking even though tsunami waves and high tides were also a concern. In 
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general, a number of new reinforced concrete structures suffered severe damage or even 
collapse. Also, extensive damage occurred to the coastal and harbour structures in the 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands if we go back to damage suffered severely during the 2004 
tsunami. The Sumatra earthquake (Mw 9.3) of 26 December 2004 was one of the most 
important earthquakes from the point of view of plate tectonics. This event occurred along the 
plate boundary marked by the subduction zone between the Indian Plate and the Burmese 
Plate (a part of the Eurasian Plate). The southern portion of the proposed area seems to have 
subsided by about 3 m, as supported by changes in the natural water levels. The entire 
Megapode Wildlife Sanctuary was submerged due to the submergence and does not exist 
anymore. The eastern coast also, the sea has advanced to the coast by about 200-500 m, 
depending on the topography. This sudden ‘land drowning’ (due to tectonic subsidence), 
coupled with the tsunami, altered the structure of mangrove forests. As per the study by WII, 
the mangrove covers in the Nicobar Islands declined by around 97 percent, which is higher 
than the earlier estimation. The researchers form Centre for Ornithology and Natural History 
(SACON) documented 20 mangrove species from 34 sites across the Nicobar Islands, of which 
eight species were recorded for the first time from the island group. There could be two major 
reasons for the new reports of eight mangrove species. These islands are often underexplored, 
so the species could have been there but not reported. The second factor could be that the 
tsunami may have carried the seed material of the unreported species from nearby sources 
(such as Malaysia, Indonesia and Singapore) along with the huge pile of debris that it dumped 
on the Nicobar coasts) bit the chances of the former are very high. Therefore, we have million 
dollar question is: can we afford a kind of development as envisaged in the project? 
 
AIRPORT CONSTUCTION 
 
The area is shielded from sea with two high grounds of approx. 70 to 100 m elevation above 
MSL for almost 70 % of length of airport. The site passes through an inundated patch of 
approximately 0.73 Sq km in the centre of Site. This patch was earlier agricultural land but got 
inundated during the 2004 tsunami and remained inundated till date but let us not forget that 
Indian coastal regions may have another Tsunami. There are a number of studies which shows 
that several independent indicators imply a high probability of a great (MN8) earthquake 
rupture of the subduction megathrust under the Mentawai Islands of West Sumatra. The human 
consequences of such an event depend crucially on its tsunami genic potential, which in turn 
depends on unpredictable details of slip distribution on the megathrust and how resulting 
seafloor movements and the propagating tsunami waves interact with bathymetry. There is yet 
another problem of sea reclamation for the runway construction which has not been addressed 
in the EIA. Reclamation area for runway extending into sea. The options for selecting of a site 
for an airport are very limited on this island; the strategic requirement of constructing an airport 
entails to make do with whatever is available with constraints. Hence, the present site requires 
to reclaim land approximately 194 Ha of land in order to establish an operational airport. This 
area extends 55 % in the South and about 45 % in the North in the Sea but we have forgotten 
that over the years, the submerged area developed its own ecology and now few saltwater 
crocodiles have been reported in the creek. The project reveals that while reclaiming the creek 
area, the crocodiles will have to be relocated to suitable habitat but not yet known what that 
suitable place is and how is this possible to relocate them when we are not knowing their 
numbers. The coral loss will not be mitigated at any cost. The airport will need 55.46 ha of 
forest land. This area is generally densely vegetated. The removal of vegetation will impact the 
birds and other fauna which depends on the flora. However, ZSI assertion that the impact will 
be limited as most of the faunal species will be able to relocate to other areas where the 
vegetation is significant is not acceptable scientifically. We don’t know the number of species 
available nor is their density therefore, this is premature to say that there shall not be any 
ecological impacts on the ecosystem. Another assertion of ZSI that GNI do not fall under any 
migratory bird route is not acceptable because the migratory routes of all the birds have not 
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been studied in detail as yet. I will like to cite a couple of incidences when two other first time 
visitors were also recorded on the islands over 2017-18. The Zappey’s Flycatcher (Cyanoptila 
cumatilis) a song bird that breeds in China and spends the winters in the Malay peninsula, 
Sumatra and Java, was spotted six times in different areas of Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
between December 2017 and March 2017 , at least thrice in pairs. Later that year a group of 
researchers recorded the presence of the Javan Pond Heron (Ardeola speciosa), usually found 
in Thailand and Cambodia. Larger than Horsfield’s Bronze Cuckoo and Zappey’s Flycatcher, 
it was spotted on August 26, 2018. Dr. C. Sivaperuman, Officer-in-Charge, Andaman and 
Nicobar Regional Centre of the Zoological Survey of India has accepted the presence of these 
birds. In the past few years a few other birds of Southeast Asian origin have been recorded in 
the Andaman and Nicobar Islands during migration. Researchers are intrigued by the fact that 
number of new sightings has increased post the tsunami. The new records include the 
Mugimaki Flycatcher (Ficedula mugimaki), Blue-winged Pitta (Pitta moluccensis), Chinese 
Egret (Egretta eulophotes) and the Chinese Paradise Flycatcher (Terpsiphone incei). 
These birds also use Andaman and Nicobar Islands for a few week rest before they can fly 
along the East Asian-Australasian Flyway (EAAF). The EAAF extends from Arctic Russia and 
North America to the south Australian boundaries and includes the most of the East Asian 
regions including Andaman and Nicobar Islands. Andaman and Nicobar Islands, with just about 
0.25 % the country’s landmass, is home to about 350 species of exotic birds, according to an 
official estimate. Therefore, the only mitigation the country requires is to cancel this project. 
This has been in public domain that Vimta Labs conducted its primary survey of ecology and 
biodiversity over a span of seven days in December 2020 and another seven days in April 
2021. The ZSI report on biodiversity at five sites in the proposed project area spanned two 
months. The WII’s “rapid assessment” of “environmental sensitiveness” of the beaches of 
Great Nicobar Island, where sea turtles nest, was conducted over a six-day period in April 
2021.These are very short times in which to assess biodiversity, and experts have said that 
such short-term surveys can’t say anything meaningful. I have my serious doubts on the basis 
of multiple language mistakes and factual mistakes present in the document that mind has not 
been applied by the consultants for preparing this document. 
 
CONSTRUCTION OF TOWNSHIP 
 
This was observed where the hills were steep and trees on the slopes were tall and large are 
allowed to be undertaken in the project. We all understand that it is identified as a major 
problem for a fragile ecosystem. Islands like Andaman and Nicobar might not be inhabitable in 
a few years due to rise in sea level and increase in climatic events like cyclones and other 
disruptions. The IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate 
(SROCC), has cautioned that warming of oceans will increase the frequency and severity of 
climatic events like cyclones in India. This further reveals that Islands like Andaman and 
Nicobar, Maldives etc. will have to be vacated. People will have to be migrated from there as 
due to rising sea levels, these places will become non- inhabitable.  Therefore, this is requested 
that this project may kindly be deferred for ever.  
 

With kind regards, 
 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Uma Shanker Singh 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Submission related to the Draft EIA report for Great Nicobar Island Integrated
project
2 messages

Pankaj Sekhsaria <psekhsaria@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 25, 2022 at 4:40 PM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in
Cc: spiderconch@gmail.com, ad.raju@nic.in, secy-moef@nic.in, dcnicobar2@gmail.com, campbellbayac@gmail.com,
aniidco@gmail.com

To, 
Mr VV Dinesh Kumar, 
Member Sec, ANPCC 
Port Blair 
25 January 2022 
Email: dstandamans@gmail.com; eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in; dstpcc-andamans@nic.in 

Sub: Objections to the EIA report for the integrated development project for Great Nicobar Island 

Dear Mr Dinesh Kumar, 
I am writing this letter in relation to the draft EIA for the integrated development project proposed in Great Nicobar
that was put up recently on the website of the Andaman and Nicobar Pollution Control Committee. 
       I am writing this letter on behalf of the environmental research group Kalpavriksh, which is a 40 year old

registered society that works on environmental issues. The organization has a long history of working in the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands and members including myself have done extensive research on these islands for over three
decades. 

A detailed reading of the draft EIA suggests 
a) There are serious procedural violations in the process of the preparation of EIA report and
b) There are significant scientific inaccuracies in the EIA along with many instances of incorrect, incomplete and
inconsistent data.

Specific instances illustrating the points above are provided in the annexure appended to this letter. 

Both the above are very serious lapses and indicate that this EIA report cannot and should not be accepted. This is
particularly important because Great Nicobar is a very unique island from an ecological point of view and is home
also to two indigenous communities who have the highest protection accorded by the Indian constitution. The EIA
report is insensitive to the needs of this unique ecological and social situation and allowing it to be the basis of the
public hearing is a violation in letter and spirit of the Environment Protection Act, and of the very purpose of producing
an EIA report. 

We urge you and other concerned authorities to take serious cognizance of the multiple violations as seen in the EIA
report. It will also be in accordance with the principle of natural justice that this EIA report be rejected forthwith and
the project proponent be asked to recommission a fresh EIA if the project is to be considered for environmental
clearance. 

 It would be inappropriate in the meanwhile to go ahead with the public hearing, which we urge should be
postponed till a complete and scientifically rigorous EIA report can be produced. 

Thanking you 

Pankaj Sekhsaria 

(on behalf of member of Kalpavriksh) 

Cc 
Chairman, EAC-Infra I, MoEFCC; Email: spiderconch@gmail.com
Member Secretary, EAC-Infra I, MoEFCC; Email: ad.raju@nic.in 
Secretary, MoEFCC, Government of India; Email: secy-moef@nic.in 
Deputy Commissioner, Nicobar District; Email: dcnicobar2@gmail.com 
Assistant Commissioner, Great Nicobar Island; Email: campbellbayac@gmail.com 

ANNEXURE-A6
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Pankaj Sekhsaria <psekhsaria@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 25, 2022 at 4:50 PM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in
Cc: spiderconch@gmail.com, ad.raju@nic.in, secy-moef@nic.in, dcnicobar2@gmail.com, campbellbayac@gmail.com,
aniidco@gmail.com

To, 
Mr VV Dinesh Kumar, 
Member Sec, ANPCC 
Port Blair 
25 January 2022 
Email: dstandamans@gmail.com; eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in; dstpcc-andamans@nic.in 

Sub: Objections to the EIA report for the integrated development project for Great Nicobar Island 

Dear Mr Dinesh Kumar, 
I am writing this letter in relation to the draft EIA for the integrated development project proposed in Great Nicobar
that was put up recently on the website of the Andaman and Nicobar Pollution Control Committee. 
        I am writing this letter on behalf of the environmental research group Kalpavriksh, which is a 40 year old
registered society that works on environmental issues. The organization has a long history of working in the Andaman
and Nicobar Islands and members including myself have done extensive research on these islands for over three
decades. 

A detailed reading of the draft EIA suggests 
a) There are serious procedural violations in the process of the preparation of EIA report and 
b) There are significant scientific inaccuracies in the EIA along with many instances of incorrect, incomplete and
inconsistent data. 

Specific instances illustrating the points above are provided in the annexure appended to this letter. 

Both the above are very serious lapses and indicate that this EIA report cannot and should not be accepted. This is
particularly important because Great Nicobar is a very unique island from an ecological point of view and is home
also to two indigenous communities who have the highest protection accorded by the Indian constitution. The EIA
report is insensitive to the needs of this unique ecological and social situation and allowing it to be the basis of the
public hearing is a violation in letter and spirit of the Environment Protection Act, and of the very purpose of producing
an EIA report. 

We urge you and other concerned authorities to take serious cognizance of the multiple violations as seen in the EIA
report. It will also be in accordance with the principle of natural justice that this EIA report be rejected forthwith and
the project proponent be asked to recommission a fresh EIA if the project is to be considered for environmental
clearance. 
        It would be inappropriate in the meanwhile to go ahead with the public hearing, which we urge should be
postponed till a complete and scientifically rigorous EIA report can be produced. 

Thanking you 

Pankaj Sekhsaria 

(on behalf of members of Kalpavriksh)
[Quoted text hidden]
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  www.kalpavriksh.org 

Apt. 5, Shree Dutta Krupa , 908, Deccan Gymkhana, Pune – 411004   
              Tel:  020-25654239/ 25675450 email: kalpavriksh.info@gmail.com 

 

To, 

Mr VV Dinesh Kumar,  

Member Sec, ANPCC 

Port Blair 

25 January 2022 

Email: dstandamans@gmail.com; eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in; dstpcc-andamans@nic.in 

 

Sub: Objections to the EIA report for the integrated development project for Great Nicobar Island 

 

Dear Mr Dinesh Kumar,  

I am writing this letter in relation to the draft EIA for the integrated development project proposed 

in Great Nicobar that was put up recently on the website of the Andaman and Nicobar Pollution 

Control Committee.  

 I am writing this letter on behalf of the environmental research group Kalpavriksh, which is 

a 40 year old registered society that works on environmental issues. The organization has a long 

history of working in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands and members including myself have done 

extensive research on these islands for over three decades.  

 

A detailed reading of the draft EIA suggests 

a) There are serious procedural violations in the process of the preparation of EIA report and  

b) There are significant scientific inaccuracies in the EIA along with many instances of incorrect, 

incomplete and inconsistent data. 

 

Specific instances illustrating the points above are provided in the annexure appended to this letter.  

 

Both the above are very serious lapses and indicate that this EIA report cannot and should not be 

accepted. This is particularly important because Great Nicobar is a very unique island from an 

ecological point of view and is home also to two indigenous communities who have the highest 

protection accorded by the Indian constitution. The EIA report is insensitive to the needs of this 

unique ecological and social situation and allowing it to be the basis of the public hearing is a 

violation in letter and spirit of the Environment Protection Act, and of the very purpose of 

producing an EIA report.  
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Apt. 5, Shree Dutta Krupa , 908, Deccan Gymkhana, Pune – 411004   
              Tel:  020-25654239/ 25675450 email: kalpavriksh.info@gmail.com 

 

We urge you and other concerned authorities to take serious cognizance of the multiple violations 

as seen in the EIA report. It will also be in accordance with the principle of natural justice that this 

EIA report be rejected forthwith and the project proponent be asked to recommission a fresh EIA if 

the project is to be considered for environmental clearance. 

 It would be inappropriate in the meanwhile to go ahead with the public hearing, which we 

urge should be postponed till a complete and scientifically rigorous EIA report can be produced 

 

 

 

Thanking you 

 

 

Pankaj Sekhsaria 

 

(on behalf of members of Kalpavriksh) 

 

 

Cc 

Chairman, EAC-Infra I, MoEFCC 

Member Secretary, EAC-Infra I, MoEFCC 

Secretary, MoEFCC, Government of India 

Deputy Commissioner, Nicobar District 

Assistant Commissioner, Great Nicobar Island 

Representative, ANIIDCO 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Page 68 of 202



 
 

1 

Submission in response to the EIA report for 

Holistic Development Of Great Nicobar Island In Andaman And Nicobar Islands Including 

Integrated Development Of International Container Transhipment Terminal (Ictt)-14.2 Million Teu 

Along With Greenfield International Airport (4000 Peak Hour Passengers-Php), Township & Area 

Development And 450 Mva Gas And Solar Based Power Plant In 16610 Ha. Great Nicobar Islands, 

In Nicobar District 

Submission by  

Kalpavriksh Environmental Action Group 

 

There are two main parts to this submission: 
 

1) Regarding the procedural violations in the process for the preparation of the EIA report 

2) Issues of scientific inaccuracy and incomplete, incorrect and inconsistent data presented in the 

report 

 

I) Procedural violations 
 

1. Period of involvement of Vimta labs as the EIA consultant 

Based on the information provided in the EIA report the following timeline can be put together for 

the preparation of the EIA report 

01 Dec 2020 – 28 Feb 2021 : Vimta’s baseline study in the islands 

14 Dec 2020 : AECOM India Pvt Ltd, (the PFR/DPR consultant) asks Zoological 

Survey of India (ZSI), Kolkata to undertake Rapid Environmental 

Impact Assessment study 

Feb -March 2021 : Baseline study by ZSI 

March 2021 : Finalisation of the pre-feasibility report for the project by consultant 

AECOM India Ltd  

March and April 2021 : Meetings of the EAC – Infra 1 where the project proposal was taken 

up for discussion 

6 April 2021 : Decision by EAC – Infra 1 to grant ToRs for preparation of the EIA 

Page 69 of 202



 
 

2 

9 April 2021 : Invitation by project proponent to Wildlife Institute of India to 

conduct rapid assessment of the five potential sites for the port 

project 

25 May 2021 : Date issue of ToR by the EAC – Infra I for the project 

28 July 2021 : Submission of report by ZSI that was commissioned by AECOM 

via email request dated 14 December 2020 

26 Dec 2021 :Notice for public hearing for the project issued by the Member 

Secretary, Andaman and Nicobar Pollution Control Committee 

27 Jan 2022 : Date for public hearing to be held at Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar 

Island 

 

Below please see for a set of observations we would like to make and questions we would like to 

ask in relation to the above: 

i) As per EIA consultants own admission, they were in the field collecting data for the EIA as early 

as December 2020. This is at least seven months prior to the issue by the EAC of the ToR for the 

EIA.   

 

ii) How is it possible that the EIA consultants knew that they would be granted the contract for EIA 

before the issue of the ToR?  

 

iii) How is it possible that the EIA consultant knew the details of the project and the study to be 

undertaken even before the project report was prepared and presented to the EAC in March 2021?  

 

iv) This is clearly violation of due process and we would like to object to the fact that the EIA 

consultant was allowed prior access to the content of the project details.  

 

v) The above also suggests that the information of the project details were made available to the 

EIA consultant either by the project proponent and/or AECOM, which prepared the pre-feasibility 

report (pFR). This raises another serious question on the independence of the EIA consultant. If the 

consultant is dependant on the project proponent and on the pFR consultant for information and 

access to the field site, it raises serious questions of independence and autonomy. 
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vi) This also appears a violation of Point 5 of the ToR, where it has been clearly stated that the 

‘consultant agency for conducting the EIA study shall be independent of the agency involved in 

preparation of the DPR.’  

 

Additional points of concern related to the EIA consultant are the following:  
 

vii) The consultants have only one empanelled expert on ecology and biodiversity in its team. The 

area of the expertise of the person is also not mentioned. 

 

viii) It needs to be noted further that a number of specific  ToRs have not complied and this has 

been admitted in the EIA report itself. This should make the EIA report incomplete and non-

acceptable for conducting of the public hearing. Pls see below for details of non-compliance of 

specific ToRs: 

 

a) The two reports annexed to the EIA – Attachment 1 which is the ‘Report by ZSI’ and 

Attachment II, which is ‘An assessment of the environmental sensitiveness of sea turtle 

nesting beaches of the Great Nicobar Island’ by the Wildlife Institute of India (WII) were 

also commissioned before the grant of ToR.  

The study by WII was conducted for only a few days and concludes by acknowledging 

(Point 18, Conclusions & Recommendations) that the ‘WII has very limited expertise to 

conduct EIA study covering all aspects of the ToR provided by EAC or MoEFCC’. It is 

evident from this admission that a detailed and comprehensive assessment has not been 

made of the possible impacts of the project on turtle nesting in Great Nicobar Island. This is 

non-compliance of a number of specific ToRs – for eg.: A (i), A (ii) and A (iii). 

 

b) ToR A (vi) asks for detailed study related to cyclone/storm surge and tsunami including 

through use of strong historical data and through stimulation studies.  

 This ToR has not been complied with in the detail asked for. This is particularly 

important considering the vulnerability of the island to earthquakes and tsunamis. 

 

c) ToR A (iv & viii): not complied with as mentioned in the EIA report itself. This is a 

serious matter considering there are many CRZ-1 areas in the project site. These include 

mangroves, coral reefs and also sea turtle nesting sites  
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d) ToR A (x): Factually incorrect information has been provided in the EIA report. It is well 

known that the Andaman and Nicobar Islands are located along two globally significant bird 

flyways – the Central Asian Flyway and the East Asia/Australasia flyway. There is recorded 

evidence of more than 40 species of migratory birds from Great Nicobar.  

 

e) ToR B (iii): As mentioned above, factually incorrect information is included in the EIA. 

There is considerable evidence that migratory birds are found on Great Nicobar Island 

 

f) ToR B (vi): The EIA report displays a casualness about matters related to CRZ. The ToR 

has asked for specific and comprehensive details of CRZ-I areas. None of this has been 

provided. 

 

g) ToR C (i): The project site includes mangrove forests, coral reef areas and also sea-turtle 

nesting sites. A lot of this information is already available in scientific literature and is in 

the public domain. Non-inclusion of the information suggests that the EIA report as 

mandated is not complete.  

 When the information is available and the EIA report itself says the process is 

ongoing, what was the hurry in submitting a EIA report which is incomplete? Why could 

the EIA consultant not wait for the information and ensure that all ToRs were complied 

with?  

 

f) ToR C (ii): Details provided of the seismic and tsunami hazards in the EIA are not 

sufficient or complete. This region experienced one of the biggest earthquake and tsunami 

in human history on 26 December 2004. The coast of Great Nicobar saw subsidence of upto 

15 feet and loss of huge coastal land. If the coastline is now built up with a port, airport and 

a township the damage to life and property will be immense if another such event is to 

occur. Extra care will have to be taken, which is not reflected in the EIA report at the 

moment. Future such events have also not been considered.  

 

g) ToR D (li): This ToR has not complied with at all. It is a matter of serious concern that 

the project proponent for a Rs. 72000 crore integrated project in one of the most 

ecologically sensitive zones does not have an environment policy. The project proponent 

appears not to have even made an effort coming up with an environment policy. This is a 
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serious gap and indicates lack of concern for the environment on part of the project 

proponent.  

 This is a serious matter and makes the EIA incomplete and unacceptable. 

 

The above are only some illustrative points of concern with the EIA. It is evident that there are 

procedural violations and that the information provided in many cases is incomplete, inconsistent 

and scientifically inaccurate.  

 There is also an unnecessary hurry seen on part of the EIA consultant in preparing and 

submitting this EIA report. Extra care should have been taken considering the size and scale of the 

proposed projects and the fact that Great Nicobar is situated in an ecologically sensitive zone, is 

home to two indigenous communities and is located in one of the world’s most seismically active 

regions.  

We urge that this EIA report be subjected to a detailed and rigorous scientific review 

process by reputed researchers and scientific institutions. The current EIA report cannot and should 

not be considered for acceptance, because otherwise it is a violation in letter and spirit of the EIA 

process and the relevant provisions of the Environment Protection Act. 

 

 

 
Pankaj Sekhsaria 

Member, Kalpavriksh 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic Development of Great
Nicobar Island in Andaman and Nicobar Islands”
1 message

Association of Indian Primatologists <indianprimates@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 25, 2022 at 4:54 PM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in

Dear Mr. V.V. Dinesh Kumar,

This is with regard to registering our views/comments/suggestions/objections concerning ANIIDCO initiated 'Holistic
development of Great Nicobar', which was invited by your office on the 27th December, 2021 in The Daily Telegram.
Kindly find our concise and brief disagreements, objections and comments on the EIA report in context to the Nicobar
long-tailed macaque distributed in the Great Nicobar island attached to this email. 

Please write to us for any further queries. Kindly acknowledge receiving this email. 

Thanking you,
Sincerely yours, 

Association of Indian Primatologists (AIP)
Official Website
AIP on YouTube

Sub_ NLTM Appeal Letter.pdf 
510K

ANNEXURE-A7
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Association of Indian Primatologists 
(Visit us at https://www.indianprimates.org/) 

 

1 

 

To 

Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forest (C),  

MoEF&CC, Regional Office (SEZ), 

 I/II Floor, Handloom Export Promotion Council,  

Cathedral Garden Road, Nungambakkam,  

Chennai-600034, Tamil Nadu               25 January 2022 

Sub: An appeal to reconsider the impact of the projects proposed under the ‘Holistic Development in 

Great Nicobar Island’ on the endemic Nicobar long-tailed macaque and rescind the erroneous and inaccurate 

EIA report 

Re: Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island 

in Andaman and Nicobar Islands” issued by Andaman and Nicobar Administration Pollution Control 

Committee on 29th December 2021  

We are a group of primatologists, wildlife biologists, and environmental conservationists, who have formal 

training in ecological, behavioural and conservation sciences from national and state-level institutes of the country. 

Most of us are actively researching ecology, behaviour and conservation of primates and other wildlife and have 

multiple international and national peer-reviewed publications. 

We are writing to you collectively to express our opposition towards the massive and unsustainable construction 

projects that include an International Container Transshipment Terminal, an international airport, a power plant, 

and a township area that have been planned in the Great Nicobar Island, which is a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve 

under the Man and Biosphere program. We highlight how the EIA report consists of blatantly erroneous and 

inaccurate statements about the Nicobar long-tailed macaque and suggests unsubstantiated and unscientific 

mitigation measures that disregard the ecology and behaviour of the species. 

After going through the EIA report, it is evident that the subject experts failed to not only understand the current 

relation between Nicobar long-tailed macaque and the residents of GNI (see Lenin, 2021) and the ecological link 

between the macaque and island ecosystem but also in analyzing the severe impact of the proposed projects on the 

population of these threatened macaques. Furthermore, the duration of four days for the ‘quick survey’ is extremely 

low and highly insufficient to make the case that the macaques will not be affected by the projects. By their 

admission, “It is a rapid reconnaissance type of survey and it was not intensive except in non-forest residential 

areas” (C3-74, EIA Report). Most importantly, biodiversity assessments were carried out by Vimta labs in 

December 2020 and in February 2021 and by Zoological Survey of India-Kolkata during February-March 2021, 

which were before the Expert Appraisal Committee (at the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change) 

issued the Terms of Reference for conducting a comprehensive EIA on 25th May 2021 and therefore, violates EIA 

Notification (2006) and should not be accepted by the EAC committee. 
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1.       Some key statements in the EIA report that are erroneous and/or unscientific and a brief corrective 

explanation for each 

1.2 “Crab eating macaques are rampant” 

The term ‘rampant’ which means ‘something undesirable that is getting out of control’, has been repeatedly used 

throughout the EIA report for a Schedule I (WPA, 1972), Vulnerable (IUCN, 2020), range-restricted and endemic  

species whose population estimates are available based on the measure of ‘encounter rate’, a highly crude method 

of estimation (Table 1). Methodologically, the encounter rate of groups cannot be used to determine population 

abundance/density and leads to biassed estimates. Determining population trends require long-term population 

monitoring based on standardised population survey methods (like distance sampling and occupancy modelling). 

Further, the subspecies of Nicobar long-tailed macaques are constrained by limited distribution, relatively small 

population size, and low genetic diversity and therefore, highly vulnerable to habitat alteration/loss, human 

disturbances, and climate change. Based on peer-reviewed studies, the encounter rate of 0.23 macaque groups per 

kilometre (Umapathy et al., 2003) in 2000 throughout Great Nicobar, dipped to 0.10 (Sivakumar, 2006) and again 

rose to 0.30 in 2013 (Velankar et al., 2016) (Table 2). Since the group size of the species varies drastically from 

13-80 individuals (Das et al., 2020; Velankar et al., 2016), alteration in population size, i.e., the number of 

macaques cannot be reliably stated. Therefore, crab-eating macaques being rampant is unsubstantiated and 

unscientific! Moreover, accidental deaths of macaques due to anthropogenic factors such as electrocution, vehicles 

running over, falls while being chased, and drowning (in a water tank) are completely disregarded. Other direct 

threats to macaques include intentional and retaliatory killings by poisoning, beating up with sticks, and mauling 

by guard dogs (IUCN, 2020). These deaths are hardly reported and don’t get recorded despite being legally 

mandated. Further causes of life-threatening and incapacitating injuries are snares meant for trapping wild boars 

which routinely lead to amputation of the limbs and lose ropes left hanging around buildings and jars and cans 

lying in open garbage dumps (Umapathy et al., 2003; Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). None of these direct and indirect 

anthropogenic threats are included in the EIA report, let alone discuss their mitigation. 

 Table 1. Comparison of data on the survey of Long-tailed Macaques in Great Nicobar Island (Source: ZSI 

Report (July 2021) 
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Table 2. Detailed table of encounter rate reported by four population surveys of Nicobar long-tailed 

macaques in Great Nicobar Island 

Year of survey # transect Total 

transect 

length 

Mean 

transect 

length (km) 

# NLTM groups 

sighted 

Overall 

encounter rate 

(groups/km) 

C I T 

2000 (Umapathy 

et al. 2003) 

16 227.9 14.24 37 16 53 0.23 

2006 (Sivakumar 

2010) 

41 211.8 4.7 8 14 22 0.10 

2013 (Velankar 

et al. 2016) 

26 119.55 4.59 11 25 36 0.30 (I: 

0.57±0.59; C: 

0.50±0.44) 

2012-2014 

(Rajeshkumar et 

al. 2017) 

32 128.5 - 14 15 29 0.23 (PF: 0.22, 

SF: 0.19; RA: 

0.26) 

C-Coastal; I-Inland; T-Total 

   

1.3 “Besides intentional or unintentional introductions by humans, all these domesticated animals and the 

Macaques exert profound impact on distribution and spread of the introduced species” 

The role of macaques in the distribution and spread of introduced species on the island has never been studied. In 

fact, studies on invasive species ecology are limited to plants on the island despite such requirements being 

prescribed by the UNESCO Man and Biosphere program. It is a poorly framed statement that lacks any references. 

Macaques do play a very important role in seed dispersal in habitats where there are no large herbivores (Lucas 

and Corlett, 1998) and such a role is critical for overall ecosystem functioning. Seed dispersal by macaques aids 

the restoration of degraded habitats (Kaplin and Lambert, 2002) and conservation of forest fragments by 

maintaining keystone plant species (Kone et al, 2008). For example, pig-tailed macaques in Sumatra (Indonesia) 

have been shown to be the most effective seed disperser among co-occurring large terrestrial mammals and were 

instrumental in maintaining high plant diversity wherever they occurred (Lindsell et al., 2015). Some studies also 

suggest that primates maintain rainforest diversity (Link and Fiore, 2006) which could also curb the spread of 

invasive species – an ecological service that is crucial in an island that is a Biosphere Reserve in sharp contradiction 

with the statement made in the EIA report. Ironically, despite concerns over the spread of invasive species, GNI 

has no bio-quarantine measures to keep a check on invasives. 

  

1.4 “The Crab eating macaque has now become a menace in residential areas” 

The macaques of peri-urban groups have been pushed to adapt to altered and fragmented habitat following the 

settlement in 1969 (Pabla, 2018) and rehabilitation of tsunami-affected communities (Umapathy et al., 2003; 

Shivakumar, 2010). Due to high site fidelity and inter-group competition (see Pal et al., 2018), some groups that 

used to live in the areas that were cleared to make residential spaces are unable to move away from there, despite 

the constant negative encounters with humans. The residents too acknowledge that their encounters with macaques 
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have increased post-tsunami. They believe that since macaques lost their food sources during the tsunami, they 

began visiting plantations and human settlements more often. Further, the repeated use of the terms, ‘menace’ and 

‘conflict’ is inaccurate, misconceived, and ill-defined since many islanders harbour positive emotions towards the 

macaques, and therefore, the relationship of the islanders with the macaques is best characterised as dynamic and 

complex, and should not be described as exclusively negative (Ramakrishna et al., In press). 

 1.5 “Though the Crab eating macaque is included under the Vulnerable category, it has become a menace 

locally in Campbell Bay” 

It has been implied repeatedly that the highest protection status, of being a Schedule-I species, given to the 

macaques, is no longer necessary and is a hindrance in adopting severe measures to control the macaque 

population. There are several factors responsible for the increased foraging by macaques in and around human 

settlements. Even though the species is ‘Vulnerable’ (IUCN, 2020) and endemic, there is a lack of awareness 

among the residents about the consequences of feeding the macaques (Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Due to the 

fragmentation of the macaque habitat, the macaques are compelled to use human settlements to pass from one 

forest fragment to another, during which the residents chase them by shouting, clapping, using sticks, stones, etc 

(IUCN, 2020; Lenin, 2021). This has resulted in the desensitization of the groups to these methods and the loss of 

fear of humans. In other words, data suggest that the presence of macaques in a plantation or human area does not 

contribute to crop loss, property damage, or even negative interactions (Das et al., 2020). In most cases, macaques 

are using urban spaces either passively or for resting. Furthermore, there is no waste management system on the 

island due to which macaques forage in open garbage dumps which familiarises them with food containers which 

they then seek when they enter households for foraging. Public sensitization, education, and awareness on macaque 

behavior/ecology is the most judicious and scientifically valid approach as opposed to vilifying the species 

(Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). 

  

1.6 “During the current survey it was found that it has become a pest in residential villages along the coast 

from Campbell to Shastri Nagar. It was not seen in the Campbell National Park” 

The survey in question was done in 4 days which is highly insufficient to determine whether macaques have 

become a pest or not. All population surveys done previously have reported coastal groups of macaques in and 

around the sites of the proposed project and within Campbell Bay National Park (Figure 1). The survey teams 

failed to undertake a systematic literature survey to comprehensively assess the sensitive situation of the macaque 

in the archipelago. 
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                        (A)                                                                                    (B) 

Figure 1. A. Distribution of Nicobar long-tailed macaque groups (Black dots) in Great Nicobar Island 

(Source: Rajeshkumar, 2017), B. The locations of macaque groups in the three islands where they occur 

(Source: Velankar et al, 2016) 

1.7 “According to Khatri and Khatri (2010), they escaped the fury of the 2004 Tsunami but lost a major source 

food, the fruits of Pandanus and hence they took to Coconut, Areca Nut and other fruits” 

The EIA report neither adequately cites pertinent studies nor mentions full references of cited articles. In this 

statement, the chapter that has been cited, Khatri and Khatri (2010) is on the conservation of butterflies in bay 

islands and does not have any mention of the impact of the tsunami on the long-tailed macaques (instead see 

Porwal et al., 2012). The claim that the macaques escaped the fury of the tsunami is not only unsubstantiated but 

highly erroneous. According to a study conducted by the Wildlife Institute of India (Sivakumar, 2010), the 

tsunami-affected both the population and demography of the coastal groups of macaques, while there was no 

change in the population of the groups dwelling in the interior of the island. Secondly, some studies clearly show 

that the coastal groups of macaques used to feed on coconut before the tsunami as well (Das and Ghosal, 1977). 

However, the inland groups of macaques showed no familiarity with coconuts according to a recent study (Das et 

al., 2020). 

  

1.8 “They eat all fruits and cause damage to Areca nut and Coconut also” 

The coastal groups of macaques that have had exposure to farms and plantations feed on cultivated fruits and 

vegetables familiar to them (see Rajeshkumar et al., 2017 for a list of items). The inland groups of macaques do 

not feed on any cultivated fruit because they are unfamiliar with it (e.g., coconut). Macaques also feed on leaves 

and insects (Umapathy et al., 2003). Macaques foraging in farms and urban areas have been observed to feed on 

several alien insect species including agriculture pests of coconuts, like the Rhinoceros beetle, slug-moth 

caterpillar, earwig, etc., (Mazumder and Kaburu, 2021). In the case of areca nuts, macaques only feed on the fleshy 

outer portion and discard the seed (Personal communication; Mishra et al., 2020). According to a recently 

conducted socio-economic survey, many farmers think that macaques are helpful in harvesting areca nuts as they 

throw the seeds down thereby saving labor costs for harvesting areca nuts (Personal communication; Mishra et al., 

2020). The EIA report does a serious disservice to the scientific and truthful reporting of the situation of macaques 
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in GNI by concentrating the interviews and focus group discussions within the 3 villages closest to Campbell Bay 

(Rajeevnagar, Govindnagar, and Joginder Nagar) instead of covering all of them (an additional 3 villages, 

Vijaynagar, Gandhinagar and Shastrinagar). 

  

1.9 “They could not be quantified as they jump, run and vanish into bushes but according to locals there are at 

least 250 to 400 in Campbell alone” 

Authors of the EIA report state that the macaques could not be quantified because ‘they jump, run and vanish’, 

however other long-term studies with robust methodologies and multiple observations have provided more reliable 

estimates. According to Pal et al. (2018), there are four groups in Campbell Bay. Their ranges have been marked 

as seen in Figure 2. The sum of the mean group sizes of these four groups across three years comes to 175 macaques 

as opposed to 250-400. Authors should have taken the information from these studies which are published in 

reputed international journals. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

   Figure 2. Group locations in the study site, Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar Island (Source: Pal et al, 2018) 

 

1.10 “The crab eating macaques go on rampage in groups ranging from 4 to 40. Occasionally, 1 or 2 are also 

found but in forest” 

In technical writing, conflict is regarded as any negative human-wildlife interaction. Calling such interactions as 

rampage implies negative and violent attributes to macaques. However, studies published by several authors 

suggest that they often remain and feed in areas that were cleared for making settlements (Pabla, 2018; 

Ramakrishna, 2019; Velankar et al., 2016). Most macaques are skittish (Ramakrishna, 2019), cryptic, and fearful 

of humans (Umpathy et al., 2003; Rajeshumar et al., 2017). Groups that are unhabituated to humans inevitably 

produce alarm/fearful vocalizations (Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Even groups that move around in human-

dominated areas avoid humans, avoid direct confrontations, and show evasive movements on detecting humans 

(Personal communication from K. Shankar, resident). Very few macaques numbering in 2-4 (foraging parties) 

from the large peri-urban group enter unattended households/shops, that too occasionally (Das et al., 2020; 

Ramakrishna, 2021). The entire group (and even beyond 2-4 macaques) have never been reported to enter closed 

human spaces. Foraging in plantations or from kitchen gardens also typically includes a small subset of the entire 

group and never the entire group (Ramakrishna, 2021). There are several groups that go beyond 40 individuals. 
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Migrating young males (1 or 2 in number) move in solitary conditions or in small groups but such groups are 

temporary and are observed throughout the island (Umapathy et al., 2003). 

  

1.11 “The macaque population has attained a logistic or exponential growth phase” 

To check the validity of this statement, we fitted exponential and logistic growth rate patterns to data provided by 

the authors in the report (Table 1). Even with all available data points (Table 2) drawn from four population 

surveys, neither logistic growth model nor exponential growth model could be adequately fitted (Figure 3). This 

shows that the statements made by the authors in the EIA report are more ad hoc and lack scientific reasoning.  

 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Figure 3. Trend of encounter rate (groups/km) of groups of Nicobar long-tailed macaques in Great 

Nicobar across survey years. A logistic growth model as claimed by the EIA had a poor fit (R2=0.17). 

 

1.12 “There is no simple solution mainly because it is endemic and restricted to just 5 islands in the Nicobar 

group but yet it has become a menace in the area where it occurs” 

Although wildlife/environmental conservation is a wicked problem, there are multi-thronged approaches to many 

of the issues faced by the residents concerning macaques. For instance, there is a need to implement a waste 

management program on the island, sensitize locals about the consequences of feeding macaques, introduce 

macaque-proof dust bins and make the wider windows of residents’ shelters inaccessible to macaques (e.g., by 

tying ropes around them similar to the situation in Singapore, Thailand, and Indonesia; Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). 

Secondly, the long-tailed macaque is only found in the three islands of Nicobar and not five. They are Great 

Nicobar, Little Nicobar, and Katchal (Umapathy et al., 2003). Regarding the inappropriate use of the word 

‘menace’ here, please refer to 1.4 and 1.5. 

  

2.       Comments on the measures suggested in the Environment Management Plan to mitigate the impact 

of the proposed projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaques 

  

2.1    Relocation of wildlife as a mitigation measure during the road construction for the ICTT 

Under the environment management section, mitigation measures for ‘conflict’ arising due to the construction of 

roads for the ICTT, the EIA consultant has stated an unintelligible statement that reads: ‘impacts from road 
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construction on wildlife populations and their habitats is to consider alignment that can prevent conflicts, particular 

for the species like Nicobar Megapode, Coconut Crab and Long-Tailed Macaque of Nicobar Island’. The 

suggestion of ‘road alignment to prevent conflict’ is a mitigation measure that lacks any specific details or 

successful examples. Moreover, the differential impact of roads on each of these coastal-dwelling species 

(megapode, crab, and macaque) is missing in the report, which is ideally supposed to be used for mitigating adverse 

impacts. For instance, egg-laden female coconut crabs require access to shores for a brief period of 2 weeks for 

depositing their eggs and hatchlings need to emerge from the shores on their way to terrestrial habitats. In contrast, 

roads are notorious for fatally injuring and killing macaques attempting to cross them. Secondly, as another 

‘mitigation measure’, relocation of the wildlife encountered during construction of roads has been proposed. The 

recurring mitigation measure suggested for almost every wildlife, regardless of their behaviour, ecology, 

endemicity, and conservation status is relocation, which apart from many other things reflects the blatant 

ineptitude, imprudence, and callousness of the consultant. 

  

In addition, it is important to emphasize that the relocation of wild animals is illegal under the Wildlife Protection 

Act, (1972). Studies on the relocation of macaques report that these attempts are often unsuccessful as the entire 

social group is not successfully captured, there are many fatalities (especially of infants) during capture, they 

experience tremendous trauma during transportation and groups do not always survive after relocation due to 

unsuitability of habitat (Struhsaker and Siex, 1998). Studies show that the translocated animals can disturb the 

ecology of their new habitat (Conant, 1988) and/or the resident community of conspecifics (Caldecott & 

Kavanagh,1983). There are also reports of relocation of commensal macaques leading to transmission of novel 

endoparasites to their forest counterparts that can severely affect population stability/health (Kumar et al., 2018). 

 

 2.2    Culverts and underpasses to allow passage for wild animals 

The report only states that appropriately designed and suitably located culverts of varying sizes, underpasses and 

fences provide effective mitigation to overcome barrier effects of roads based on Rajvanshi et al. (2007). There 

are no details regarding where and how these structures will be constructed, what kind of materials will be used, 

etc. It should also be noted that long-tailed macaques can cross roads arboreally and for any of such wildlife 

passages to be successful, the design has to be systematically tested before construction. For macaques, 

natural/artificial canopy bridges might be more effective than underground passes. 

  

2.3 Radio telemetry of displaced species 

Applying radio telemetry and other techniques like e-DNA on displaced species (like Nicobar Megapode, Coconut 

Crab, and Long-Tailed Macaque) is an extremely ill-informed measure that cannot be characterized as ‘mitigation’. 

The claim that these techniques will assist in understanding the understudied biology and behaviour of these 

animals is also an exaggeration. Radio telemetry of species mentioned above is impractical in a rainforest habitat 

and is tremendously stressful to animals that will be already facing stress due to displacement. Moreover, radio 

telemetry of none of the species mentioned before has ever been successfully executed worldwide. There is enough 

literature that shows that conserving the habitat of these endemic and range-restricted species is the only way to 

ensure their survival. It is not judicious to destroy their habitats and then use radiotelemetry to ensure their survival 

post-relocation and develop conservation strategies. 
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2.4 Temporary halting of onshore and off-shore activities 

To minimize the impact of construction activities, it has been suggested that during the construction phase, the 

off-shore activities will be suspended during night hours and halted ‘to the possible extent’ during November to 

February to enable feeding, breeding, nesting, and roosting of various species including the long-tailed macaque. 

The Nicobar long-tailed macaques are active from 0500hrs and roost between 1700-1745hrs; feeding intermittently 

throughout the day. They breed throughout the year, with births peaking in the wet season (May-November; Pal 

et al, 2018). The report does not specify the exact timings when the work will be suspended and assumes that the 

suspension of work at night will accommodate the requirements of all species. Similarly, the suggestion to halt 

work from November to February will not reduce the impact on a species that breeds throughout the year and in 

fact, has relatively lower births during these months. 

  

3.  Impact of the proposed projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaque population in GNI 

3.1 Rapid deforestation of such a large area will inevitably compel the macaques to be dependent on human-grown 

food crops and push them to live closer to human settlements. Adequate case studies of forced commensalism in 

nonhuman primates as a result of habitat destruction exist around the world.   

3.2 The projected rise of human population on the island will exert immense pressure to locally cultivate crops, 

which will enhance human-macaque encounters and use of more hostile methods to prevent the macaques from 

crop foraging 

3.3 Since the habitat of the coastal groups will be altered completely and the inland groups will also become 

dependent on plantations for food, there will be more inter-group conflicts due to the limitation of resources 

following the clearing of forests. The encounters between humans and macaques will increase multi-fold leading 

to rising hostility towards macaques. 

  

3.4 There is no holistic waste management system on the island even with the current population of ~8000 people. 

The overwhelming number of people (~3,33,000 by 2052) that will be brought into the island for the proposed 

project will only worsen the situation of waste management. This will have a direct impact on the feeding 

behaviour and health of long-tailed macaques by exposing them to processed food, biomedical wastes, hazardous 

wastes, polluted water, polluted soil, etc. Even in the current scenarios the temporarily commensal groups of 

macaques in Great Nicobar are routinely exposed to DDT (an internationally banned pollutant and carcinogen), 

insecticides, bitumen, discarded medicines, and bio-medical wastes. 

In conclusion, we would like to assert that allowing the clearance of such large-scale development projects in an 

island which is a Biodiversity Hotspot, a Biosphere Reserve and a Tribal Reserve, a HOPE spot, an Important Bird 

Area, and an Endemic Bird Area, will be against India’s commitment to the Convention on Biological Diversity 

(1993), CoP 26 and the Man and Biosphere Program of UNESCO. The clear-felling of acres of primary, old-

growth rainforest, which is 145-66 million years old will be an irreversible action, the devastating consequences 

of which will be faced not just by the Nicobar long-tailed macaques, but by each organism that resides on the 

island, including humans. 
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We hope that you will seriously consider the grave shortcomings of the EIA and the implications of the proposed 

development projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaque and the human-macaque disharmony on the island. In 

addition to the examples cited above, we urge the EAC committee to rescind the EIA report made by Vimta on 

account of conducting the biodiversity surveys before the declaration of the Terms of Reference (ToR), which is 

a violation of the Environment Protection Act (1986). 

We strongly appeal to the EAC committee to disapprove the four projects proposed under the ‘Holistic 

Development of Great Nicobar Island’ on account of the aforementioned points. 

Thanking you, 

Sincerely, 

1. Dr. Parthasarathi Mishra, AIP Member 

2. Mohan K., AIP Member 

3. Smitha Gnanaolivu, AIP Member 

4. Dr. Mewa Singh, AIP Member 

5. Tejeshwar Dhananjaya, AIP Member 

6. Dr. Mehreen Khaleel, AIP Member 

7. Titir Debnath, AIP Member 

8. Sayantan Das, AIP Member 

9. Avadhoot D. Velankar, AIP Member 

10. Monica Harpalani, AIP Member 

11. Taniya Gill, AIP Member 

12. Rohit Negi, AIP Member 

13. Dr. M. S. Ram, AIP Member 

14. Ishika Ramakrishna, AIP Member 

15. Santanu Mahato, AIP Member 

16. Sarmistha Ojha, AIP Member 

17. Joydeep Shil, AIP Member 

18. Kunal Arekar, AIP Member 

19. Dr. Chetan Nag, AIP Member 

20. Dr. Anindya Sinha, AIP Member 

Contact email: indianprimates@gmail.com 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic Development of Great
Nicobar Island in Andaman and Nicobar Islands”
1 message

ANI UPDATES <aniupdates@yahoo.com> Tue, Jan 25, 2022 at 5:30 PM
To: "dstandamans@gmail.com" <dstandamans@gmail.com>, "eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in" <eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in>

Dear Mr. V.V. Deepak Kumar, 

On behalf of selected anthropologists at the Indian Anthropological Association, kindly note our
views/comments/suggestions/objections concerning ANIIDCO initiated 'Holistic development of Great Nicobar', invited
by AN Pollution Control Committee (Andaman and Nicobar Administration) office on the 27th December, 2021 in The
Daily Telegram. 

Kindly find 1) a cover letter and 2) our concise disagreements, objections and comments on the EIA report
concerning the 2 indigenous tribes of Great Nicobar island attached to this email. We strongly hope that you will
deeply consider our views/objections. 

Please write to us for any further queries and acknowledge receiving this email.

Thanking you, 
Sincerely yours, 
Authors

2 attachments

Cover Letter-Tribes.pdf 
95K

Objections Draft (Concise).pdf 
475K

ANNEXURE-A8
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To 

Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forest (C),  

MoEF&CC, Regional Office (SEZ), 

 I/II Floor, Handloom Export Promotion Council,  

Cathedral Garden Road, Nungambakkam,  

Chennai-600034, Tamil Nadu             25 January 2022 

 

Dear Madam/Sir, 

 Sub: Views/comments/suggestions/objections concerning the environmental clearance of 

‘Holistic development plan in Great Nicobar’ from an anthropological perspective as per invitation pre-

public hearing.  

 Re: Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar 

Island in Andaman and Nicobar Islands” issued by Andaman and Nicobar Administration Pollution 

Control Committee on 27th December 2021 in The Daily Telegram, Port Blair. 

 

As you might be aware, the Andaman & Nicobar Pollution Control Committee has called for a 

public hearing on the 27th January 2022 in Campbell Bay (Attachment-1) as a requirement to seek 

environmental clearance for a massive project titled, 'Holistic development of Great Nicobar'. The 

project includes the construction of 1) International Container Transhipment Terminal and associated 

bunkering facilities, 2) LNG and solar gas plant, 3) Greenfield International Airport and 4) Major 

tourism facilities and townships throughout the southern and southeast portions of the island. Several 

dwellings and foraging grounds of the southern group of Shompens (Kokeon, Re-pakou and Buij-yae 

as per Shompen Policy, 2015) are close (within 1-2 km) to the sites.  

 

Additionally, a Nicobarese settlement that was relocated post-tsunami and desire to move back to their 

old dwellings will forever lose their ancestral land. The existing plan has not consulted any of these 2 

tribes despite it being a requirement stipulated by the Expert Appraisal Committee (MoEF&CC, GoI) 

in their Terms of Reference (ToR) for socioeconomic assessment, who will be the worst-affected 

victims of these landscape-altering plans. In the only effort made to speak to them much, both of them 

state that they disapprove of such changes to their homeland. The social impact assessment executed 

by the EIA consultant, VIMTA Hyderabad has procedural lapses, illegally performed (after issuing of 

Terms of Reference by MoEF&CC) and is far removed from the sensitivities required to comprehend 

the fragile relationship of the tribes with the island and the existing frailties (owing to rampant 

modernization) that they are already enduring. 

 

We have drafted a brief document enumerating the plight of the 2 tribes in the islands drawing examples 

of the other vanishing tribes of Andamans and incidents of discrimination against them. We register our 
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deepest concerns as anthropologists working on the indigenous tribes of Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

for decades and appeal to your moral, constitutional and professional virtues to sincerely consider the 

concerns expressed in our concise draft (pp. 11; enclosed herewith) highlighting the aforementioned 

issues in detail along with a list of suggestions and legislations that need to be integrated into all 

decisions on the tribes. 

Thanking you, 

Signatories: 

1. Dr. Pramod Kumar Mishra, Former Deputy Director, Anthropological Survey of India; President, 

Indian Anthropological Association; promodhmisra@gmail.com 

2. Dr. T. N. Pandit, Former Director, Anthropological Survey of India; Member, Indian Anthropological 

Association 

3. Prof. (Dr.) Anvita Abbi, Padma Shri (2013); President, Linguistic Society of India; Hon Director of 

Centre for Oral and Tribal Literature, Sahitya Akademi, New Delhi; Formerly Professor of Linguistics, 

Centre for Linguistics, School of Language Literature and Culture Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru 

University, New Delhi; anvitaabbi@gmail.com  

4. Dr. Madhushree Mukherjee, Author (Anthropology/Tribal Issues); lopchu@madhusree.com 

5. Prof (Dr.) Mewa Singh, Life-long Distinguished Fellow (Department of Psychology), University of 

Mysore; Executive Committee Member, Indian Anthropological Association; 

mewasinhltm@gmail.com 

6. Prof (Dr.) Vishvajit Pandya, Anthropology, Dhirubhai Ambani Institute of Information and 

Communication Technology, Gandhinagar 
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Objections against alteration of the natural resources and livelihoods of Shompen and 

Nicobarese tribes in Great Nicobar Island owing to large scale projects (International 

Container Transshipment Terminal (14.2 Million TEU), Greenfield International Airport, 

450 MVA Gas and Solar Power Plant, Township and Area development) 

Project title: Holistic development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

Planning body: National Institution for Transforming India (NITI) Aayog, Govt. of India 

Proponent agency: Andaman and Nicobar Islands Integrated Development Corporation Ltd (ANIIDCO), 

Govt. of India 

Detailed Project Report Consultant: AECOM India Pvt. Ltd., Gurugram, India 

EIA Consultant: Vimta Labs Ltd., Hyderabad, India 

Link to the EIA document prepared for public hearing: https://www.andaman.gov.in/admin-

pannel/whatsnew/1-1519-Combined%20EIA.pdf 

 

1. Permanent exclusion of Nicobarese/Shompen families from pre-tsunami Chingen village against their 

consultation and desire to relocate: The Nicobarese families of New Chingen have been expressing 

strong dissatisfaction with their relocation very close to the township of Campbell Bay since re-

settlement (see Engineer, 2020), which was done with limited consultation with the community and 

against their will to permanently settle away from their ancestral village. These dissatisfactions include 

impediments to practice their traditions as a result of proximity to non-tribals and resentment of their 

cultural practices among non-tribal settlers, loss of livelihood due to loss of plantations, highly limited 

access to marine resources and inappropriate designs of their huts that hinder community living. 

Overall, the community feels disenfranchised and disenchanted with the present arrangements. Based 

on a focused group discussion with the Nicobarese conducted by Dr. Vishwajit Pandya (Professor, 

Dhirubhai Ambani Institute of Information and Communication Technology, Gandhinagar, India) in 

2020, captain of New Chingen said, “We do not want tourism on our land because our future 

generations will suffer. If the road to our village (Old Chingen) is rebuilt, then we will go back to our 

village. This is because we do not like living around Campbell Bay; our village is better. The 

Administration had asked us to live here but we refused to remain because our heart is not here. 

However, circumstances compelled us to remain here. We have to constantly shuttle between our new 

settlement and the old ancestral areas” (Source: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y1Q92LXYsdg; 

00:29:20-00:30:03). Therefore, there is an urgent need to sensitively engage with the community. 

Instead of trying to relocate the Nicobarese community back to Chingen (as marked in Fig. 1), the 

New Chingen settlement is further threatened by the aforementioned holistic development project 
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which does not explicitly acknowledge its adverse effects on the community and fails to 

comprehensively engage and consult with the community. The only effort made is a focused group 

discussion with all demographics of the Nicobarese community in Rajiv Nagar and Campbell Bay, 

who clearly stated that all they require is ‘better telecommunication, travel assistance with transport of 

ration from Campbell Bay to Little Nicobar, free and frequent transport services between Campbell 

Bay and Nicobarese settlements in northern Great Nicobar and Little Nicobar’ (pg. C3-136). With 

regard to Shompen families living with the Nicobarese community in New Chingen, the EIA 

document mentions that ‘Shompens are habituated to live in forests and they are not comfortable at 

(New) Chingen Basthi. Women staying in (New) Chingen Basthi went back to the forest to live in an 

isolated place’ (pg. C3-126) and that they are semi-nomadic, shy and wary of outsiders, and yet do not 

adequately consider the sensitivities of these communities in their assertions. Evidently, the EIA report 

prepared by AECOM, Gurgaon and VIMTA, Hyderabad fails to include the aforementioned glaring 

grievances unique to each of the indigenous groups of the islands.  

 

2. Degradation of natural resources used by Kokeon sub-group of Shompens which could result in health 

deterioration and lack of optimal nourishment over time: Since natural resources used by both tribes 

are heterogeneously distributed, procurement of land/forest and alteration of any portion of ancestral 

land is equivalent to permanently denying access to specific resources harbored by the land. Moreover, 

resource bases maintained by the tribes will be permanently lost if portions of their range are altered 

and made inaccessible. Even if portions of their ancestral land are not under current usage, these areas 

should be available for revival of local ecology and resource base for future usage by the two tribes. 

However, large-scale construction projects within 1-2 km of the known temporary settlements to their 

ancestral and foraging land will interfere with their traditional lifestyle and degrade their natural 

resources. These construction activities include large-scale ‘deforestation (of forests that are 65-145 

million years old, Cretaceous era), blasting, earth movement and excavation’ and understandably, 

‘noise, air and dust emissions during construction’ and ‘fugitive emissions of Liquified Natural Gas 

(LNG), stack emissions of NOx from LNG, generation of effluents and sludge from treatments plants, 

clarifier sludge, regeneration waste, tube settler sludge, etc.’ during operation’. Such catastrophic 

transmutation of the existing landscape will render the natural resources of the entire island unusable 

and tip them beyond recovery. These factors will further exacerbate existing issues of limited 

population growth, malnutrition, malnourishment (which is already noted among Shompen women), 

high infant mortality, low birth rate (as a result of low fertility rate), low genetic diversity (due to high 

inbreeding) and other associated irreversible and detrimental cultural changes and subsequently, 

perceptions towards non-tribals. If no intervention is made, the Shompens will be gradually pushed 
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towards the same fate as that of the Andamanese and the Onges in Andaman. The environmental 

impact assessment (EIA) report (Figure 2) is self-contradictory with regard to the baseline information 

it provides about the tribal communities in GNI, does not refer to any published anthropological 

literature and is bereft of specialized anthropological knowledge indispensable for offering mitigation 

measures. For example, the EIA document mentions that the ‘Kokeon Shompens use the Galathea 

river for drinking water and fishing’ and ‘such activities are restricted to upstream of the river’ and 

later, denies that the Shompen ever use Galathea river for fishing. The entire EIA document mentions 

the Shompen Policy (2015) and the Andaman and Nicobar Protection of Aboriginal Tribes Regulation 

(ANPATR, 1956) just twice and fails to analyze and integrate it in its assessments and suggestions in 

the spirit of preservation of the tribe that it is supposed to. Unfortunately, in Appendix X a letter from 

the Directorate of Tribal Welfare (Figure 2), Andaman and Nicobar Administration simultaneously 

assures that ‘the right of the tribal shall be well protected and taken care by the department’ based on 

existing laws and undertakes that ‘whenever any exemption from the existing regulations/policies/law 

of the land are required to be provided for the execution of the project (Holistic development of Great 

Nicobar Islands), this Directorate will seek required exemptions(s) from the competent authority to 

that effect’. Nowhere, consultation and socio-scientific studies is emphasized in the Directorate’s note 

for the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Letter of the Directorate of Tribal Welfare, A&N Administration assuring welfare of tribes in the second 

paragraph and yet reiterating its steadfastness to make exemptions of the same laws/guidelines/policy to ensure execution 

of the project in GNI 
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Figure 2 Map showing known approximate locations of Shompen settlements (human lady icon) in southern Great 

Nicobar as shown in Shompen Policy 2015 and locations of container transshipment terminal (port icon), power plant 

(red interjection) and edge of Phase-I construction plan (magenta line) 

3. Heightened exposure of Shompens of Kokeon, Re-pakouo and Buij-yae sub-groups to non-tribals and 

thus, to alien diseases and culture: Few communities of Nicobarese (in Campbell Bay, Car Nicobar, 

Katchal, Kamorta, etc.) and the few Shompens who have adopted modern lifestyle show health perils 

of such a lifestyle that has resulted in diabetes, hypertension, cardiac and respiratory ailments and fatal 

skin infections unbeknownst to their traditionally-living groups. These chronic and sometimes acute 

health conditions due to their altered lifestyles and diet are an indication of their inadequate knowledge 

on the severe repercussions and hazards of ‘modern’ civilizations. Systematic scientific evaluation of 

the short-term and long-term epidemiology and health of the tribe akin to a One Health approach is yet 

to be undertaken. Along with several existing factors, reduction in the extent of tribal reserve is bound 

to bring the Kokean sub-group of Shompens closer to the non-tribal community 

(workers/tourists/settlers) and other temporary islanders exposing them to alien diseases and reducing 

them to the fate of the Andamanese and Onges in the Andamans. If the foraging resources of the 

southern sub-group of Shompens are threatened by the large-scale deforestation and construction, the 

Shompens would rely on government-provided rations greater than present and this will certainly lead 

to an irreversible vicious cycle of dependence as opposed to self-reliance leading to erosion of their 

cultural and traditional values. Several scholars have documented the direct adverse sociocultural 
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effects of excessive reliance of the Nicobarese and the Onges on government doles and how such 

reliance have altered the perception of the 2 tribes among non-tribal populace (e.g., Andharia, 2020; 

Engineer, 2020; Gupta, 2016; Reddy, 2018; Saini, 2013, 2015, 2018; Singh, 2009, 2014, 2018). 

Several criticisms of the current practice of offering Shompens doles (rice, pulses, spices, edible oil, 

cloth and machete) and thwarting/undermining their self-sufficiency exist. Chaudhari (2005) 

characterizes this institutionalized practice (gift economy) as ‘slow poison’. In January, 2018 Dr. Janki 

Andharia (Professor, Tata Institute of Social Sciences, Mumbai) in her letter to the Lieutenant 

Governor (ANI) sought to know the steps taken by the administration to reverse the public perception 

of Nicobarese being lazy, and of reducing the price of egg such that pregnant Nicobarese ladies can 

afford to obtain adequate nourishment since pregnancy-induced anemia is rampant among the 

Nicobarese tribes among other similar social issues. Similarly, there have been ill-conceived and 

uninformed though well-intended efforts by local settlers to clothe Shompens when they visit the town 

in their traditional attires, thus enforcing their perception on Shompen individuals. Such a step has 

resulted in transmission of skin ailments that are otherwise undocumented (Gupta, 2007). There have 

also been several instances of unnatural deaths of Shompen as a result of close proximity to non-

tribals, viz. death of Kagaj (male) by tuberculosis in 2012, death of Kakein (24 yrs) by suicide in 2018 

and death of nearly 100 members due to an epidemic of diarrhea in the late 1980s (Rizvi, 1990). In 

fact, the degree of social alienation and community isolation as a result of enforced integration with 

non-tribals can be unfortunately manifest in dangerous ways. Despite over a century long 

“rehabilitation” of the Great Andamanese in Andaman, in a stark example of societal rift a group of 

Andamanese attending a wedding in Port Blair was abused, manhandled, misbehaved and threatened 

to be run over by 6 youths on 28th March, 2021 in Port Blair. Similarly, months-long relay hunger 

strikes by Sri Lankan settlers of Katchal seeking translocation from Katchal is a result of decades-long 

friction and hostility between the communities. As the development plan envisages, with a sudden 

population rise of nearly 1.5 lakh people in GNI interference with the Shompen communities cannot 

be logistically prevented and hostilities similar to ones described above are certain to emerge. The 

mitigation measures suggested by VIMTA, Hyderabad of having round-the-clock security guards in 

the periphery of worker’s quarter in the Galathea region to prevent intrusion into Shompen territory is 

inadequate and impractical. Similarly, although the EIA document states that intrusion of outsiders and 

degradation of natural resources of Shompen is essential, there is no practical suggestion of how those 

objectives can be achieved. For instance, how are outsiders expected to be sensitive to 

Shompens/Nicobarese, how could it be ensured that local residents do not engage in Shompen 

sightseeing/safaris (similar to instances still rampant in the Jarawa Tribal Reserve, Andaman), etc.? 

Therefore, the denotification of tribal reserve in the Galathea Bay area needs immediate reversal and 
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any possibility of interference with their natural/cultural lifestyle needs to be curbed. The Kokeon sub-

group of Shompen has lived in relative isolation for millennia despite several large-scale 

environmental perturbations (Indian Ocean tsunami, super cyclone events, temporary droughts, etc.). 

As anthropologists, we can only imagine the remarkable extent of climate adaptations and resilience 

the sub-group has.  

 

4. Erosion of ‘place identity’, ‘place attachment’ and loss of tribal identity among Shompen of southern 

sub group and probable conflict with other Shompen sub-groups as a result of loss of territory: 

Similar to indigenous tribes across the world and regardless of their cultural heterogeneity, both 

Nicobarese and Shompen cultures are rooted to the land and resources of the island. The tribes of New 

Chingen and the Shompen of Laful have already been marginalized and discriminated against owing 

to misguided socio-economic policies of the government, especially post-tsunami. The Nicobarese and 

the Shompen can no longer engage in the activities that truly make them a ‘Nicobari’ or a ‘Shompen’, 

for example, climb coconut palms and swim in the case of Nicobarese and use bow-arrow in the case 

of Shompens. Erosion of sea navigation skills among the Nicobarese of Chowra has been documented 

by Rajamanickam (1997). Given their rich cultural heritage and local ecological adaptations, they 

should be accorded greater right to all their resources. Otherwise, the tribe is likely to further lose their 

emotional connect to the land, their tribal identity and sense of dignity. Further, based on current 

knowledge and logical reasoning, there is an adequate danger that exclusion of Shompens owing to 

proposed holistic plans by denotifying areas used by them could drive the southern sub-group of 

Shompens to come in direct conflict with other Shompen groups north to Kokeon, Bui yae and Re 

pakouo as they might try to acquire and access their lost natural resources. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 95 of 202



 

7/11 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Map showing known approximate locations of Shompen settlements (red dots) and Nicobarese settlements (blue 

dots) closest to project sites and Nicobarese in southern Great Nicobar based on Shompen Policy 2015 and ANI District 

gazette 

5. Complete loss of pharmacological, ethnobiological and religious heritage among 

Shompen/Nicobarese: The island of Great Nicobar like most tropical evergreen forests has a plethora 

of pharmacological resources. As epidemics and pandemics are slated to become frequent, humanity 

(not just for the two tribes in question) needs to conserve and protect greater tracts of pristine 

rainforests and coral reefs since these are the sources of modern medicines (including antibiotics and 

antivirals). Based on the limited anthropological information available from friendly groups of 

Shompen, every aspect of their lives is intricately interwoven with various specialized plants in the 

forest, like 1) sap of stems of an Arecaceae plant is used as drinking water, 2) bark of a Flacourtiaceae 

tree is used as fish poison, 3) vapor from the stem, root and leaves of 2 species of Apocynaceae family 

are inhaled during fever, 4) roots of Ardisia solanaceae and Homstedtia fenzlii is boiled in water to 

wash the uterus after childbirth, 5) pounded twigs of Dischidia benghalensis is applied externally to 

heal fractured bones, 6) trunks of Moraceae, Barringtoniace, Clusiaceae and Sterculiaceae are used to 

build canoe, 7) worship of specific trees before undertaking hunting/fishing expeditions, 8) grains of 

Coix laclirym is used for making necklace, 8) slender branches of Dinochloa scandens is used as ear 

ornaments, 9) exudate from Hornstedtia fenzlii is used as honey bee repellant (Sharief & Rao, 2010), 

10) use of herbs specific to burial rituals, 11) use of bark of specific trees as loincloth, 12) use of soft 
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pole for hunting crocodiles, 13) use of 4 species of betelnuts, 2 of which are exclusively found in 

northern GNI groups and 14) use of 3 species of rattans for hut construction, ornament-making, 

furniture-making, weapon manufacture and making ritualistic fighting sticks (Senthilkumar et al., 

2014). Similarly, according to Dr. Vishwajit Pandya, the southern-group of Shompens choses suitors 

from downstream of rivulets/rivers flowing along their settlements. This is a very small subset of the 

extensive natural knowledge of the tribe that we have just begun discovering and describing, 

unreported in the current EIA document. If tribal reserves are denotified/shifted/constricted, the vast 

ethnobiological information, environmental wisdom, local/traditional utilitarian knowledge, social 

structure, marriage patterns, traditional gardening and the strong connectedness to nature of the two 

tribes will be lost forever. Anthropologists and ecologists have already warned that “the island 

ecosystem is so complex and fragile that a small imbalance could be disastrous for both flora and 

fauna” (Sharief and Panda, 2021). 

 

6. Loss of confidence in government and administrative policies: Administrative policies that are in 

direct conflict with the guidelines/promises made by various government agencies tasked with 

safeguarding their interests and welfare is likely to create a sense of helplessness, distrust and 

disenchantment. The ANI Shompen policy (2015) clearly outlines an optimal approach based on 

current research and should be duly followed as per law. The EIA document miserably fails at making 

critical assessments and displaying foresightedness, contrary to the responsibilities it was vested to 

undertake. 

Suggestions 

1. Withdrawal of the social and tribal assessment sections of the EIA drafted by VIMTA, Hyderabad. 

2. Fresh study on the social and tribal assessments by anthropologists and social scientists at Tata 

Institute of Social Sciences, Mumbai in conjunction with Tribal Research Institute, Port Blair and 

Regional Centre of Anthropological Survey of India, Port Blair who have worked with the Nicobarese 

and Shompen tribes specifically in Great Nicobar Island. 

3. Old Chingen should continue to remain a tribal reserve and no portion of the area should be allocated 

to large-scale construction activities or any form of alteration. As per the demands of the captain of 

New Chingen, Nicobarese/Shompen should be resettled in Old Chingen (pre-tsunami settlement) with 

option to remain in their current settlements in New Chingen. 

4. Fulfil existing demands of the Nicobarese of Rajiv Nagar, i.e., better telecommunication services, and 

free and frequent boat services to and for Campbell Bay after thorough consultation. 
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5. Strict compliance to Andaman and Nicobar Islands Shompen Policy (2015) for the highest protection 

and preservation of Shompen tribe, their territory and their culture without any exception 

6. Extensive consultation with all Shompen groups, especially Shompens of Kokeon and with 

Nicobarese/Shompen of New Chingen village for any form of vegetation/land alteration (including 

deforestation and construction activities) beyond current demarcated revenue areas. 

7. Popularization of traditional lifestyle practiced by Shompen (especially, consumption of local food, 

physically intensive routine and minimum reliance on imported commodities) to build climate 

resilience among all inhabitants of Great Nicobar, especially among government officers and defense 

staff. 

8. Constitute group of accomplished anthropologists, sociologists, and scholars of tribal studies and 

social work (retired or serving) who have studied indigenous tribes in Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

from government and non-government organizations to offer constructive and creative alternate plans 

alongside extensive consultation with all affected groups of Shompen. 

Violation of laws/guidelines: 

‘Right against exploitation (Article 23-24)’ and ‘Cultural rights (Article 29-30)’ of the Fundamental 

Rights, Part III enshrined in the Constitution of India 

1. Andaman and Nicobar Islands Shompen Policy (2015) 

2. Andaman and Nicobar Climate Action Plan (2013) 

3. ANAPATR (1956) 

4. Forest Rights Act (2006) 

5. NCST Guidelines 

6. NAC Recommendations for PVTGs 

7. Bhuria Report (2004) 

8. Mungerkar Report (2009) 

9. UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People (2007) 

10. UN Human Rights Charter 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Objections to grant of Environment Clearance for Development Project in Great
Nicobar Island
Rajeev Suri <cbms.rajeev@gmail.com> Wed, Jan 26, 2022 at 11:29 AM
To: dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in
Cc: dcnicobar2@gmail.com, campbellbayac@gmail.com

 To,

Shri V.V. Dinesh Kumar

Member Secretary,

Andaman & Nicobar Pollution Control Committee

Department of Science and Technology,

Dollygunj, Port Blair -744103

Email: dstpcc-andamans@nic.in

Dear Sir,

Subject: Public Notice: File No. 4-11/PCC/PH2021/1038 dated 21.12.2021

Regarding: Your call for Suggestions/Views/Comments /Objections
regarding the grant of Environment Clearance for Holistic Development of
Greater Nicobar Island in Andamans & Nicobar Islands

Further to your above stated communication with respect
Suggestions/Views/Comments /Objections within 26.01.2020, Kindly find herewith
my submission on the above stated subject as an attachment to this covering letter.

Yours Faithfully,

Rajeev Suri

Environment Action Group

D 68 Defence Colony,

New Delhi 11oo24

Mobile: 9810304580

Date :25.01.2022

GREAT NICOBAR ISLAND ENVIRONMENT CLEARANCE OBJECTIONS.pdf 
419K

ANNEXURE-A9
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From : madhuri jj <madhuri.jj@gmail.com>
Subject : Comments on GNI EIA Report by Islanders &

Researchers
To : dstandamans@gmail.com, eodb and diranpcc

<eodb_and.diranpcc@gov.in>, Director <dstpcc-
andamans@nic.in>, dcnicobar2@gmail.com,
campbellbayac@gmail.com

Email Director

Comments on GNI EIA Report by Islanders & Researchers

Wed, Jan 26, 2022 08:59 PM

1 attachment

Dear Sir/Ma'am,

As a collective of concerned islanders and researchers who have worked in Andaman and
Nicobar islands for a long time, we are submitting the attached letter in regards to the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report for the proposed integrated projects in Great
Nicobar Island.
Please consider the comments given by the signed individuals.

Regards,
Madhuri Mondal

Comments on EIA_Islanders & Researchers_26Jan2022.docx
29 KB 
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25th January 2022 

The Member Secretary 
Andaman Nicobar Pollution Control Committee 
Department of Science and Technology  
Dollygunj, Port Blair  
Andaman and Nicobar Islands  
 
Sub: Comments, Questions, and Suggestions for the Public Hearing to be held on 27th January 
2022 for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” 

Dear Sir,    

                          As a collective of concerned islanders belonging to different parts of Andaman 
and Nicobar Islands and researchers from multiple disciplinary backgrounds who have worked in 
the islands for many years, we want to raise the following concerns and questions regarding the 
proposed projects planned in Great Nicobar Island (GNI) including the International Container 
Transshipment Terminal, International Airport, Township and Power Plant. 

The proposed Integrated Development Project at GNI is highly problematic as the Andaman and 
Nicobar Island (ANI) system lies at a very fragile and vulnerable intersection of the geological, 
ecological and socio-cultural. The GNI development plan is deeply ignorant of these multiple 
realities even as it aggressively pursues an agenda of growth whose outcomes are uncertain. Even 
more concerning is that the Public Hearing is being held based on a draft EIA Report which has 
been prepared in great haste, and has ignored many important factors which need consideration. 
We are highlighting some of the important issues below and hope you will take these into 
consideration. We ourselves are in favour of holistic development but feel strongly that any plan 
needs to take into account ecological, biophysical, social and economic concerns. Therefore, we 
would be grateful if you could kindly ensure that these concerns are addressed. 

1) Biodiversity: The project proponent in the introduction part of draft EIA has 
acknowledged the unexplored exquisite nature, unique combination of mountain and 
beaches, that the GNI is part of the world network of protected areas, contains diverse 
wildlife, and is home the world’s most unique coral reefs as well as numerous endemic 
species of flora and fauna. It is obvious from the scale of the proposed projects that this 
will lead to severe degradation and destruction of such ecosystems, as well as the potential 
loss of certain species. However, these issues have not been addressed satisfactorily in 
the draft EIA Report, which is not accompanied by any plan for protection of such 
species and their habitats. 

 

2) Leatherbacks: 
a) With respect to the Giant leatherback turtles, a (Schedule-I species on the Wild Life 

Protection Act, 1972) the report mentions that the design of the ICTT was changed 
and shifted to the eastern flank of the Galathea Bay keeping in mind that the turtles’ 
nesting sites are  on the western flank. However, there have been multiple reports 
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of turtles nesting along the eastern flank (photographic evidence of nesting exist 
from 2016-2017). Besides, the two flanks are not independent of one another. Any 
disturbance in Galathea Bay will definitely have a major impact on turtle nesting 
and no mitigation measures are suggested for this. Reports by both, WII and ZSI-
Kolkata do not mention the rookery at Joginder Nagar (13 km) as a turtle nesting 
site. Evidence of nesting by leatherbacks is as recent as 21 January 2022. 

b) Even the  very process and de-reservation of the Galathea bay/South bay Sanctuary 
is in itself to be treated as  illegal and has been challenged by numerous 
conservation experts. This denotification has been done by the wildlife advisory 
board, with little justification or mandate to de-reserve biodiversity conservation 
areas, ad hoc. 

c) By their own admission, VIMTA, Hyderabad states, “It (Biodiversity assessment) 
is a rapid reconnaissance type of survey and it was not intensive except in non-
forest residential areas.” (pg. C3-74). Despite requirements of EAC, cost-benefit 
assessments of alternate ICTT sites (beyond Galathea) are not done. Bird hazard 
assessment to the airport should have been done by WII, SACON and the likes; 
instead it has been done by VIMTA. 4. No information provided on the impact of 
moving vessels on turtles despite being asked by the EAC. Despite significant 
reduction of approach area of Galathea Bay due to construction of berths and 
breakwater structures, VIMTA says that ‘the experience of ZSI in Dhamra and 
Paradip ports suggests that port activities often do not affect the nesting of turtles’. 
The scenarios of Dhamra and Paradip ports are very different from Galathea and 
are not directly comparable (false equivalence). Moreover, the statement in the 
report that no effect of the port has been observed on turtle nesting is patently 
untrue. 
 

3) Corals and Marine ecosystems: 
a) Marine ecosystems also play a crucial part in the cultural lives of people. These 

ecosystems form an integral part of the survival and sustenance of tribal and coastal 
communities in GNI. Globally, marine ecosystems, coral reefs, in particular, have 
been bearing the brunt of the combined effects of climate change and rising 
anthropogenic pressures. Recent estimates suggest that >50% of the world’s corals 
may already be dead. We feel the current project does not align with India’s 
commitment to various climate treaties (Sustainable Development Goals, Aichi 
targets, COP, etc.) and may prove to be a socio-cultural and ecological disaster if 
allowed to follow through. 

b) The EIA report justifies the present site selected for development by conveniently 
focusing on select aspects of the system while completely ignoring others. It does 
not cite recent research and documents (most of the literature is pre-tsunami) 
that have repeatedly highlighted the immense  diversity of the Nicobar Islands 
and the need to conserve it. The uniqueness of coral reefs and mangroves lies in 
the high level of biodiversity these systems support. As the report points out, the 
Galathea Bay is home to numerous species of reef fish, mammals and invertebrates, 
many of which are Endangered, Near Threatened or Vulnerable. Various threats, as 
brought out in the document, including sediment deposition, air, water and noise 
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pollution, terrestrial discharge and erosion, increased possibility of anthropogenic 
activities, etc., may severely damage the ecology and behaviour of these animals. 
However, the survey does not provide an estimation of the abundance, biomass 
and diversity of species associated with corals and mangroves which also stand 
to get affected by the proposed activities. 

c) The EIA report states that there are no corals located in the Galathea Bay region 
which is in contradiction to the ZSI report annexed in the report which states that 
there are 117 species of scleractinian corals (Schedule-I species under IW(P)A, 
1972) in Galathea. There are also 8 species of Scheduled-I holothurians. The total 
benthic cover of reef habitat is 116.4173 hect. including Dead Coral - 1.72%, Live 
coral-17.46%, other animal-2.48%, Other algae-51.75%, and Abiotic-26.59%, 
which occur in the rim of the Bay. In addition to overlooking this information, the 
report also seems to operate on the principle that “what is not reported does not 
exist”. This is an extremely problematic approach to take because the lack of 
published studies from these sites can be attributed to the logistical and 
infrastructural limitations that make exhaustive surveys in these regions a huge 
challenge. Assuming that the lack of reports equates to absence of such critical 
natural resources can have huge adverse effects on our islands’ marine wealth. 

d) The EIA survey elaborated on the methods used to collect data on plankton and 
coral reefs. The report also mentions that the ZSI has been collecting data at fixed 
points for multiple years. However, despite a rich database with spatial and 
temporal replication, the report relies on a snapshot survey carried out in 2021. 

e) The biodiversity of reef-associated fauna has also been an important source of 
subsistence, nutrition and income for local fishing communities (Advani et al, 
2013). As the survey points out, most species landed in Campbell Bay are high-
value species including lobsters, snappers, groupers, etc. Fish also forms a crucial 
part of the culture of the islands and the Nicobarese have relied on various 
traditional systems of resource management for their governance. The present 
survey doesn’t take into account how the proposed activities would affect 
fishing grounds and consequently the well-being of subsistence and small scale 
fishers in the region. 

f) The report states that there will be considerably less direct damage to coral reef 
ecosystems as part of the project. While this is important, it is also necessary to 
consider the inherent fragility of reef systems. Direct damage is seldom the primary 
reason for reef degradation. Degradation often occurs due to other causes which 
include sedimentation, effluent runoff, etc. that are a result of activities such as 
dredging, erosion, forest clearance, improper waste disposal, etc. Coral reef 
restoration, replantation or reallocation is proposed as a means to counter the 
potential loss of reefs. However, this needs to be clarified further. As the survey 
suggests, Galathea Bay has close to 116 ha of reef land that could get damaged. 
However, no alternative restoration sites have been suggested for the relocation. 
Similarly, the survey doesn’t mention the implementation process, monitoring 
protocols and testing the feasibility of such restoration activities. Furthermore, 
globally it has been acknowledged that restoration is not a solution to reverse 
degradation, but rather an activity to support other management efforts. This is 
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because the restored systems never mimic natural reefs and only a select few  
species can be restored. 

g) Beyond coral reefs and mangroves, the Galathea Bay is also home to nine species 
of seagrasses. Seagrasses, Halophila sp and Halodule sp form primary food 
sources for the Critically Endangered and Schedule 1 species Dugong dugon 
(Thangaradjou et al. 2010; D’Souza et al., 2015). The islands have few remaining 
Dugong populations in India. The loss of seagrass meadows and the rising 
anthropogenic activities could further threaten these species. The EIA report fails 
to acknowledge the presence of seagrass meadows in the proposed area, the 
potential damage to them and measures to prevent their decline. The report 
also does not mention the impact of the ICTT during either the construction 
or operational phase, on the three species of marine mammals Dugong Dugong 
dugon, False Killer Whale Pseudorca crassidens and Common Dolphin 
Delphinus delphis which are recorded from Galathea. 

h) There has been no discussion anywhere in the EIA report about bio-quarantine 
measures that will be adapted to keep a check on invasive marine species that can 
travel through the ballast waters of the shipping vessels nor the same has been 
discussed with respect to the terrestrial invasive species that will enter along with 
lakhs of people that is to be brought in the island from outside. 

i) Underwater Noise: A project such as a transhipment port brings along with it a 
gamut of habitat disturbing activities such as large-scale ship traffic, underwater 
noise brought about by moving ships, construction activities, dredging. Changes in 
behavioural responses, foraging patterns, displacement, longer dive times and stress 
have been recorded as consequences of marine traffic and underwater noise in 
marine mammals (Gordon et.al 1992, Lusseau 2005, Noren et.al. 2013, Pirotta et.al. 
2015). 

j) Oil Spills: One of the ancillary activities to a transhipment port is bunkering or re-
fuelling of ships requiring tonnes of petroleum to be transported from the bunkering 
hubs on land to vessels. Any untoward incident either on land or at sea can be the 
most hazardous to human and wildlife alike. An oil spill in a remote region like 
Great Nicobar will be manifold more difficult to clean up than one occurring near 
mainland waters. Coastal marine mammals are more vulnerable to these incidents 
because these populations tend to show site fidelity and such an incident might 
displace them. Oil spills will also impact the health of local populations and the 
livelihood of fishermen. Risk assessments considering all vulnerable groups and 
across multiple scenarios need to be undertaken before going ahead with a project 
of this magnitude.                                                                    

 
4) Terrestrial Mammals of GNI: 
The EIA report states that the vertebrate diversity of GNI is poor. Even with this low vertebrate 
diversity, the report has completely ignored the discussion of the impacts of the four projects and 
mitigation measures on small mammals like the ‘Endangered’ Nicobar tree shrew, Tupaia 
nicobarica and the ‘Data deficient’ Nicobar spiny shrew, Crocidura nicobarica. There is also no 
mention of how the project will have an impact on bats like the ‘Endangered’ Anderson’s 
Roundleaf bat Hipposideros pomona, the endemic Black-eared flying fox, Pteropus melanotus, the 
Malayan large flying fox, Pteropus vampyrus and the ‘Near Threatened’ Island flying fox Pteropus 
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hypomelanus. Rodent species like the ‘Vulnerable’, Palm Rat, Rattus palmarum have also not been 
mentioned nor have the herpetofauna species like the ‘Endangered’, Nicobar worm lizard, Dibamus 
nicobaricum and Nicobarese tree frog, Polypedates insularis or the endemic Shompen frog, 
Limnonectes shompenorum.  

 
 
5) Endemic Birds in GNI: 

a) There has been no detailed discussion about the impact of road construction and 
sound and light pollution on the Nicobar Megapode Megapodius nicobariensis, a 
ground nesting bird endemic to the Nicobar islands. There are 14 breeding pairs and 7 
active mounds found in Galathea Bay in the current survey and yet the only mitigation 
measure suggested is relocation and radio-telemetry of displaced animals. The report says 
“ZSI is studying the megapode nesting sites as a part of the draft EIA. The report is 
awaited.” It is not clear how the mitigation measures and impact of the proposed project 
has been assessed without the report on Megapode nesting sites.  

b) The report mentions that “The endemic birds include the Nicobar sparrow hawk, great 
Nicobar serpent eagle, Nicobar megapode, Nicobar parakeet, Nicobar imperial pigeon, 
Nicobar scops-owl, Nicobar bulbul, and Nicobar jungle flycatcher, all now threatened by 
human settlements and resulting habitat modification. The beautiful Nicobar imperial 
pigeon is a large bird that prefers being on the ground and is the closest living relative to 
the extinct dodo.” This endemic biodiversity will be impacted due to the proposed project. 
It is not clear if the long-term impact of the proposed activities on the endemic species has 
been studied. 

c) The report states that there are no migratory birds in the island which is a blatant mistake 
since there are two bird flyways, the Central Asia Flyway and the East Asia/Australasia 
flyway (Bamford et al., 2008; Ghuman, 2021) that pass through the archipelago and there 
are numerous reports of migratory birds from Great Nicobar as it is an important ‘resting 
ground’ for the passing birds. And yet the only mitigation measure suggested is with respect 
to avoiding bird hazards during flight operations which includes that no fruiting trees will 
be planted in the vicinity of the airport. There is no discussion about the impact of the 
airport on the two flyways used by migratory birds or the impact of light and sound 
pollution.  

 
6) Impact on Reptiles: Eco-sensitive Zone of just 0-1 km for Galathea NP is insufficient to buffer 
the adverse ecological impact of any human alteration to natural vegetation or any human 
intrusion. Research on the effect of human disturbance/alteration/construction on 
distribution/occurrence of native reptiles, amphibians and insects has shown substantial shrinkage. 
A study on the impact of roads found the construction to affect reptile density up to 10 km. 
Therefore, ESZ of just 1 km is insubstantial in conserving the rich reptile and amphibian 
biodiversity of Great Nicobar. 
 
7) Impact on Mangroves: The EIA does not mention any studies on the impact of the project on 
mangrove ecosystems. Moreover, the EIA does not highlight the planned mitigation measures. 
Mangrove ecosystems are recognised as important ‘bioshields’ against extreme events such as 
storm surges and tsunamis (Feagin et al. 2010). The mangroves of Galathea Bay were majorly 
impacted by the Sumatra-Andaman earthquake and Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004. The remnant 
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smaller patches of mangrove forest are critical for the natural succession and faster recovery of 
mangroves in this area (Prabhakaran et al. 2021). The construction of the planned port will destroy 
these surviving mangrove patches and hinder the recovery of mangroves. This will further 
negatively impact the role of mangrove vegetation as protective barriers against future extreme 
events in GNI. 
 
8) Geological Vulnerability 

a) The site falls under seismic Zone-V, is cyclone prone and has the highest risk of suffering 
earthquakes. The project area is also susceptible to tsunami and floods. Some of the coastal 
stretches along the western and eastern end are erosion prone. After the earthquake and 
Tsunami in 2004, the lighthouse at Indira Point, the southernmost tip of the Great Nicobar 
Island, which was on high ground before the earthquake is now under water, indicating a 
land subsidence of about 3-4 m. Several houses, the helipad, and vegetation near the 
lighthouse have been washed away by the tsunami. Thousands of people lost their lives 
due to the Tsunami. Loss of life and property then was limited because the Great Nicobar 
coast is largely uninhabited. The site of the proposed project with the massive investment 
of 72,000 crores and plan to inhabit a population of 4.6 lakhs is situated where there is the 
highest risk of natural calamities ignoring all these critical facts. EIA states  that coastal 
systems would be damaged due to the proposed activities and suggests restoration as 
an alternative measure. However, it doesn’t account for the threats natural calamities 
could pose to the areas from which terrestrial and marine ecosystems have been 
displaced. 

b) The Indian Ocean has been recently identified as a hotspot for climate change and tectonic 
activities (earthquake swarm phenomenon) by global experts who have warned of strong 
cyclones, frequent storm surges, rapid sea-level rise, aridity in tropical islands, especially 
ones with less green cover, etc (Roxy et al., 2016, 2020; Zhang et al., 2018). The EIA does 
not provide the details of measures proposed to deal with these impacts. 

c) Seismic risk assessment, tsunami risk assessment, cyclone risk assessment and sea-level 
rise projections have not been included in the report. Probable direct and indirect damage 
to infrastructures due to weather extremities like high rainfall, high humidity (leading to 
high rate of corrosion) and high salinity of air/wind and maintenance requirements as a 
result are not discussed. 

 
9) Impact on Indigenous Tribes 

a) GNI is home to two indigenous tribes - the Shompens and the Nicobarese. The de-
reservation of areas has not taken into account that the said area also is a legally reserved 
area notified as a Tribal Reserve also. The southernmost distribution of the PVTG 
(particularly vulnerable tribal groups) Shompen is found in the area of South Bay. The 
southernmost family of Indians, are actually a joint family of Shompen who live in the 
forested vicinity, and their foraging and hunting area is along the Galathea bay, out of sight 
of the outsiders. They and other Shompen community members have already expressed 
anguish and requested the Govt to leave their forests alone for their Bonafide forage and 
livelihood.  

b) Some members from both these tribes as well as few local settlers were asked about their 
opinion on the development plans in the islands. Their views can be found in the link below. 
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YouTube link (Andaman CollectiveEp-
01):  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y1Q92LXYsdg.  

Opinion of Kokeon group of Shompen (who will be affected by development plans) can 
be found between 28:32 - 29:05 - They clearly state ask all activities to be limited coastal 
area only. Opinion of Nicobarese, represented by Chairman Tribal Council (CTC) and 
Vice-CTC can be found between 29:06-30:02 - They are averse to leaving their ancestral 
land and to tourism. 

c) A separate Social Impact Assessment (SIA) as per Section 4 of the R&R Act, 2013 is to be 
conducted by UT Administration. The details of SIA should be published before Public 
hearing. 

 

10) Legal protection categories of the sites  
 

a) WLPA: Given the rich biological diversity and ecological value of GNI and the specific 
sites such as Galathea Bay, the region is currently under a matrix of legal protective 
mechanisms. Firstly, these sites and the species within them are protected under the WLPA, 
1972, where not just the species mentioned, but the site itself was accorded protected area 
status as a Wildlife Sanctuary. As mentioned earlier, the denotification is being challenged 
and is by no means to be treated as a fait accomplii.  

b) Given all the ecological features and relevant criteria (cultural and historical uniqueness) 
several of the proposed sites, particularly Galathea Bay, has been historically categorised 
as belonging to the highest protection categories under the various versions of the coastal 
regulations, whether the CRZ, 1991, IPZ 2011 or the latest ICRZ 2019. Under each version 
of these laws, the coastal zone management plans and maps all consider this entire region 
to be a top protection category (i.e currently ICRZ -1A).   

 
The present EIA glosses over the spirit of these laws but also its protective clauses, which is 
tantamount to presenting misleading information.  
 
 
11) Other Concerns with the EIA Report and the Project 
 

a) It seems many studies for EIA are still pending. The public hearing should be conducted 
only after all the studies are completed and made available in the public domain, and the 
draft EIA suitably revised. 

b) Cost-benefit analyses have not considered ecosystem services of biodiversity, nesting 
beaches, forest ecosystem, coral reefs, marine biota, etc. and are thus inadequate. 

c) An EIA is supposed to predict whether there will be significant adverse environmental 
effects, even after mitigation is fully implemented. The current EIA does not address that. 

d) As per the information provided in the draft EIA report, the proposal is for Phase I of the 
project. Splitting the project into phases leads to piecemealing of clearances, and the 
environmental and ecological impacts of the entire project cannot be assessed in its totality, 
as per this draft EIA Report. Hence the draft EIA should be revised and resubmitted for 
public comments. 
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e) The water supply as it stands currently is grossly insufficient. Using the water flowing from 
the Galathea alone may be a bad idea, and it's sensible to have multiple sources, which 
include augmentation of existing sources. Currently Great Nicobar has an approximate 
human settlement population of ~ 8000-10000 people. For this population itself the existing 
water harvesting, storage and distribution is grossly inadequate and poorly maintained. The 
proposal is talking of approximately 5 lakh people. The plan seriously falls short of any 
intelligence in specifying how this will take place given existing inadequacy. 

f) Issue of Solid Waste Management (SWM): The projects and the expected population and 
tourism growth will create a huge crisis of solid waste management. Currently all the 
islands in ANI are facing extreme difficulties in SWM. None of the islands have recycling 
facilities. All the waste generated is either dumped in the sea or in the forests creating 
further threat to the unique ecosystems and endemic wildlife. 

g) EIA doesn’t mention proper plans to dispose of untreated effluent from the construction 
sites. The port development will impact marine water quality which inturn will impact the 
corals, marine ecosystems, fisheries stocks and health of islanders. 

h) As per EIA, the approximate number of affected families due to the project has been 
estimated to be about 400. Each affected family which is displaced from the land acquired 
shall be given a monthly subsistence allowance equivalent to three thousand rupees per 
month for a period of one year from the date of award. This amount is inadequate. The 
impact of displacement is also not clear. 

i) The nature of employment to locals during and after the construction is not clear. The 
islanders do not want a Havelock model of development, whereas the creation of township 
and tourism is worse than the Havelock model because it will create resource deficit 
throughout the year for the islanders. 

j) As the main aim of the project is strategic development, it is also not clear whether the 
strategic interests of our country would be strengthened by allowing foreign ships to freely 
enter this area or by allowing millions of tourists to fly into this strategic location. Instead 
of constructing a commercial port and privatizing it, strengthening the naval base in GNI 
would have been a better option. 

k) Lastly, the project and the EIA talk about connectivity of GNI with the mainland. However, 
the connectivity of Port Blair and many other more populated islands from mainland and 
inter-island via the sea route is still very poor. Overlooking the development of the rest of 
the islands and focusing on extensive infrastructure development on highly biodiverse GNI 
is not a model of development the islanders appreciate. It will further threaten and alienate 
GNI for the rest of the Andaman and Nicobar islands.  

 
In conclusion, we would urge that these points on the threats to the ecosystem and indigineous 
tribes and the shortcomings of the EIA process are taken into serious consideration. Public Hearing 
should be postponed until a revised EIA Report with detailed studies for all the phases of the project 
and mitigation plans is prepared and made available in the public domain. 
 
Please let us know if any additional information is required. The appendix section gives details of 
the importance of GNI’s biodiversity. 

  
Copy To: 
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1. Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forest (C), MoEF&CC, Regional Office (SEZ), 
Chennai, Tamil Nadu 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 

1. Anand Rao, Resident of Great Nicobar Island, Andaman and Nicobar Islands, Msc 
Disaster Management, Pondicherry University 

2. Madhuri Mondal, Resident of Diglipur, Andaman & Nicobar Islands, M.A Natural 
Resources & Governance, Tata Institute of Social Sciences 

3. P K Zubair Ahmed, Resident of Wimberly Gunj, South Andaman, A & N Islands 
4. Arun Singh, Port blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Member of Avians Club 
5. Reuben K Paul, Port blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Member of Avians Club 
6. Shiraz Noble, Port blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Member of Avians Club 
7. Tanaz K Noble, R/O Lillypur, Haddo, Port Blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
8. Denis Giles, R/o Birchgunj Chowk, Prothrapur, Port Blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
9. Mariam Ali Demello, Resident of Mayabunder, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
10. Rahul Demello, Resident of Mayabunder, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
11. Mandira Sharma, Earthsong Conservation, Goa 
12. Nishant Naskar, R/o Havelock Island (Swaraj Dweep), Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
13. Shailaja Parthasarathy, R/o Port Blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
14. Uday Mondal, Diglipur, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
15. Sumit Kumar, R/o. Port Blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
16. Alisha shabnam, Port Blair, Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
17. Tanmay Wagh, Mumbai, Maharashtra 
18. Adhith Swaminathan, Chennai, Tamil Nadu 
19. Sayantan Das, Kolkata, West Bengal 
20. Meenakshi Poti, Bangalore, Karnataka 
21. Krishna Anujan, Kochi, Kerala 
22. Monica Harpalani, Vadodara, Gujarat  
23. Mahi Mankeshwar, Nagpur, Maharashtra 
24. Rama Narayanan H, Tamil Nadu 
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Appendix 
 

1. Importance and Threat to Biodiversity of Great Nicobar Island 
a) Great Nicobar Island - a constituent of the Sundaland Biodiversity Hotspot was 

declared as a Biosphere Reserve in the year 1989 and was included in the Man and 
Biosphere program of UNESCO in the year 2013. The island has a distinction of 
hosting all the four species of sea turtles along its southeast coast, harbouring 87% 
of all turtle nesting in the region. The leatherback nesting population in the Nicobar 
is one of the four colonies that exceeds 1000 individuals in the Indo-Pacific, and 
hence of global significance (Andrews and Shanker, 2002). In addition to that, the 
Nicobar group of islands are one among the 221 Endemic Bird Areas (EBA) in the 
world and the 27 major EBAs in Asia. GNI is an Important Bird Area (IN451) that 
is categorised as A1 (holds significant numbers of globally threatened species) and 
A2 (holds a significant population of at least two range restricted species). The 
archipelago falls in the East Australasian Flyway (EAAF) and acts as a refuge to 
several migratory species of birds. A list of endemic fauna and their IUCN status is 
provided in the appendix. Nicobar Megapodes abound in the area and also find the 
place among the most conducive habitats on all of Great Nicobar Island. Besides 
leatherbacks and megapodes, saltwater crocodiles, Nicobar tree shrews, a whole 
array of endemic avifauna, giant robber crabs and herpetofauna too are all found in 
abundance in the proposed project area. 

b) A very steep underwater ridge passes parallel to this coast providing great depths 
in nearshore waters. So this area for the very same reason is also a highly suitable 
habitat for deep diving marine mammal species. Seven species of cetaceans have 
already been documented from the region. They are the Bottlenose dolphin, Spinner 
dolphin, Spotted dolphin, Rissos’s dolphin, Killer whale, False Killer whale and 
the Omura’s whale. As Schedule 1 species of the Wildlife Protection Act, before 
the commencement of any activity a thorough assessment of cetacean diversity and 
space use in the area needs to be undertaken. 

2) Importance and threat to Leatherback turtles 

a) In the Indian Ocean region, leatherback sea turtles, classified as vulnerable in the 
IUCN Red List, primarily nest in high numbers in South Africa and India (Walace 
et al. 2013; Nel et al. 2015). Research over the last 40 years by Madras Crocodile 
Bank Trust, Andaman Nicobar Environment Team, Dakshin Foundation, Indian 
Institute of Science and the Andaman & Nicobar Forest Department indicates that 
the Great Nicobar Island is, in particular, an important breeding ground for four 
species of sea turtle, particularly leatherback turtles (Andrews et al. 2006). 
Galathea, Dagmar, Alexandra and other remote beaches on the west coast of Great 
Nicobar Island account for the majority of the leatherback nesting in the 
archipelago (Swaminathan et al. 2017). 

b) While the impacts of the construction phase of the transhipment port in Galathea 
are addressed on paper through mitigation measures such as halting offshore 
construction work from November to February, its impact on the nesting beach and 
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the nesting will be immediate as these populations are very sensitive to 
anthropogenic impacts. Along with the structural changes, the introduction of 
artificial lighting, even alternatives such as low sodium vapour lights etc. are shown 
to have severe impacts on sea turtle populations across the world (Roe et al. 2013). 

c) Although this population has exhibited resilience to temporary changes and natural 
calamities, the proposed developmental projects have the potential to permanently 
alter these critical breeding grounds, which could lead to declines in the leatherback 
population. Unlike the olive ridleys which nest en-masse and are rarely disturbed 
during the mass nesting which has been cited as an example of turtle nesting 
grounds near large ports, the leatherbacks are more sensitive to disturbances during 
their nesting. 
 

3) Importance of  Corals and Marine ecosystems 
a) Marine ecosystems also play a crucial part in the cultural lives of people. These 

ecosystems form an integral part of the survival and sustenance of tribal and coastal 
communities in GNI. Globally, marine ecosystems, coral reefs, in particular, have 
been bearing the brunt of the combined effects of climate change and rising 
anthropogenic pressures. Recent estimates suggest that >50% of the world’s corals 
may already be dead. We feel the current project does not align with India’s 
commitment to various climate treaties (Sustainable Development Goals, Aichi 
targets, COP, etc.) and may prove to be a socio-cultural and ecological disaster if 
allowed to follow through. 

b) Important Marine Mammal Areas: The waters of the Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands host 16 species of marine mammals including critically endangered and 
vulnerable species like the dugong and sperm whales. This species diversity has 
accorded the South Andamans (including Little Andaman) to be an Important 
Marine Mammal Area (IMMA) by the IUCN-Marine Mammal Protected Area 
Taskforce in 2018. Given that IMMAs are identified in order to prioritise their 
consideration for conservation measures by governments, intergovernmental 
organisations, conservation groups, and the general public, these areas need to be 
given special consideration before undertaking any development project. 
(https://www.marinemammalhabitat.org/). 
 

4) Importance of Terrestrial Mammals 
 
GNI is also home to a range of endemic mammalian species of importance. The Nicobar long-
tailed macaque (Macaca fascicularis umbrosa) is a subspecies of the crab-eating macaque 
restricted to a small set of islands including Great Nicobar. The Madras Crocodile Bank 
Trust/ANET carried out the first field study of Nicobar treeshrew (Tupaia nicobarica), an endemic 
small mammal restricted to Great and Little Nicobar islands. Fragmentation or removal of the 
canopy can be detrimental to this species. (Oommen, M. A. and K. Shanker. 2008). Both Nicobar 
tree shrew and the Nicobar long-tailed macaque provide extremely important services to the 
ecosystem including nutrient cycling and seed dispersal, which were also beneficial during the 
regeneration of several local flora following the tsunami of 2004. A large number of small mammal 
species are endemic to the Nicobar islands. In addition to those mentioned above, small mammal 
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endemics reported by Sivaperuman et al 2018 include Crocidura nicobarica (Critically 
Endangered), Cynopterus sphinx scherzeri, Pteropus faunulus, Pteropus melanotus tytleri, 
Hipposideros diadema nicobarensis, Hipposideros nicobarulae, Rattus burrus and Rattus 
palmarum. 
 
Endemic fauna 

The following terrestrial species in GNI are of extreme importance due to their IUCN status 

and/or range restriction. 

1. Bentinckia nicobarica (Plant), Endangered 

2. Plagiostachys nicobarica (Plant), Endangered, sampled from Galathea 

3. Magnifera nicobarica (Plant), Endangered 

4. Nicobar tree frog, Endangered 

5. Nicobar frog, Endangered 

6. Lycodon sp. (Snake), yet to be described, sampled from Galathea 

7. Nicobar cat snake, Data deficient, sampled from Galathea 

8. Lipinia macrotympana (Skink), sampled from Galathea 

9. Dibamus nicobaricum (Lizard), sampled from Galathea 

10. Malayan box turtle sub-species, distributed in GNI and Little Nicobar alone 

11. Great Nicobar crake (Rallina sp.), sampled from Galathea twice in 2011 and 2015, yet to be 

described 

12. Nicobar shrew (Critically Endangered), distribution range is in Galathea region alone 

13. Nicobar tree shrew, Endangered 
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Science Technology <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Comments/views/suggestions/objections towards ANIIDCO proposed 'Holistic
development of Great Nicobar, Andaman and Nicobar Islands'
sayantrying@yahoo.in <sayantrying@yahoo.in> Wed, Jan 26, 2022 at 10:01 PM
To: "dstandamans@gmail.com" <dstandamans@gmail.com>

Dear Mr. V.V. Dinesh Kumar,

On behalf of highly acclaimed and internationally renowned Indian primatologists, I write to you
to express our grave discontentment on the quality of the Environment Impact Assessment
done of biodiversity, especially the Nicobar long-tailed macaque by the EIA agency of the
project titled, 'Holistic development of Great Nicobar, Andaman and Nicobar Islands. There is
serious dereliction in scientific assessments but tremendous internal inconsistency, absence of
scientific correctness and rigor, deliberate attempt to misguide, sheer incompetence, etc. with
regard to the information provided on macaques. The expertise of biodiversity experts on
macaques is highly questionable and inadmissible. We provide more examples of our concerns
in the attached letter and provide point-to-point rebuttals. 

We sincerely request you to register our letter of concern as mandated in all further procedures
concerning the environmental clearance of the aforementioned project.

Kindly, write back to us for any further queries.

Thanking you,
Authors (Please find the full list before the 'Reference' section of the document)

Sub_Macaque Appeal Letter in Great Nicobar.pdf 
488K

ANNEXURE-A11
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To Mr. V.V. Dinesh Kumar, Member Secretary, 

The Andaman Nicobar Administration Pollution Control Committee 

Department of Science and Technology 

Dollygunj, Port Blair Andaman and Nicobar Islands              26 January 2022 

 

Sub: An appeal to reconsider the impact of the projects proposed under the ‘Holistic Development in 

Great Nicobar Island’ on the endemic Nicobar long-tailed macaque and rescind the erroneous and inaccurate 

EIA report 

Re: Inviting comments/views/suggestions/objections concerning ‘Holistic Development of Great 

Nicobar, Andaman and Nicobar Islands’. 

 

We are a group of primatologists, wildlife biologists, and environmental conservationists, who have formal 

training in ecological, behavioural and conservation sciences from national and state-level institutes of the 

country. Most of us are actively doing research on ecology, behaviour and conservation of primates and other 

wildlife and have multiple international and national peer-reviewed publications. 

 

We are writing to you collectively in order to express our opposition towards the massive and unsustainable 

construction projects that include an International Container Transshipment Terminal, an international airport, a 

power plant, and a township area that have been planned in the Great Nicobar Island, which is a UNESCO 

Biosphere Reserve under the Man and Biosphere program. We highlight how the EIA report consists of blatantly 

erroneous and inaccurate statements about the Nicobar long-tailed macaque and suggests unsubstantiated and 

unscientific mitigation measures that disregard the ecology and behaviour of the species. 

 

After going through the EIA report, it is evident that the subject experts failed to not only understand the current 

relation between Nicobar long-tailed macaque and the residents of GNI (see Lenin, 2021) and the ecological link 

between the macaque and island ecosystem but also in analysing the severe impact of the proposed projects on 

the population of these threatened macaques. Furthermore, the duration of four days for the ‘quick survey’ is 

extremely low and highly insufficient to make the case that the macaques will not be affected by the projects. By 

their own admission, “It is a rapid reconnaissance type of survey and it was not intensive except in non-forest 

residential areas” (C3-74, EIA Report). Most importantly, biodiversity assessments were carried out by Vimta 

labs in December 2020 and in February 2021 and by Zoological Survey of India-Kolkata during February-March 

2021, which were before the Expert Appraisal Committee (at the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate 

Change) issued the Terms of Reference for conducting a comprehensive EIA on 25th May 2021 and therefore, is 

in violation of EIA Notification (2006) and should not be accepted by the EAC committee. 

 

1.  Some key statements in the EIA report that are erroneous and/or unscientific and a brief corrective 

explanation for each 

1.2 “Crab eating macaques are rampant” 

The term ‘rampant’ which means ‘something undesirable that is getting out of control’, has been repeatedly used 

throughout the EIA report for a Schedule I (WPA, 1972), Vulnerable (IUCN, 2020), range-restricted and 

endemic species whose population estimates are available based on the measure of ‘encounter rate’, a highly 

crude method of estimation (Table 1). Methodologically, the encounter rate of groups cannot be used to 

determine population abundance/density and leads to biased estimates. Determining population trends require 
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long-term population monitoring based on standardised population survey methods (like distance sampling and 

occupancy modelling). Further, the subspecies of Nicobar long-tailed macaque are constrained by limited 

distribution, relatively small population size, and low genetic diversity and therefore, highly vulnerable to habitat 

alteration/loss, human disturbances, and climate change. Based on peer-reviewed studies, the encounter rate of 

0.23 macaque groups per kilometre (Umapathy et al., 2003) in 2000 throughout Great Nicobar, dipped to 0.10 

(Sivakumar, 2006) and again rose to 0.30 in 2013 (Velankar et al., 2016) (Table 2). Since the group size of the 

species varies drastically from 13-80 individuals (Das et al., 2020; Velankar et al., 2016), alteration in population 

size, i.e., the number of macaques cannot be reliably stated. Therefore, crab-eating macaques being rampant is 

unsubstantiated and unscientific! Moreover, accidental deaths of macaques due to anthropogenic factors such as 

electrocution, vehicles running over, falls while being chased, and drowning (in a water tank) are completely 

disregarded. Other direct threats to macaques include intentional and retaliatory killings by poisoning, beating up 

with sticks, and mauling by guard dogs (IUCN, 2020). These deaths are hardly reported and don’t get recorded 

despite being legally mandated. Further causes of life-threatening and incapacitating injuries are snares meant for 

trapping wild boars which routinely lead to amputation of the limbs and lose ropes left hanging around buildings 

and jars and cans lying in open garbage dumps (Umapathy et al., 2003; Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). None of these 

direct and indirect anthropogenic threats are included in the EIA report, let alone discuss their mitigation. 

 
Table 1. Comparison of data on the survey of Long-tailed Macaques in Great Nicobar Island (Source: ZSI 

Report (July 2021) 

 
Table 2. Detailed table of encounter rate reported by four population surveys of Nicobar long-tailed 

macaques in Great Nicobar Island 

 

Year of survey # transect Total 

transect 

length 

Mean 

transect 

length (km) 

# NLTM groups 

sighted 

Overall 

encounter rate 

(groups/km) 

C I T 

2000 (Umapathy 

et al. 2003) 

16 227.9 14.24 37 16 53 0.23 

2006 (Sivakumar 

2010) 

41 211.8 4.7 8 14 22 0.10 
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2013 (Velankar 

et al. 2016) 

26 119.55 4.59 11 25 36 0.30 (I: 

0.57±0.59; C: 

0.50±0.44) 

2012-2014 

(Rajeshkumar et 

al. 2017) 

32 128.5 - 14 15 29 0.23 (PF: 0.22, 

SF: 0.19; RA: 

0.26) 

C-Coastal; I-Inland; T-Total 

 

 

1.3 “Besides intentional or unintentional introductions by humans, all these domesticated animals and the 

Macaques exert profound impact on distribution and spread of the introduced species” 

The role of macaques in the distribution and spread of introduced species on the island has never been studied. In 

fact, studies on invasive species ecology are limited to plants on the island despite such requirements being 

prescribed by the UNESCO Man and Biosphere Program. It is a poorly framed statement that lacks any 

references. Macaques do play a very important role in seed dispersal in habitats where there are no large 

herbivores (Lucas and Corlett, 1998) and such a role is critical for overall ecosystem functioning. Seed dispersal 

by macaques aids the restoration of degraded habitats (Kaplin and Lambert, 2002) and conservation of forest 

fragments by maintaining keystone plant species (Kone et al, 2008). For example, pig-tailed macaques in 

Sumatra (Indonesia) have been shown to be the most effective seed disperser among co-occurring large 

terrestrial mammals and were instrumental in maintaining high plant diversity wherever they occurred (Lindsell 

et al., 2015). Some studies also suggest that primates maintain rainforest diversity (Link and Fiore, 2006) which 

could also curb the spread of invasive species – an ecological service that is crucial in an island that is a 

Biosphere Reserve in sharp contradiction with the statement made in the EIA report. Ironically, despite concerns 

over the spread of invasive species, GNI has no bio-quarantine measures to keep a check on invasives. 

 
1.4 “The Crab eating macaque has now become a menace in residential areas” 

The macaques of peri-urban groups have been pushed to adapt to altered and fragmented habitat following the 

settlement in 1969 (Pabla, 2018) and rehabilitation of tsunami-affected communities (Umapathy et al., 2003; 

Shivakumar, 2010). Due to high site fidelity and inter-group competition (see Pal et al., 2018), some groups that 

used to live in the areas that were cleared to make residential spaces are unable to move away from there, despite 

the constant negative encounters with humans. The residents too acknowledge that their encounters with 

macaques have increased post-tsunami. They believe that since macaques lost their food sources during the 

tsunami, they began visiting plantations and human settlements more often. Further, the repeated use of the 

terms, ‘menace’ and ‘conflict’ is inaccurate, misconceived, and ill-defined since many islanders harbour positive 

emotions towards the macaques, and therefore, the relationship of the islanders with the macaques is best 

characterised as dynamic and complex, and should not be described as exclusively negative (Ramakrishna et al., 

in press). 

 
1.5 “Though the Crab eating macaque is included under the Vulnerable category, it has become a menace 

locally in Campbell Bay” 
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It has been implied repeatedly that the highest protection status, of being a Schedule-I species, given to the 

macaques is no longer necessary and is a hindrance in adopting severe measures to control the macaque 

population. There are several factors responsible for the increased foraging by macaques in and around human 

settlements. Even though the species is ‘Vulnerable’ (IUCN, 2020) and endemic, there is a lack of awareness 

among the residents about the consequences of feeding the macaques (Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Due to the 

fragmentation of the macaque habitat, the macaques are compelled to use human settlements to pass from one 

forest fragment to another, during which the residents chase them by shouting, clapping, using sticks, stones, etc 

(IUCN, 2020; Lenin, 2021). This has resulted in the desensitisation of the groups to these methods and the loss 

of fear of humans. In other words, data suggest that the presence of macaques in a plantation or human area does 

not contribute to crop loss, property damage, or even negative interactions (Das et al., 2020). In most cases, 

macaques are using urban spaces either passively or for resting. Furthermore, there is no waste management 

system on the island due to which macaques forage in open garbage dumps which familiarises them with food 

containers which they then seek when they enter households for foraging. Public sensitisation, education, and 

awareness on macaque behaviour/ecology is the most judicious and scientifically valid approach as opposed to 

vilifying the species (Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). 

 
1.6 “During the current survey it was found that it has become a pest in residential villages along the 

coast from Campbell to Shastri Nagar. It was not seen in the Campbell National Park” 

The survey in question was done in 4 days which is highly insufficient to determine whether macaques have 

become a pest or not. All population surveys done previously have reported coastal groups of macaques in and 

around the sites of the proposed project and within Campbell Bay National Park (Figure 1). The survey teams 

failed to undertake a systematic literature survey to comprehensively assess the sensitive situation of the 

macaque in the archipelago. 

 
 

(A) (B) 

 
Figure 1. A. Distribution of Nicobar long-tailed macaque groups (Black dots) in Great Nicobar Island 

(Source: Rajeshkumar, 2017), B. The locations of macaque groups in the three islands where they occur 

(Source: Velankar et al, 2016) 
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1.7 “According to Khatri and Khatri (2010), they escaped the fury of the 2004 Tsunami but lost a major 

source food, the fruits of Pandanus and hence they took to Coconut, Areca Nut and other fruits” 

The EIA report neither adequately cites pertinent studies nor mentions full references of cited articles. In this 

statement the chapter that has been cited, Khatri and Khatri (2010) is on the conservation of butterflies in bay 

islands and does not have any mention of the impact of the tsunami on the long-tailed macaques (instead see 

Porwal et al., 2012). The claim that the macaques escaped the fury of the tsunami is not only unsubstantiated but 

highly erroneous. According to a study conducted by the Wildlife Institute of India (Sivakumar, 2010), the 

tsunami-affected both the population and demography of the coastal groups of macaques, while there was no 

change in the population of the groups dwelling in the interior of the island. Secondly, there are studies that 

clearly show that the coastal groups of macaques used to feed on coconut before the tsunami as well (Das and 

Ghosal, 1977). However, the inland groups of macaques showed no familiarity with coconuts according to a 

recent study (Das et al., 2020). 

 
1.8 “They eat all fruits and cause damage to Areca nut and Coconut also” 

The coastal groups of macaques that have had exposure to farms and plantations feed on cultivated fruits and 

vegetables familiar to them (see Rajeshkumar et al., 2017 for a list of items). The inland groups of macaques do 

not feed on any cultivated fruit because they are unfamiliar with it (e.g., coconut). Macaques also feed on leaves 

and insects (Umapathy et al., 2003). Macaques foraging in farms and urban areas have been observed to feed on 

several alien insect species including agriculture pests of coconuts, like the Rhinoceros beetle, slug-moth 

caterpillar, earwig, etc., (Mazumder and Kaburu, 2021). In the case of areca nuts, macaques only feed on the 

fleshy outer portion and discard the seed (Personal communication; Mishra et al., 2020). According to a recently 

conducted socio-economic survey, many farmers think that macaques are helpful in harvesting areca nuts as they 

throw the seeds down thereby saving labour costs for harvesting areca nuts (personal communication; Mishra et 

al., 2020). The EIA report does a serious disservice in scientifically and truthfully reporting the situation of 

macaques in GNI and has concentrated their interviews and focus group discussions within 3 villages closest to 

Campbell Bay (Rajeevnagar, Govindnagar, and Joginder Nagar) instead of covering all of them (an additional 3 

villages, Vijaynagar, Gandhinagar and Shastrinagar). 

 
1.9 “They could not be quantified as they jump, run and vanish into bushes but according to locals there are 

at least 250 to 400 in Campbell alone” 

Authors state that the macaques could not be quantified not because ‘they jump, run and vanish’, however other 

long-term studies with robust methodologies and multiple observations have provided more reliable estimates. 

According to Pal et al. (2018), there are four groups in Campbell Bay. Their ranges have been marked as seen in 

Figure 2. The sum of the mean group sizes of these four groups across three years comes to 175 macaques as 

opposed to 250-400. Authors should have taken the information from these studies which are published in 

reputed international journals. 
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Figure 2. Group locations in the study site, Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar Island (Source: Pal et al, 2018) 

 
1.10 “The crab eating macaques go on rampage in groups ranging from 4 to 40. Occasionally, 1 or 2 are also 

found but in the forest” 

In technical writing, conflict is regarded as any negative human-wildlife interaction. Calling such interactions as 

rampage implies negative and violent attributes to macaques. However, studies published by several authors 

suggest that they often remain and feed in areas that were cleared for making settlements (Pabla, 2018; 

Ramakrishna, 2019; Velankar et al., 2016). Most macaques are skittish (Ramakrishna, 2019), cryptic, and fearful 

of humans (Umpathy et al., 2003; Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Groups that are unhabituated to humans inevitably 

produce alarm/fearful vocalisations (Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Even groups that move around in human-

dominated areas avoid humans, avoid direct confrontations, and show evasive movements on detecting humans 

(personal communication from K. Shankar, resident). Very few macaques numbering in 2-4 (foraging parties) 

from the large peri-urban group enter unattended households/shops, that too occasionally (Das et al., 2020; 

Ramakrishna, 2021). The entire group (and even beyond 2-4 macaques) have never been reported to enter closed 

human spaces. Foraging in plantations or from kitchen gardens also typically includes a small subset of the 

entire group and never the entire group (Ramakrishna, 2021). There are several groups that go beyond 40 

individuals. Migrating young males (1 or 2 in number) move in solitary conditions or in small groups but such 

groups are temporary and are observed throughout the island (Umapathy et al., 2003). 

 
1.11 “The macaque population has attained a logistic or exponential growth phase” 

To check the validity of this statement, we fitted exponential and logistic growth rate patterns to the data 

provided by the authors in the report (Table 1). Even with all available data points (Table 2) drawn from four 

population surveys, neither logistic growth model nor exponential growth model could be adequately fitted 
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(Figure 3). This shows that the statements made by the authors in the EIA report are more ad hoc and lack 

scientific reasoning. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3. Trend of encounter rate (groups/km) of groups of Nicobar long-tailed macaques in Great 

Nicobar across survey years. A logistic growth model as claimed by the EIA had a poor fit (R 2=0.17). 

 
1.12 “There is no simple solution mainly because it is endemic and restricted to just 5 islands in the Nicobar 

group but yet it has become a menace in the area where it occurs” 

Although wildlife/environmental conservation is a wicked problem, there are probable multi-thronged 

approaches to many of the issues faced by the residents with regard to macaques. For instance, there is a need to 

implement a waste management program on the island, sensitise locals about the consequences of feeding 

macaques, introduce macaque-proof dust bins and make the wider windows of residents’ shelters inaccessible to 

macaques (e.g., by tying ropes around them similar to the situation in Singapore, Thailand, and Indonesia; 

Rajeshkumar et al., 2017). Secondly, the long-tailed macaque is only found in the three islands of Nicobar and 

not five. They are Great Nicobar, Little Nicobar, and Katchal (Umapathy et al., 2003). Regarding the 

inappropriate use of the word ‘menace’ here, please refer to 1.4 and 1.5. 

 
2. Comments on the measures suggested in the Environment Management Plan to mitigate the impact 

of the proposed projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaques 

 
2.1 Relocation of wildlife as a mitigation measure during the road construction for the ICTT 

Under the environment management section, mitigation measures for ‘conflict’ arising due to the construction of 

roads for the ICTT, the EIA consultant has stated an unintelligible statement that reads: ‘impacts from road 

construction on wildlife populations and their habitats is to consider alignment that can prevent conflicts, 

particular for the species like Nicobar Megapode, Coconut Crab and Long-Tailed Macaque of Nicobar Island’. 

The suggestion of ‘road alignment to prevent conflict’ is a mitigation measure that lacks any specific details or 

successful examples. Moreover, the differential impact of roads on each of these coastal-dwelling species 

(megapode, crab, and macaque) is missing in the report, which is ideally supposed to be used for mitigating 
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adverse impacts. For instance, egg-laden female coconut crabs require access to shores for a brief period of 2 

weeks for depositing their eggs and hatchlings need to emerge from the shores on their way to terrestrial habitats. 

In contrast, roads are notorious for fatally injuring and killing macaques attempting to cross them. Secondly, as 

another ‘mitigation measure’, relocation of the wildlife encountered during construction of roads has been 

proposed. The recurring mitigation measure suggested for almost every wildlife, regardless of their behaviour, 

ecology, endemicity, and conservation status is relocation, which apart from many other things reflects the 

blatant ineptitude, imprudence, and callousness of the consultant. 

 
In addition, it is important to emphasise that the relocation of wild animals is illegal under the Wildlife 

Protection Act, (1972). Studies on the relocation of macaques report that these attempts are often unsuccessful as 

the entire social group is not successfully captured, there are many fatalities (especially of infants) during 

capture, they experience tremendous trauma during transportation and groups do not always survive after 

relocation due to unsuitability of habitat (Struhsaker and Siex, 1998). Studies show that the translocated animals 

can disturb the ecology of their new habitat (Conant, 1988) and/or the resident community of conspecifics 

(Caldecott & Kavanagh,1983). There are also reports of relocation of commensal macaques leading to 

transmission of novel endoparasites to their forest counterparts that can severely affect population stability/health 

(Kumar et al., 2018). 

 
2.2 Culverts and underpasses to allow passage for wild animals 

The report only states that appropriately designed and suitably located culverts of varying sizes, underpasses and 

fences provide effective mitigation to overcome barrier effects of roads based on Rajvanshi et al. (2007). There 

are no details regarding where and how these structures will be constructed, what kind of materials will be used, 

etc. It should also be noted that long-tailed macaques can cross roads arboreally and for any of such wildlife 

passages to be successful, the design has to be systematically tested before construction. For macaques, 

natural/artificial canopy bridges might be more effective than underground passes. 

 
2.3 Radio telemetry of displaced species 

Applying radio telemetry and other techniques like e-DNA on displaced species (like Nicobar Megapode, 

Coconut Crab, and Long-Tailed Macaque) is an extremely ill-informed measure that cannot be characterized as 

‘mitigation’. The claim that these techniques will assist in understanding the understudied biology and behaviour 

of these animals is also an exaggeration. Radio telemetry of species mentioned above is impractical in a 

rainforest habitat and is tremendously stressful to animals that will be already facing stress due to displacement. 

Moreover, radio telemetry of none of the species mentioned before has ever been successfully executed 

worldwide. There is enough literature that shows that conserving the habitat of these endemic and range-

restricted species is the only way to ensure their survival. It is not judicious to destroy their habitats and then use 

radiotelemetry to ensure their survival post-relocation and develop conservation strategies. 

 
2.4 Temporary halting of onshore and off-shore activities 

In order to minimize the impact of construction activities, it has been suggested that during the construction 

phase, the off-shore activities will be suspended during night hours and halted ‘to the possible extent’ during 
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November to February to enable feeding, breeding, nesting, and roosting of various species including the long-

tailed macaque. The Nicobar long-tailed macaques are active from 0500 h and roost between 1700-1745 h; 

feeding intermittently throughout the day. They breed throughout the year, with births peaking in the wet season 

(May-November; Pal et al., 2018). The report does not specify the exact timings when the work will be 

suspended and assumes that the suspension of work at night will accommodate the requirements of all species. 

Similarly, the suggestion to halt work from November to February will not reduce the impact on a species that 

breeds throughout the year and in fact, has relatively lower births during these months. 

 
3. Impact of the proposed projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaque population in GNI 

 
3.1 Rapid deforestation of such a large area will inevitably compel the macaques to be dependent on human-

grown food crops and push them to live closer to human settlements. Adequate case studies of forced 

commensalism in nonhuman primates as a result of habitat destruction exist around the world. 

 

3.2 The projected rise of human population on the island will exert immense pressure to locally cultivate crops, 

which will enhance human-macaque encounters and inevitably, adopt more hostile methods to prevent the 

macaques from crop foraging 

 

3.3 Since the habitat of the coastal groups will be altered completely and the inland groups will also become 

dependent on plantations for food, there will be more inter-group conflicts due to the limitation of resources 

following the clearing of forests. The encounters between humans and macaques will increase multi-fold leading 

to rising hostility towards macaques. 

 

 
3.4 There is no holistic waste management system on the island even with the current population of ~8000 

people. The overwhelming number of people (~3,33,000 by 2052) that will be brought into the island for the 

proposed project will only worsen the situation of waste management. This will have a direct impact on the 

feeding behaviour and health of long-tailed macaques by exposing them to processed food, biomedical wastes, 

hazardous wastes, polluted water, polluted soil, etc. Even in the current scenarios the temporarily commensal 

groups of macaques in Great Nicobar are routinely exposed to DDT (an internationally banned pollutant and 

carcinogen), insecticides, bitumen, discarded medicines, and bio-medical wastes. 

 

In conclusion, we would like to assert that allowing the clearance of such large-scale development projects in an 

island which is a Biodiversity Hotspot, a Biosphere Reserve and a Tribal Reserve, a HOPE spot, an Important 

Bird Area, and an Endemic Bird Area, will be against India’s commitment to the Convention on Biological 

Diversity (1993), CoP 26 and the Man and Biosphere Program of UNESCO. The clear-felling of acres of 

primary, old-growth rainforest, which is 145-66 million years old will be an irreversible action, the devastating 

consequences of which will be faced not just by the Nicobar long-tailed macaques, but by each organism that 

resides on the island, including humans. 

 

We hope that you will seriously consider the grave shortcomings of the EIA and the implications of the proposed 

development projects on the Nicobar long-tailed macaque and the human-macaque disharmony on the island. In 
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addition to the examples cited above, we urge the EAC committee to rescind the EIA report made by Vimta on 

account of conducting the biodiversity surveys before the declaration of the Terms of Reference (ToR), which is 

a violation of the Environment Protection Act (1986). 

 

We strongly appeal to the EAC committee to disapprove the four projects proposed under the ‘Holistic 

Development of Great Nicobar Island’ on account of the aforementioned points. 

 

Copy to: 

 
1. Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forest (C), MoEF&CC, Regional Office (SEZ), I/II Floor, 

Handloom Export Promotion Council, Cathedral Garden Road, Nungambakkam, Chennai 600034, Tamil Nadu 

 

Sincerely, 

 
1. Dr. Parthasarathi Mishra, Faculty, Srishti Manipal Institute of Arts, Design and Technology, Bengaluru 

2. Smitha Gnanaolivu, Independent Wildlife Biologist and Consultant 

3. Dr. Mewa Singh, University of Mysore 

4. Dr. Mehreen Khaleel, Chairperson, Wildlife Research and Conservation Foundation 

5. Dr. Ram M.S., Post-Doctoral Researcher, Indian Institute of Science, Bengaluru 

6. Dr. Sanjay Molur, Executive Director, Zoo Outreach Organization, Coimbatore 

7. Dr. Anindya Sinha, Professor, National Institute of Advanced Studies, Bangalore 

8. Dr. Kunal Arekar, Independent Researcher 

9. Dr. Chetan Nag K.S, Associate Professor, Jain (Deemed-to-be) University, Bengaluru 

10. Dr. Kuladeep Roy, Wildlife Consultant 

 
References: 

 
Andres Link, A. and Di Fiore, A. 2006. Seed dispersal by spider macaques and its importance in the maintenance 

of neotropical rain-forest diversity. Journal of Tropical Ecology, 22:235–246. Copyright © 2006 Cambridge 

University Press doi:10.1017/S0266467405003081 

 
Caldecott, J. and Kavanagh, M. 1983. Can translocation help wild primates? Oryx, 17:135-139 

Conant, S. 1988. Saving endangered species by translocation. Bioscience, 38:254-257. 

Das, P.K. and Ghosal, D.K. 1977. Notes on the Nicobar crab-eating Macaque, Newsletter of the Zoological 

Survey of India, 3(5): 264-267 

 
Das, S., Harpalani, M., Chaudhuri, B., Negi, R., Ali, S.T. and Singh, M. 2020. Use of an Embedded Fruit by the 

Nicobar Long-tailed Macaque (Macaca fascicularis umbrosus): I. Familiarity to Coconuts (Cocos nucifera L.) 

and Temporal Patterns of Coconut Foraging. Primate Conservation (34): 195-216 

Page 136 of 202



Kaplin, B.A. and Lambert J.E. 2002. Effectiveness of seed dispersal by Cercopithecus macaques: implications 

for seed input into degraded areas: In Seed Dispersal and Frugivory: Ecology, Evolution and Conservation (eds 

D.J. Levey, W.R. Silva and M. Galetti) 

 
 

Khatri, T.C. and Khatri, T. 2010. Post-tsunami conservation of butterflies of bay islands Recent Trends in 

Biodiversity of Andaman and Nicobar Islands, 323-328 

 

 
Koné, I., Lambert, J. E., Refisch, J. and Bakayoko, A. 2008. Primate seed dispersal and its potential role in 

maintaining useful tree species in the Taï region, Côte-d’Ivoire: implications for the conservation of forest 

fragments. Tropical Conservation Science Vol.1 (3): 293-306 

 

Kumar S, Sundararaj P, Kumara H. N., Pal A, Santhosh K, Vinoth S. 2018. Prevalence of gastrointestinal 

parasites in bonnet macaque and possible consequences of their unmanaged relocations. PLoS ONE. 13(11): 

e0207495. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207495 

 
Lenin, J. 2021. Melee of the macaques. The Hindu. 

https://www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/melee-of-the-macaques/article34448068.ece 

 
 

Lindsell, J. A., Lee, D. C., Powell, V. J. and Gemita, E. 2015. Availability of large seed-dispersers for restoration 

of degraded tropical forest. Tropical Conservation Science Vol.8 (1): 17-27. Available online: 

www.tropicalconservationscience.org 

 
Lucas, P.W. and Corlett, R.T. 1998. Seed dispersal by long-tailed macaques. American Journal of Primatology 

45:29–44 

 
Mazumder, J., & Kaburu, S. S. 2021. First report of food sharing among nicobar long-tailed macaques. 

Quaternary International, 603, 31-39. 

 

Pabla, T. S. 2018. History of Great Nicobar Island the Ascent: Andaman & Nicobar Islands, India. Notion Press 

Media Pvt. Ltd., Chennai, India 

 

Pal, A., Kumara, H.N., Velankar, A.D., Mishra, P.S. and Singh, M. 2018. Demography and birth seasonality in 

the Nicobar long-tailed macaque (Macaca fascicularis umbrosus). Current Science. Vol. 114, No. 1732(8):25 

 

Porwal, M. C., Padalia, H., & Roy, P. S. (2012). Impact of tsunami on the forest and biodiversity richness in 

Nicobar Islands (Andaman and Nicobar Islands), India. Biodiversity and Conservation, 21(5), 1267-1287. 

 

Rajeshkumar, S. 2017. Bionomics of Endemic Macaque Macaca fascicularis umbrosus (Miller, 1902) from 

Great Nicobar Island, India. PhD thesis, Pondicherry University, Pondicherry 

Page 137 of 202

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207495
https://www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/energy-and-environment/melee-of-the-macaques/article34448068.ece
http://www.tropicalconservationscience.org/


Rajeshkumar, S. and Raghunathan, C. 2004. Current status of population and demography of the Nicobar 

crab-eating macaque (Macaca fascicularis umbrosa) in the Great Nicobar Biosphere Reserve, Andaman and 

Nicobar Islands, India. Asian Journal of Conservation Biology, Vol. 3 No. 2, pp. 120–126 

Ramakrishna, I. 2019. Whose island is it: The complexities of human-primate interactions in Great Nicobar. 

Current Conservation. 13.1, 9-14. 

Ramakrishna, I. 2021. Island Shenanigans: Nicobar Long-tailed Macaques in a Tropical World by the Sea. 

Roundglass Sustain. 

Ramakrishna, I., Kumar, A., Barua, M., Sinha, A., Ethos, Pathos, Logos: Affective and Emotive Ethnographies 

of Human-Macaque Lifeworlds, In Ecological Entanglements - Affect, Embodiment and Ethics of Care. Orient 

Blackswan. (in press) 

Sekhsaria, P. 2021. A Monumental Folly-NITI Aayog’s Development Plans For Great Nicobar Island (An 

evolving archive of reports, information and documents). Kalpavriksh. 

Sivakumar, K. 2010. Impact of the tsunami (December, 2004) on the long-tailed macaque of Nicobar Islands, 

India. Hystrix 21: 35–42 

Rajvanshi, A., V.B. Mathur and I.A. Usman. 2007. Best Practice Guidance for Biodiversity-Inclusive Impact 

Assessment: A Manual for Practitioners and Reviewers in South Asia. CBBIA-IAIA guidance Series, Capacity 

Building in Biodiversity and Impact Assessment (CBBIA) PROJECT, International Association for Impact 

Assessment (IAIA), North Dakota, U.S.A. 215 pp. 

Struhsaker, T.T. and Siex, K.S. 1998. Translocation and introduction of the Zanzibar red colobus macaque: 

success and failure with an endangered island endemic. Oryx. Vol. 32 

Velankar, A. D., Kumara, H. N., Pal, A., Mishra, P. S., & Singh, M. 2016. Population recovery of Nicobar 

long-tailed macaque Macaca fascicularis umbrosus following a tsunami in the Nicobar Islands, India. PLoS One, 

11(2), e0148205. 

Page 138 of 202



From : n sinha <n.sinha@bnhs.org>
Subject : Comments by Bombay Natural History Society on the

projects planned in Great Nicobar.
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Cc : director@bnhs.org

Email Director

Comments by Bombay Natural History Society on the projects planned in Great
Nicobar.

Wed, Jan 26, 2022 09:23 PM

1 attachment

Dear Sir/Ma'am,

Please find attached comments by Bombay Natural History Society on the
projects planned in Great Nicobar.

Sincerely,

Neha Sinha
Head, Conservation and Policy
Bombay Natural History Society 
MSc, Biodiversity Conservation, Oxford University.

BNHS_Nicobar .pdf
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BNHS COMMENTS ON COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 

HOLISTIC DEVELOPMENT OF GREAT NICOBAR ISLAND IN ANDAMAN AND NICOBAR ISLANDS 

Bombay Natural History Society (BNHS) is India’s oldest nature conservation organization and we 

work in several states on nature conservation and research. Please find our comments below for 

consideration.  

 

Scope of the study: 

BNHS Comment: It appears the NABET validity of the EIA Consultants was up to November 2021. The 

draft EIA Report submitted for this Public Hearing is dated December 2021 i.e. after the expiry of the 

accreditation. This draft Report needs to be prepared and submitted by an accredited consultant. 

We also note there is only one empanelled biodiversity expert as part of the study. This is 

completely inadequate as Andaman and Nicobar is a biodiversity hotspot and includes many 

Endemic Bird Areas.  

Rapid assessment study of WII – The WII study is a rapid assessment study, and the field visit seems 

to have taken a few days. This is not acceptable. A full-fledged long-term study on the turtles needs 

to be carried out and included in the draft EIA. 

ZSI Report – It seems that though the ZSI Report does include a lot of baseline data, it is not clear 

how much field work has been carried out by the ZSI after May 2021 for the purposes of preparing 

their Report, which forms part of the draft EIA Report. 

Both these studies were commissioned even before the Terms of Reference were issued by the 

MoEFCC. 

 

Disaster assessment:  

BNHS Comment: The draft EIA Report does not include the possibility of natural disasters such as 

earthquakes, undersea volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, etc. and the impact of such disasters. This is 

surprising as such disasters have indeed occurred on the A&N islands. The probably of disaster 

occurring, and the preparedness in dealing with such disaster and risk should form a vital component 

of the draft EIA given the vulnerability of the proposed project to disaster and risk. 

Baseline data for turtles and sea-level rise:  
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BNHS Comment: The draft EIA report by WII contains old and outdated data on turtles and sea-level 

rise. This is concerning as turtles and other flora and fauna have been severely impacted by the 

tsunami. The report should be redone with latest baseline data  

Environmental management plan: 

BNHS Comment: Most of the mitigation measures suggested by ZSI are unlikely to be adhered to – 

such as no activity at night so that nocturnal fauna are not disturbed by bright lights. Solid waste – 

like construction debris, garbage, plastics, litter etc are recommended to be cleared regularly, 

however even if a waste disposal plant is established, its capacity will not be sufficient to dispose all 

safely. Even on the mainland, this is not possible. There is no system to ‘police’ the project 

development activities to ensure the measures are adopted. 

Recommendations of ZSI: 

ZSI says.. “the proposal is for holistic development in Great Nicobar Island which comprises of above 

developmental activities, for which there will be developmental components both in the aquatic and 

terrestrial ecosystems of Great Nicobar Island, the environmental impact is presumed to be 

negligible”.  

BNHS Comment: it is clear that the environmental and ecological impact will be significant 

ZSI report says: “No endangered faunal communities such reticulated python, bird megapode and 

coconut crab distributed in the proposed and if at all found them during construction phase they can 

be relocated in safe and suitable place. The proposed alignment is well away from the settlement of 

semi-nomadic tribes Shompen in Great Nicobar Island”. 

BNHS Comment: Relocation of endangered fauna is not feasible or advisable. They have specific 

habitat requirements and are extremely sensitive to habitat change. 

 

Relocation of Shompen 

The report says: “Approximate number of affected families has been estimated to be about 399 (230 

for Airport and 169 for township road infrastructure). However, the exact number of families to be 

affected will be known after the SIA study under section 4 of the Right to Fair Compensation and 

Transparency in Land Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Resettlement (RFCTLAR&R) Act 2013. All the 

affected persons will be rehabilitated under the same Act”.  

BNHS Comment: For resettlement of revenue village families, their informed consent and 

cooperation is necessary. This is a lengthy process.  Has this been done? 
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Further, noise, light and dust pollution is likely to harm the plants and fauna that Shompen consume. 

Such impacts on the tribe need to be factored into the EIA, in the spirit of Social Impact 

Assessments.  

Impacts of Township 

 “Township construction phase has the potential to change the topography of the land which may 

also disrupt the natural drainage of the area. This is because the construction activity involves cut 

and fill earthworks. The cut and fill works will normally change the natural topography of the land 

which will result in a disruption of the natural drainage of the land and the surrounding vicinity The 

development is proposed outside the Campbell Bay National Park and Galathea National Park.  On 

account of a permanent change from an age-old tropical rain forest to the power plant, the project is 

going to cause damage to dense forests in 39 Ha. Major negative impacts of the project on terrestrial 

Ecology and Biodiversity is the loss of a small patch of thick forest. However, compensatory 

afforestation as per the FC act has been proposed”.  

BNHS Comment: Old and pristine rain forests can never be replicated through compensatory 

afforestation. They are complete natural ecosystems with innumerable interdependent species with 

special climatic and soil requirements. The region has amongst the best forest areas in India, as 

evidenced in the Forest Survey of India. 

Comments on impacts on endangered fauna: 

Impact on Endangered and endemic fauna of the whole project area: 

MACAQUE: The report says: “Habitat loss is the major threat to Nicobar Long-Tailed Macaques apart 

from the isolation of population Continuing habitat loss may result in forest fragmentation and the 

groups even within a single island may become isolated. Increasing number of villages, roads, 

airstrips and infrastructure for defence establishments have all resulted in habitat loss. Further 

habitat destruction, especially by mainland settlers must be curbed immediately”. 

TURTLES: The report says: “The southern bay of Great Nicobar is Southeast Asia’s largest leatherback 

turtle nesting site. In Galathea bay, nesting, egg laying and hatchling are more for Leatherback turtle 

compared to the other regions of Great Nicobar Island. The nesting leatherback populations of this 

species have also shown an increase in the trend in Galathea Bay. It is estimated that the succession 

rate of hatchlings of leatherback turtle are 59% in 2018; 60% in 2019 and 63.5% in 2020.” 

BNHS comment: As India’s largest leatherback turtle nesting site, this site deserves protection and 

not destruction. Leatherback nesting will be severely hampered by the port. There is a risk of 

mortality due to collision with ships. Deflectors for turtles are unlikely to work. 

MEGAPODE: As per the survey by ZSI, “there are ~ 100 active mounds were recorded and ~ 202 

megapodes were detected during the point‐transect and playback surveys Megapodius nicobariensis 

abbotti occurs in all of the southern group of islands, it was estimated that 7 active mounds and 14 
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breeding pairs in Galathea……The prime hazard hanging over the megapode population of the 

Nicobars will be a suggestion to make Great Nicobar a free port and to create a dry dock and 

refuelling base for international shipping at the mouth of the Galathea River. Another possible threat 

for the Nicobar Megapodes is ongoing road construction from Shastri Nagar to Indira Point via 

Galathea, which results in the loss of micro and macro habitat as well as the surrounding 

environment needed to maintain the micro climatic condition for the mounds”.  

BNHS Comment: This is self-explanatory. The Nicobar Megapode is an endemic species with a 

restricted range. Habitat of the Megapode has suffered because of the tsunami [leading to the 

submergence of Megapode sanctuary], and the loss of Tillangchong island which has been used as a 

missile firing range. It is incumbent for India to save this bird.  

COCONUT CRAB: This is a Schedule 1 species. The report mentions the coconut crab populations are 

threatened with extinction in the Nicobar group of Islands. 

CROCODILES: “Salt-Water crocodiles sighted at Indira Point, Mahar Nallah, Gandhi Nagar, Shastri 

Nagar, and Galathea Bay…..crocodiles can be shifted to alternate suitable habitat, away from the 

proposed developmental projects”, the report says.  

BNHS Comment: This is not a feasible proposal. Crocodiles are known to swim tremendous distances 

and return to their original sites. Relocation of endangered and site-specific species is not a feasible 

options. From the ZSI’s own admission, the project will impact several endangered species.  

 

BNHS Recommendation: The Andaman and Nicobar islands are amongst the greatest biodiversity 

hotspots on earth. The EIA report, conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, is not adequate, 

neither does it have proper terms of reference. Further, even these short studies point to serious 

damage to local ecologies. BNHS recommends a fresh EIA be conducted with three seasons data and 

proper terms of reference. It should be placed before the public hearing and the public hearing 

should be held only after this is done.  
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From : 10degreetales@gmail.com
Subject : Comments on the EIA report for the 'Holistic

Development of Great Nicobar '
To : dstandamans@gmail.coml, Director <dstpcc-

andamans@nic.in>

Email Director

Comments on the EIA report for the 'Holistic Development of Great Nicobar '

Wed, Jan 26, 2022 11:57 PM

2 attachments

Dear Mr. Dinesh Kumar,

On behalf of 143 signatories, I write to you to express our collective views, comments, and suggestions
pertaining to the Environment Impact Assessment report released by Andaman Nicobar Administration
Pollution Control Committee (ANPCC) on 28th December, 2021 titled, 'Holistic development of Great Nicobar,
Andaman and Nicobar Islands'. Kindly register our submissions and include them in subsequent deliberations
on the project as mandated by the EIA Act (2006).

Kindly find the following attachments to this email:
1) Cover letter
2) Detailed Note on EIA

Please revert with an acknowledgement that you have accepted this letter and write back for any further
queries. 

Thanking you,
Sincerely yours,
Authors (List in cover letter)

A detailed note on the errors in the EIA report conducted for the 'Holistic
Development' of GNI.pdf
919 KB 

Cover letter_Note on EIA .pdf.PDF
71 KB 
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To,       Date: 26-01-2022

The ANPCC,

Department of Science and Technology,

Dollygunj, Port Blair,

Andaman & Nicobar Islands

Sub: Expression of opposition towards the four development projects under the ‘Holistic

development of Great Nicobar’

Respected Sir/Madam,

On this august occasion of the 73rd Republic Day, we the citizens of India and the world,
staying true to the Directive Principles of our constitution under Article 51-A (g), are collectively
opposing today the proposal put forth by the Andaman and Nicobar Islands Integrated Development
Corporation LTD (ANIIDCO) to build an International Container Transhipment Terminal (ICTT), a
Greenfield International Airport, a Township & Area Development and a Gas and Solar based Power
Plant in the Great Nicobar Island. The Great Nicobar Island is a UNESCO Forest Reserve, a Biodiversity
Hotspot and a Tribal Reserve, which is home to two indigenous tribes, the mainland settlers and a
wide range of endemic and threatened species of flora and fauna, many of which are yet to be
discovered. The four projects that have been termed as ‘strategically important’ and ‘GDP
contributing’ will come at the cost of the fundamental rights of these island inhabitants.

The Expert Appraisal Committee (EAC) in its 260th meeting granted the Terms of Reference (ToR) for
the Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) of the proposed projects, which has been conducted by
M/s. Vimta Labs Limited, Hyderabad. After thoroughly going through the EIA report, we confer that
it is erroneous and unscientific at several points and we condemn the DPR consultant M/s. AECOM
India Pvt Ltd, for engaging an EIA consultant who does not have the requisite expertise to conduct a
thorough and scientific EIA of an island. We believe that an ecologically fragile and seismically active
island like Great Nicobar, at least deserves a robust and impartial EIA before such large-scale
infrastructure development is considered for approval.

Please find enclosed the document ‘A detailed note on the errors in the EIA report conducted for the
'Holistic Development' of GNI’ which points out the shortcomings of the EIA and using case studies
and research articles highlights the grave consequences of the activities that the proposed projects
will entail. Here is a brief summary of the note:

1. The EIA report is not compliant with the ToR issued by the EAC. Important details like the
GPS coordinates of the proposed project sites have been left out. There was no expert
among the team of the EIA consultants who had assessed the impact of the tsunami on the
island. The report does not mention the risk analysis for handling different types of cargo nor
does it discuss the impact of the proposed projects on migratory birds and marine mammals.

2. There are omissions of several details in the report, as well as factual errors such as the
statement that the project area does not fall under any migratory bird route and there are no
freshwater wetlands in Great Nicobar Island. The ZSI report also says that there are no corals
in Galathea Bay.

3. The references of the studies that have been cited throughout the report are missing and are
even misplaced at many places (e.g., Khatri and Khatri, a study on butterflies has been cited
for long-tailed macaques). The Mathematical Model study report that was prepared to
model the fate of the dredge spoil to be disposed of in the sea is not attached in the report.
Moreover, theKo names of the models used for the risk assessment have not been
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mentioned and hence cannot be verified. The EIA report has categorized beaches and
mudflats that are important ecosystems for wildlife as ‘waste-lands’.

4. There is no mention of the mathematical model which was used to predict the shoreline
changes due to the port. Based on this unknown model the report has stated the coastline
does not experience erosion due to construction of port, the shoreline has negligible
changes and will remain stable for over 35 years, a claim that cannot be verified.

5. The report says that there will not be any disturbance to Shompen Tribes as the Shompens
stay upstream of the Galathea river while completely disregarding that the Shompen are a
nomadic community.

6. The report does not mention the impact of a single project on the Nicobarese community
citing that they have ‘assimilated themselves’ whereas the truth is that many are still waiting
to resettle in their coastal villages that were destroyed by the 2004 tsunami

7. The impact assessment of the four projects on the endemic species of the island has major
scientific errors. The report suggests that the threatened long-tailed monkeys have reached
exponential growth in the island, the leatherback turtles have low site-fidelity and that the
avifauna of the island will simply relocate to forested areas once the forests are cleared for
the projects. In addition, the impact on the ground nesting Nicobar Megapode has not been
assessed at all. The assessment on invertebrates, herpetofauna and endangered small
mammals like the Nicobar Tree Shrew and Anderson’s Roundleaf bat has not been carried
out either.

8. The mitigation measures suggested for some species are also unsubstantiated and
impractical. The report suggests the translocation of the Saltwater crocodile, the long-tailed
macaque and the Reticulated python whenever encountered in the project sites without
taking into account the adverse impact and the risks associated with wildlife translocation.
The suggestion to suspend construction during November-February for the breeding/nesting
activities of long-tailed macaques, megapode and coconut crabs is ill-informed since that is
not when these species breed. The suggestion to use barricades to prevent workers
contacting Shompens is illegal and unethical.

9. There are multiple errors in the calculation of the cost-benefit ratio. Moreover, the valuation
of mangroves and turtle beaches has not been considered. The compensatory afforestation
in Madhya Pradesh is in complete ignorance of the role of tropical wet forests in carbon
sequestration and maintenance of local climatic balance.

10. The Risk Assessment does not mention the name of the mathematical models used to make

predictions of tsunami and cyclones. The focal group discussions do not involve any

representation from the two indigenous communities.

We would therefore like to appeal to the members of the EAC to nullify the EIA and the

proposal considering that the EIA was conducted before the ToR was issued and was done in a very

brief period of time and that too, over a single season. Even though the project involves off-shore

activities, a Marine Impact Assessment has not been conducted. Moreover, the Shompens and the

Nicobarese have clearly stated their wish against any large infrastructure development in the island
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and the settler communities have asked for basic facilities and some tourism in the island. Their

views have been completely ignored. The project sites at multiple points are located right on the

Eco-sensitive Zones of the two National Parks and include ecologically sensitive CRZ areas. If the

projects are approved, they will be in violation of the the Island Coastal Zone Act (2019), the

Environment Protection Act (1986), the Forest Rights Act (2006), the Forest Conservation Act (1980),

the Wildlife Protection Act (1972), ANAPATR (1956) and the Andaman and Nicobar Islands Shompen

Policy (2015).

We are concerned by the kind of ease with which the Protected Areas and Tribal Reserve of Great

Nicobar have been de-notified and diverted to accommodate the projects. Some part of the Great

Nicobar Biosphere Reserve is also proposed to be diverted. If the protection status conferred to

these areas by law is not upheld, we will lose faith in the robust environment protection laws of this

country. We urge you to reverse the decision to divert the Campbell Bay NP and Galathea NP, the

Tribal Reserve Area and re-notify Galthaea WLS and bring the Restricted Area Permit back to Great

Nicobar since this is the only island where Shompens live.

If these projects are approved, it will be a huge disservice to our commitments to the Paris

Agreement and the IPCC and our hope to secure the planet for our future generations will be lost.

Therefore, we oppose the ‘Holistic development of Great Nicobar’ and urge you to uphold the

constitution of India and rescind this proposal. We stand together today as the citizens of this

country to protect the Great Nicobar Island, our ‘Hope Spot’

Sincerely,

The undersigned

Enclosed:

1) A detailed note on the errors in the EIA report conducted for the 'Holistic Development' of

GNI (Pg.1-25)

Signatories:

1. Reena N H, Mumbai, Maharashtra, Costume Designer

2. Rohit Negi, Pangi, Himachal Pradesh, Master’s in Biology

3. Annesa M, Graphic designer, Bengaluru, Karnataka

4. Dr MM Chandi, Aldona village North Goa

5. Saurav Hari Kumar, PhD candidate, the University of Queensland, Brisbane.

6. S K Das, Kolkata, West Bengal

7. Tejeshwar D, Bengaluru, Karnataka

8. Amaljith A T, Cochin, Kerala

9. Hilda Harmony, Chennai, Tamil Nadu

10. Allen Peter, Kolkata, West Bengal

11. Supriyo Dalui, Research Scholar, ZSI-Kolkata, West Bengal

12. Krishna Pada Das, Kolkata, West Bengal

13. Jeril Joy, Kozhikode, Kerala

14. Rehan Babar, Pune, Maharashtra

15. Manikanta M, Hassan, Karnataka
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16. Sneha M, Mysuru, Karnataka

17. Shyam H R, Mysore, Karnataka

18. Shreya Dimri, Dehradun, PhD Candidate

19. Debaditya Bakshi , Jalpaiguri, West Bengal

20. Dhruvam Desai, Thane, Maharashtra

21. Meenakshi P, Bangalore, Karnataka

22. Mahalakshmi S, Kanakapura, Karnataka

23. Keerthi Priya, Manipal, Karnataka

24. S Prakash, Mysore, Karnataka

25. Diya Prabhuram, Mysore, Karnataka

26. Yeshmik Ponnappa, Mysore, Karnataka

27. Daljeet Ram, Mysore, Karnataka

28. Leela Devi, Mysore, Karnataka

29. P Prabhuram, Mysore, Karnataka

30. Akash Das, Kolkata, West Bengal

31. Samraggi Makhal, Kolkata, West Bengal

32. Pramitt Tikader, Kolkata, West Bengal

33. Gayathri Belram, Kannur, Kerala

34. Shaurya Rahul Narlanka, Manipal, Karnataka

35. Rahul Prosad Shah, Kolkata, West Bengal

36. Kezhepat Indu, Malappuram, Kerala

37. Teresa James, Pathanamthitta, Kerala

38. Megha Poonia, Karnataka, Phd scholar

39. Veda Shembekar, Thane, Maharashtra

40. Vardhan Phadke, Thane, aMaharashtra

41. Anagha O, Kannur, Kerala

42. Rita Das, Kolkata, West Bengal

43. Aryan Palande, Mumbai, Maharashtra

44. Smitha D Gnanaolivu, Mysore, Karnataka

45. Sabna E S, Karnataka, Ph.D. scholar

46. Narayan Sharma, Assistant Professor, Cotton University, Assam

47. Anindita Bhadra, Associate Professor, IISER Kolkata

48. Rima Makhal, Kolkata, West Bengal

49. Partha S., Association of Indian Primatologists

50. Arjun V S, Wayanad, Kerala

51. Sumi George, Kayamkulam, Kerala

52. Monica N., Vadodara, Gujarat
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A detailed note on the errors in the EIA report conducted for the four projects 

proposed under the ‘Holistic Development of Great Nicobar’ 

 

(1) Incompliances with respect to the Terms of Reference for EIA as issued by the Environment 

 Appraisal Committee  

 

i. The geographical coordinates of any of the four projects have not been mentioned in the report 
(C1-26, Table 1.2). Nor does it contain any information on the elevation of power plant site and 
ash pond with respect to HFL of Galathea river even though the plant is located in its proximity. 

 
ii. The EIA consultant has put beach and mud-flats under ‘waste land’ (C3-24). This shows the 

incompetency and insensitivity of the consultant towards the importance of ecologically 
sensitive areas as classified by the Island Protection Zone Notification, 2011. 

 
iii. The EAC committee had directed that the consultant agency for conducting the EIA study should 

involve the experts from the organisations which were involved in assessing the impact of 
Tsunami on and its mitigation in the A&N islands, which has not been done. 

 

iv. In Ch.5 under analysis of the alternatives, in the multi-criteria analysis for the power plant, the 

proximity to the Shompen settlement for the site in Galathea has not been considered. 

 

v. The EAC committee had directed the EIA agency to examine alternate sites for ICTT and choose 
one appropriate site having minimum impacts on ecology and environment with specific focus 
on Leatherback Turtle and other endangered species (both terrestrial and marine). But it is 
evident that the EIA consultant has not chosen the site based on environmental and ecological 
concerns. Based on their own ‘Merits and Demerits’ of each site, Campbell Bay would be the 
best choice if environment was kept in mind. But due to priority given to economic 
considerations and having to deal with diversion of defence area in the case of Campbell Bay and 
Pemmaya Bay despite these two places not requiring any diversion of tribal area or 
rehabilitation, Galathea Bay has been presented as the best site. Had the EIA consultant done 
their work independently, Galathea Bay, with such grave environmental implications would 
never have been chosen as the best site! The project proponent wanted to build the port in 
Galathea, which is exactly why the Galathea Wildlife Sanctaury was de-notified even before the 
EIA was conducted. 

 
vi. The EAC had mandated a comprehensive study of the impact of dredging, reclamation and port 

operations including oil spills on marine ecology and marine biodiversity with specific focus on 
corals, mangroves, sandy shores and mud flats which is missing in the report. As per the 
Environment Management Plan about 12-20 hectares of mangrove patch is present at proposed 
location of the port. The mitigation measure that has been suggested is re-densification of 
existing mangroves or planting of mangroves to non-forest area as per the principals of 
compensatory afforestation, which is set to happen in Madhya Pradesh, where there are no 
mangroves.  

 
vii. It is to be noted that since the EIA was done before the ToR was announced, the report says that 

the presence of Megapode is under investigation (C4A-7). The ZSI survey reports the presence of 
7 breeding pairs and 14 active mounds. There have been no details of impact assessment or 
mitigation measure specifically for megapodes anywhere in the report. 

 
viii. The report mentions that the dredged material disposal site study has been performed by 

Indomer Coastal Hydraulics (P) Ltd and its results are given in Mathematical Model Study Report, 
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July 2021 and Particle Analysis (PA) module of MIKE was used to assess the fate of dredged 
material after disposal (C4A-25). It is to be noted that since this Mathematical Model Study 
Report has not been attached with the EIA, any claims based on the same cannot be verified. 

 

ix. There is very little detail given about the impact of movements of vessels on turtles and marine 
mammals. 

 

x. As per the ToR, the report was supposed to mention the risk analysis for handling different types 
of cargos. In addition, it was supposed to discuss how such a cargo will affect Leatherback 
nesting areas. This has not been done.  

 

xi. The Risk Assessment section of the report (C7) states that Andaman and Nicobar Islands is 
classified as Moderate Damage Risk Zone-A and 4 to 5 cyclones are likely to occur in the study 
area per year on average. And yet there are no simulations or mathematical modelling done to 
determine if the selected site can withstand the cyclone/storm surge and Tsunami as is directed 
in the ToR. Not only that, the report also says ‘It has been presumed that in case of a big 
Tsunami, a 20 m wave may strike GNI’ (C7-82) and there is no mention of any model or research 
article on which such a huge presumption is based. This is a grave mistake, especially when the 
EIA consultant did not engage any expert/institution which had assessed the impact of tsunami 
on the island, as again was mandated by the EAC committee. 

 

xii. The ToR also directed that a specific study needs to be undertaken to ascertain the impact of 
proposed development on the migratory birds covering both inward and return migration 
period. The studies needed to specially focus on migratory bird species composition, impact due 
to habitat destruction, impact due to oil spillage and risk of all the hazards that has potential to 
damage. The EIA report contains none of these.  It in fact states that there are no migratory 
birds in the island which is a blatant mistake since there are two bird flyways, the Central Asia 
Flyway and the East Asia/Australasia flyway that pass through the archipelago and there are 
numerous reports of migratory birds from Great Nicobar as it is an important ‘resting ground’ for 
the passing birds (Sivaperuman

 
and Gokulakrishnan, 2017; Sivaperuman et al. 2018). Moreover, 

there is no discussion on the impact of transmission lines on migratory birds and large raptors 
that are resident to the island, as specified by the EAC. 

 
xiii. There is no mention of the plan of the Administration of A & N to prevent further encroachment 

on the forest land with the proposed increased population as mandated by the ToR. 
 

 
(2) Comments on the impact assessment and proposed mitigation measures of the four projects 
 
A. Impact assessment and mitigation measures of the ICTT 
 

i. There is no mention about the mathematical model which was used to predict the shoreline 
changes due to the port (C4A-6). Based on this unknown model the report has stated the 
coastline does not experience erosion due to construction of port, the shoreline has 
negligible changes and will remain stable for over 35 years. These statements are not backed 
by data or references; and most importantly cannot be verified because the name of the 
mathematical model is not mentioned. There are several studies showing how all ports have 
a huge impact on shoreline such as interference with the littoral drift budget (Rodriguez and 
Sridhar, 2010). In fact, the Integrated Costal and Marine Area Management (ICMAM) report 
mentions coastal structures constructed for port operations as the major anthropogenic 
cause of shoreline erosion (MoES 2009). There are examples from various ports like the 
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Pondicherry harbour where the area north of the breakwater lost all its beaches, the sea 
water intruded the foundation of all structures on cost leading to the state government 
building a sea wall costing 40 crores. The Krishnapatnam Port in Andra Pradesh, the Ennore 
Port in Tamil Nadu and the Gopalpur port in Odissa all have reported severe erosion and 
accretion (see Rodriguez and Sridhar, 2010). 

ii. It is mentioned in the report, that no development will be planned at the location of
Leatherback turtle and Megapode nesting sites (C4A-7). As per the survey conducted by WII
(Pg 16, Map 2), there are 7 active nests and 14 breeding pairs in Galathea on both the
eastern and the western flank of the bay. There are turtle nests on the western flank as per
the map but numerous records from the eastern flank are also available (photographic
evidence of nesting exist from 2016-2017) which have not been marked on the map.
Moreover, the soft industries, coastal tourism and other infrastructure that is proposed
under the Township and Area Development, is going to have an impact on the nesting site
on the eastern flank as well; this has not been addressed in the report. Nonetheless, any
disturbance in any part of Galathea Bay is going to have a major impact on turtle nesting and
there has been no effective mitigation measure suggested for this.

iii. The report says that there will not be any disturbance to Shompen Tribes as the Shompens
stay upstream of the Galathea river (C4A-7). Firstly, the Shompens are a nomadic tribe, they
do not stay at one place. They are also known to frequently fish in the Galathea river. The
impact of the port will be reflected on the river ecology and might lead to introduction of
invasive fish, hazardous wastes, oil and other pollutants making Galathea, an important
source of food and water for the Shompens, dangerous for them. Any detection of diseases
arising due to consumption of contaminated fish and water will not be detected in the
Shompens so easily and immediately, which is why the proposed port will be detrimental to
their existence.

iv. The report suggests that as per the ZSI report, no coral exists in the bay portion of the
Galathea Bay (C4-12). The ZSI report however mentions that there are 117 species of
Scleractinian corals (Schedule-I species under IW(P)A, 1972) in Galathea. There are also 8
species of Schedule-I Holothurians. The total benthic cover of reef habitat is 116.4173
hectares. Even if the corals exist outside the construction area as suggested in C10-11, the
impact of dredging and other construction activities will definitely have an impact. As stated
in the report, dredging activities in the nearshore waters of the developmental projects
during the construction phase will “apparently” destroy the corals and coral beds. And coral
colonies “if affected” can be translocated in suitable place where the similar environment as
well as topographic features prevail in the Great Nicobar Island (C4-12). Firstly, it is the job
of the EIA consultant to assess the impact of the proposed projects by using scientific
articles, project reports, case studies, satellite imagery, mathematical modelling, etc. The EIA
report then should be able to clearly state whether there will be an impact or not. What is
the purpose of conducting an EIA, if the report says things like “apparently” and “if
affected”? There are studies that report that increased sedimentation can cause smothering
and burial of coral polyps, shading, tissue necrosis and population explosions of bacteria in
coral mucus. Furthermore, turbidity and sedimentation also reduce the recruitment, survival
and settlement of coral larvae (Erftemeijer et al. 2012). According to the recent IPCC reports,
almost 90% of the corals could be lost by 2050 due to the rising sea surface temperatures,
which is happening faster in the Indian Ocean than anywhere else across the globe.

v. Secondly, the only mitigation measure that has been suggested is coral transplantation to
alternate suitable offshore habitats in the island.  There exists a wide range of sensitivity
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levels among coral species making them differentially tolerant to being successfully 
translocated. In 2015, the loss of branching corals in Mithakari in the Gulf of Kachchh due to 
heavy sedimentation owing to infrastructure development led to reef restoration efforts by 
the Wildlife Trust of India and the Gujarat Forest Department. This endeavour has required 
systematic research, ample funding and 6 years for the reefs to show signs of recovery. The 
researchers say that it will take around 5 more years for the reef to become stable. Besides, 
translocating corals cannot bring a fully functional reef back.  

vi. There are several examples from across the world where the impact of dredging and port
construction on corals was systematically recorded. In Australia, the capital dredging for port
construction/expansion there was 80% loss of corals at one site within 1 km from dredging
site, while there was no discernible change due to dredging at other sites (Blakeway, 2005
and Stoddart and Stoddart, 2005). In Australia Hay Point, capital dredging for port
construction/expansion led to 2–5% Loss of coral cover at 2 islands up to 6 km away from
dredging site (Smith et al., 2007). In Florida, USA, 26 Projects involving filling and dredging
for beach nourishment and port development resulted in 217 acres of reef getting impacted
by cumulative effects (PBS&J, 2008).

vii. The report has stated that there will be no construction during rainy days or extreme
climatic conditions (C4A-20). Moreover, it has been proposed that during the construction
phase, offshore activities will be halted to the possible extent especially during November to
February to not interfere with the turtle nesting (C4A-13). For a location situated in the
tropics, with a wet season spanning across 8 months and frequent torrential rains, it seems
highly unlikely that the proposed halt from November to February will be strictly
implemented. Time and again, large scale infrastructural projects have given priority to
financial viability than environmental concerns.

viii. As a mitigation measure for loss of wildlife habitat connectivity due to road construction,
there is mention of considering alignment to prevent conflict (C4A-12), which is not
supported by any scientific evidence. The second measure which is of appropriately
designed culverts, underpasses and fences is also not applicable to the arboreal Nicobar
long-tailed macaques, nor is it suited for the Robber crab or Nicobar Megapode. Another
mitigation measure that is suggested is radio telemetry and molecular tools like e-DNA to be
conducted with displaced animals to understand their biology and behaviour is neither
supported with robust references nor is it considering the impact of an invasive technique
on displaced and already stressed animals. Besides, the grave ethical concerns (Klegarth et
al., 2019) radio-telemetry in free-ranging animals in a densely forested habitat is an
extremely challenging and expensive affair that requires sophisticated equipment and
training.

ix. The mitigation measure suggested to avoid disruption of breeding/nesting activities of
Nicobar Megapode, Coconut Crab, Long-Tailed Macaque and Leatherback is to halt the
offshore construction from November to February (C4A-13). But this measure will not be
helpful in the case of Nicobar Megapode with nesting activity from January-June, the
Coconut crab which mates during May-September and migrates to shore for egg release
during October-November or the Nicobar long-tailed macaque which breeds year-round.
The second measure which is to suspend construction activity during night hours is not
applicable to diurnal animals and birds, which are foraging, resting and moving throughout
the day. Besides, there is no mention of the impact on these endemic species during the
operational phase of the project.
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x. As per the report, there will be sedimentation around the breakwaters and the berths and
no erosion is expected as per the model (C4A-23). But again, there is no information about
the mathematical model used to arrive at this conclusion. The report also states that “there
will be no erosion on the beach especially on the western flank of the bay where the
leatherback turtles breed” and in the very next statement says that “as per the model results
there will be sedimentation of around 0.04m/yr on the western beach”. In fact, it goes to
claim that the beach is likely to be widened over long period giving more space for breeding
to the turtles. This claim is not substantiated by any reference. Whereas, there are enough
references that show how several metres of beaches are lost due to sedimentation. For
example, in Ennore port, the impact of coastal erosion due to breakwaters was seen up to 3
km north of the port and shoreline re-adjustments led to moderate erosion of 50 m/yr
(Rodriguez and Sridhar, 2010). The port berths, terminals and breakwaters end up
obstructing the littoral drift of sand and sediment. The port causes trapping of sand on the
upstream side and the possible bypass causes sedimentation at the entrance. The
sedimentation requires maintenance dredging and deposition of the dredged sand. The
result is a deficit in the littoral drift budget, which causes lee side erosion along the adjacent
shoreline (Bhalla 2007; Schiavina 2007; Puthur 2007 and MoES 2009).

xi. The report suggests that sedimentation process may affect the Galathea river mouth to
some extent. The model that suggests that no sedimentation will occur has not been named.
It also mentiones that due to the deposits on the fan of the mouth of Galathea, it needs to
be dredged periodically (C4A-23). In freshwater systems, sediment management can have
both direct and indirect impacts on species throughout the food web (Kemp et al. 2011).
Direct impacts of sediment

xii. can include invertebrate mortality (e.g., via smothering; Kefford et al. 2010). Further,
suspended sediments can reduce dissolved oxygen and alter the trophic structure (Kjelland
et al., 2015). However, the impact of this periodic dredging on the ecology and flow of the
river has not been assessed. The Shompens, not only depend on the river for food and water
but also their marriage system is intricately associated with flow of the stream. Although this
is a less understood aspect about the tribe, but it will be a serious oversight to assume that
any impact on Galathea will be without any consequences on the Shompens.

xiii. According to the report, the dredged material will be disposed in the SE area of the GNI
peninsula at a depth of about 600m. The model result shows that the sediment plum will
disperse within a short distance and therefore not going to have any significant impact in an
area where the sunlight penetration is practically nil and the marine life is rare. Very few
marine flora and fauna is reported at a depth of 600m at a distance of 7500m from the
nearest shoreline (C4A-26). There are no references to indicate which marine biota occur at
the said depth. However, it must be noted that wherever the disposal of dredged material in
the deep sea is carried on, it is done after a thorough coastal impact assessment. The trace
metals in the dredged spoil may affect the flora and fauna in the upper layer of the ocean as
well as the deep sea. Moreover, any contaminants associated with the dredged spoil would
have a wide distribution and the oxygen demand would be widespread (Tyler, 2003).
Stronkhorst and Vethaak (2003) observed a substantial reduction in benthic invertebrates
during the period of dumping. The dumping site also contained two-three times higher
concentrations of cadmium, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) and tributylin, than the reference site.

xiv. It is stated that the Shompens undertake near shore fishing but their fishing activity is
restricted near the Casuarina Bay area which is near to their habitation. No fishing activity
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will therefore be affected due to the location of the port at Galathea Bay area (C4A-27). But 
in another chapter (C4D-110), it is mentioned that the Shompen often visit near the site (of 
the power plant) on the Galathea river for drinking water and even fishing.  

 
xv. It is stated in the report that settlement of the suspended sediments can result in the 

smothering or blanketing of sub-tidal communities and/or adjacent inter-tidal communities. 
Presently, the marine biota in Indian Coast is already subjected to considerable changes in 
turbidity due to large-scale littoral movement, which is a recurring regular natural 
phenomenon. Therefore, it would be able to withstand localised turbidity induced during 
the dredging (C4A-28). There are no references to any of these statements whereas there 
are several studies that show that sediment and turbidity associated with offshore dredging 
has been linked with higher disease prevalence in coral reefs (Pollock, et al., 2014), mass 
coral mortality (Dodge and Vaisnys, 1977) and killing major reef-building corals resulting in 
the decline of diversity and abundance of reef fish (Rogers, 1990). 

 
xvi. The report gives no specific recommendations to prevent discharge from the dredgers or 

work boats, but simply states that “discharge shall not be allowed into marine waters”. 
Moreover, it is not discussed exactly how the dredging activity will be confined within the 
project site (C4A-28). 

 
xvii. As mentioned in Chapter 4A, pg. 32, currently the bay mouth is about 3.8km which will 

reduce substantially (by approximately 12 times) due to construction and land reclamation. 
This might hinder the entry of the turtles in the area for breeding and the turtles will have a 
smaller approach path to the western flank of the beach. As per ZSI recommendation off 
shore construction activity may be halted to possible extent between November to 
February, which is the breeding season for the turtles. Off shore Construction during the 
night time also may be restricted (C4A-32). Halting the off shore construction during the 
turtle nesting season is not going to undo the constriction of the approach path of the 
turtles by 10 times! The impact on turtle nesting during the operational phase has not been 
discussed. Moreover, all the assessment is focussed on the beach, while the importance of 
the impact on the nearshore waters which are important feeding grounds for juveniles as 
well as male turtles during the pre-nesting season for courtship. 
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xviii. It is stated that since Great Nicobar Island is not well developed and is mostly rural in nature,
there is a complete lack of educational and healthcare facilities (C4A-51,52). It is important
to note that even though there is a lack of institutes imparting higher education including
graduate studies, the infrastructure for educational and health care facilities are very much
adequate for the current population. What is lacking is equipment and staff in both the
facilities, an issue which is faced by all government run institutes across the country.

xix. The report mentions that the ICTT project shall bring major investments to the region
covering a wide range of sectors and setting up ancillary facilities which will provide benefits
to the economy and will help livelihood of the people (C4A-52). It is to be noted that by its
very nature, construction of a port is always followed by ancillary facilities, and even more so
if the site is a poorly connected island. As described in a report by Rodriguez and Sridhar
(2010),”It is extremely cost effective for an industry that needs to move large quantities of
raw material or final products through a sea route, to be located close to port areas. In port
areas where there is a very large movement of goods and where ships berth for a long
period of time, there are even facilities such as shopping malls and golf courses within port
areas. These are all not necessarily activities that require the waterfront or the foreshore
region.” Given this scenario, there is a high chance that more Protected Areas and Tribal
Reserve will be diverted to make room for the ancillary facilities which will seem necessary
once the port is built. So, the port will undoubtedly bring major investments but it will also
bring major deforestation and habitat degradation in the island.

Secondly, the livelihood of people will improve if their basic rights of access to frequent 
ships, chartered flights, cellular connection and ease of doing small businesses is met with. 
Great Nicobar has the potential to become a beacon of hope for sustainable development 
which is grounded in justice and equity and does not come at the cost of lives of the 
indigenous communities, flora and fauna of the island. 
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B. Impact assessment and mitigation measures of the international airport 
 

i. As a remedial measure, it has been suggested that no fruiting tree which attract birds will be 
planted in the vicinity of the Airport site (C4B-103). Additionally, when a bird strike hazard is 
identified at an aerodrome, it is proposed that the number of birds will be decreased by 
adopting measures like cracker blasting and generation of the ultrasonic waves to scare the 
birds (C4-B 63). The report also says citing the ZSI report that, GNI does not fall under any 
migratory bird route (C4B-104), which is absolutely incorrect. Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
fall on not one but two bird flyways, the Central Asia Flyway and the East Asia/Australasia 
flyway (Sivaperuman

 
and Gokulakrishnan, 2017, Central Asian Flyway Action Plan, Country 

Report – India, 2005). In addition to that, the Nicobar group of islands are one among the 
221 Endemic Bird Areas (EBA) in the world and the 27 major EBAs in Asia. GNI is an 
Important Bird Area (IN451) that is categorised as A1 (holds significant numbers of globally 
threatened species) and A2 (holds a significant population of at least two range restricted 
species). And yet the only mitigation measure suggested is with respect to avoiding bird 
hazards during flight operations for the “safety of the flight”. There is no discussion about 
the impact of the airport on the two flyways used by migratory birds or the impact of the 
noise, light and sound pollution generated at the airport. 

 
ii. Several studies report that bird strike frequencies correspond to migration patterns (Langley 

1970, Solman 1973 as cited in Linell et al., 1996; Drey et al., 2014). More frequent bird 

strikes occur in wet season and during high winds (Linell at al., 1996). High levels of rainfall 

and wind velocity as seen in an equatorial rainforest ecosystem such as GNI would mean 

even higher probabilities of the same. Linell (1996) also reports that between military and 

commercial, commercial air carriers have the highest strike rates. 

 
C. Impact assessment and mitigation measures area and township 
 

i. The impact assessment for the Area and Township Development project seems incomplete. 
There is no mention of how the diversion of 12187 hectares of forest area for the proposed 
construction which involves coastal tourism, institutions, soft industries and a transport line 
will impact the biodiversity of the area or the Shompens. Besides, this infrastructure is 
proposed on the western flank of the bay which the report has repeatedly stated, is being 
left for turtle nesting (C2-106). Even if the development is located away from the beach, 
crucial details about the distance from the beach, height of the buildings, etc has not been 
mentioned.  

 
ii. Under the mitigation measures (C4C-162) it is simply mentioned, that degradation of the 

natural habitat and intrusion of the outsiders in the Tribal Reserve Areas need to be avoided. 
Exactly what measures will be taken to ensure this, has not been mentioned anywhere. 

 
iii. Even though the EIA consultant has no expertise in either business and defence analytics or 

anthropology, it declares that the the public sector mindset has changed, and that 
development on GNI can coexist with defence functions, in harmony with nature, aboriginals 
and the new city development (Ch 4C-162). It is to be noted that the Shompens and some 
groups of the Nicobarese community still engage in barter system; they do not use currency 
and do not engage in business. This large-scale development will therefore come at the cost 
of the two indigenous communities, the local fishing communities, the small-scale farmers, 
the threatened and endemic flora and fauna who have called GNI their home for thousands 
of years. 
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D. Impact assessment and mitigation measures of the power plant

i. The report states that GNI generally devoid of vertebrate fauna. Apart from wild pigs,
monkeys and snakes, there are no other vertebrates in this area and so the impact on the
vertebrate fauna will be marginal (C4D-107). Even with this assumed low vertebrate
diversity, the report has completely ignored the discussion of the impacts of the four
projects and mitigation measures on small mammals like the ‘Endangered’ Nicobar tree
shrew, Tupaia nicobarica and the ‘Data deficient’ Nicobar spiny shrew, Crocidura nicobarica.
There is also no mention of how the project will have an impact on bats like the
‘Endangered’ Anderson’s Roundleaf bat Hipposideros pomona, the endemic Black-eared
flying fox, Pteropus melanotus, the Malayan large flying fox, Pteropus vampyrus and the
‘Near Threatened’ Island flying fox Pteropus hypomelanus. Rodent species like the
‘Vulnerable’, Palm Rat, Rattus palmarum have also not been mentioned nor have the
herpetofauna species like the ‘Endangered’, Nicobar worm lizard, Dibamus nicobaricum and
Nicobarese tree frog, Polypedates insularis or the endemic Shompen frog, Limnonectes
shompenorum.

ii. It is mentioned that as per ZSI study, the area is rich in avifauna and it is apparent that when
the area will be cleared of forest, the birds have a tendency to migrate to a more suitable
habitat for relocation (C4D-107). This is also a very unscientific statement that does not
consider the impact of such massive clearing of forests on the abundance, richness and
assemblage of bird species. According to one study by Watson and Dawson, (2004),
deforestation and habitat degradation affect the bird communities in Madagascar, with
edge-sensitive bird species, mainly frugivores and insectivores getting the most affected. As
per some studies, the effects of deforestation on the pathogens in birds may have resulted
in several avifauna going extinct due to infectious diseases and island endemics are
particularly threatened by this phenomenon (Sehgal, 2010). Moreover, the results of
landscape transformation can have confounding impact of Avian malaria, other
haemosporidian parasites and viruses (Sehgal, 2010).

iii. The report suggests that if any reticulated python/snakes, are encountered, the same will be
reported to the forest department for relocation in other suitable habitats (C4D-107).
However, there are several studies that discuss the issues with reptile translocation (Cornelis
et al., 2020) It is observed that mitigation translocation has a history of high failure rates
(Sullivan et al., 2015), and particularly for reptiles and amphibians where translocation is
successful only in 41% of attempts (Germano & Bishop, 2009).  Moreover, translocated
reptiles show higher mortality rates than resident individuals, which is attributed to aberrant
movement patterns, stress, disease, and inability to survive winters for species, where
finding adequate hibernacula are a priority (Nowak et al., 2002; Brown et al., 2008; Massei
et al., 2010; Harvey et al., 2014; Sullivan et al., 2015). Studies also point out that
translocation influences survivorship and space use in snakes. The translocated snakes show
higher activity ranges and travel greater distances over time (Wolfe et al., 2018).

iv. The report mentions that since power plant is located near the river mouth there may a
short-term increase in suspended solids and decrease in dissolved oxygen near the discharge
point due to runoff from construction area causing a temporary decrease in the
photosynthetic activity of Phyto-planktons, rise in conditions and food chain modification
(C4D-108). However, the Shompen often visits the near to the site on the Galathea river for
drinking water and even fishing. Any alterations to the source of food and water of the
Shompens will be in violation of the ANI Shompen policy (2015).
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v. The western flank of the Galathea beach where the leatherback turtle nests, is about 1.5 km
from the edge of the power plant boundary and is separated by sporadic dense for forest
and riverine vegetation. Therefore, the power plant construction will have no deleterious
impact on the nesting of the leatherback turtles. Again, there are no references to support
this claim.  In a study by Eguchi et, al. (2020), a power plant located in the home range of
green turtles led to decrease in turtle density and a shift in activity period from nocturnal to
more diurnal. The power plant also caused clustering of green turtles away from the plant
and closer to seagrass pastures, where there were higher chances of human-turtle
interactions like boat-strikes.

vi. The power project site is the nearest site to the Shompen habitat compared to any other
project (C4D-110). The Shompen often use the site on the Galathea river for drinking water
and even fishing. The construction phase with large number of labours and limited project
management, it will be difficult to keep a check on the workers coming in contact with the
Shompens. This will make the Shompens prone to disease transmission, exposure to
addictive substances, mockery and exploitation. At no point under mitigation measures is
there a mention of a programme or a workshop to sensitize these workers before they are
brought into the island, something which the currently floating population of GNI also
needs. If this project is approved, it will be equivalent to turning a blind eye to what
happened with the Jarawas when the Andaman trunk Road was constructed and the A&N
administration was apprehended by the Supreme Court of India and the Survival
International.

vii. The report states that the Nicobarese have assimilated themselves (C4D-111) and there is no
assessment or mitigation of any project activity on the Nicobarese, based on this very flawed
view. The Nicobarese are a heterogenous community with different dialects used even on
the same island. There are parts of Great Nicobar, where the Nicobarese still practice their
traditional way of life and are wary of any outsiders mingling with them. The Tsunami of
2004, exposed the Nicobarese to living close to mainland settlers where they were subject
to ridicule and judgement. This pushed a lot of Nicobarese to adopt a more modern way of
life and now they lead a dichotomous existence between tradition and modernity (Saini,
2013; Gupta, A. 2016). And this will happen all over again with the Nicobarese living in
Chingen village, if the project is approved.

viii. Under mitigation measure to prevent the labours contacting the Shompens, it is suggested
that the forest and tribal area should be guarded and even barricaded with barbwires, if
necessary (C4D-11). This statement made by the EIA consultant shows their ignorance
towards the rights of the indigenous people and the non-existent literature review done
before making these suggestions. It will be illegal, unethical and immoral to use a barricade
and restrict a nomadic hunter, gatherer community which has called the island its home for
about 40,000 years!

(3) Comments on the erroneous Environmental Cost Benefit Analysis

i. The cost-benefit analysis has not been done for all the alternatives of the ICTT as dictated in
the ToR, but only the sites chosen by the project proponent keeping in mind the economic
factors. Besides, the cost-benefit analysis under the section for ‘Ecosystem services losses
due to proposed forest diversion’ only includes the net present value (NPV) of the forest
land being diverted. There is no consideration of the degradation of marine habitat including
loss of ecosystem service of coral reefs and mangroves which includes natural barriers from
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erosion, salt water ingression, etc. The CBA also hasn’t considered the economic valuation of 
turtle nesting beaches, fisheries in reefs, or any biodiversity as was directed by the ToR. The 
CA scheme which is to be carried in Madhya Pradesh, is not taking into account the valuation 
of the primary productivity and carbon sequestration function of an old growth Tropical wet 
evergreen forest and Littoral and Swamp forest of Great Nicobar which is much higher than 
the Tropical Moist, Tropical dry, Tropical Thorn and Sub-tropical broadleaved Hill forest 
types that are dominant in Madhya Pradesh. 

 
ii. Under the Cost Benefit analysis (9.2, C9-1), Table-A: Estimation of cost of forest diversion, 

the cost of Compensatory Afforestation is calculated as Rs.96,706 lakhs. However, directly 
below the table, while summating the costs, the amount for compensatory afforestation and 
soil & moisture conservation is given as 78,450.00 lakhs, which is less than the cost of 
compensatory afforestation alone. There is a deficit of Rs. 18,256 lakhs from the total cost 
without considering the cost of soil & moisture conservation which is not given 
independently. 

 
iii. The cost of habitat fragmentation is NIL and there is no justification given for this. 

 

iv. As per the Handbook of Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 and Forest Conservation Rules, 2003 
(Guidelines & Clarifications; MoEFCC, 2019), in pursuance of the orders of 29th Oct 2002 of 
the Supreme Court in Writ Petition (Civil) No. 202/95 in addition to the funds realized for 
compensatory afforestation, the Net Present Value (NPV) of forest land diverted for non-
forest purposes is also to be recovered from the user agencies, for undertaking forest 
protection, other conservation measures and related activities. The calculation of NPV will 
then be based on the table given below. 

 
 

 
 

v. Even by the argument that the National Parks and the WLS have been de-notified, by their 
own admission, the diversion of 13075 hectares of forest land was done to accommodate 
the holistic development of GNI. Even if the said forest does not fall under a PA, it still is a 

Source: MoEFCC, 2019 
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primary Tropical Wet Evergreen Forest of Eco-class I and Eco-class II and so the cost of forest 
diversion should also be considered.  

vi. It seems likely that the decision to divert 130.75 sq. km of forest land by de-notifying
Galathea WLS and reducing the area under Campbell Bay NP and Galathea NP was taken
partly to circumvent having to bear the cost of diverting forest land falling under a Protected
Area. Besides, if all costs are fairly considered, the cost of the project will exceed the
benefits by manifolds.

vii. As per the Environment Management Plan about 12-20 hectares of mangrove patch is
present at proposed location of the port. According to Chand, et al., (2013) the value of

mangroves per hectare in A & N Islands is more than INR 0.2 million. The economic value of
the turtle beaches of Andaman and Nicobar is estimated to be around 58,260 crores which

includes provisioning services (consumptive value), regulating services (non-consumptive
value) and cultural services.

(4) Notes on possible impacts of the projects on migratory birds and marine mammals

A. Comments on the impact on migratory birds

As per the EIA report, the 34 waders or shorebirds reported from coastal areas, especially the 
mangrove regions. The report further states that these birds are neither endemic nor are they rare 
or endangered or threated and they were never found in large groups, presumably during the short 
survey conducted by the EIA consultant. The report also says that there are no fresh water wetlands 

in Great Nicobar which is not true. As per the National Wetland Atlas: Andaman & Nicobar Islands, 
(SAC, ISRO, 2009), there are approximately 2.20ha of inland wetlands in the island as seen in the 
figure below. It is important to note that the two wetlands fall under the proposed sits for the 

Source: Chand et al., 2013 
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power plant and the airport. It seems that the consultant opines that least-concerned, under-studied 
and data-deficient birds will not face any impact due to the project and so are not worthy of a fair 
assessment or mitigation measures.  
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

i. Impact of habitat destruction on migratory birds 

Forest fragmentation is linked to lower reproductive rates in migratory birds due to increased 

predation and parasitism, amongst other factors (Robinson et al., 1995; Donovan et al., 1995). 

Both these studies also show that populations in highly fragmented forests (sinks) are 

dependent upon immigration from other populations (sources) for reproduction. Runge et al. 

(2015) highlight the importance of protected area networks in the annual cycles of migratory 

species, as unprotected linkages in the cycle can affect the entire population of the migratory 

species (Runge et al., 2014). 

ii. Impact of oil spillage on migratory birds 

Case study – Exxon Valdez spill in Alaska, March 1989. Total kill was initially estimated between 

100,000 to 300,000, with some populations being entirely wiped out (Piatt et al., 1990). The oil 

took some days to spread and affect other areas such as Gulf of Alaska, with large numbers of 

birds, especially gulls, seen coated in oil. Other causes of destruction include ingestion of oil and 

exposure of nests/breeding areas to oil. Various populations showed adverse effects of the oil 

spill even 10 years after the incident, with some populations still not having returned to pre-spill 

levels (Irons et al.,2000). 

iii. Impact of port related activity on migratory birds 

Construction of harbours and jetties along with other associated human impact showed nearly 
10% decline in species in a study (Yrjölä et al., 2018), therefore emphasizing the significance of 
EIA prior to such projects in order to minimize adverse effects on the ecology of the area, lack of 
which can lead to greater loss of biodiversity. Increase in noise has been shown to decrease 
numbers of birds (Reijnen et al. 1995). Artificial lights at night associated with the port and 
harbour operations will lead to subsequent light pollution, which has been shown to cause 

Wetland Atlas of southern Great Nicobar showing the location of two inland 

wetlands (circled in black; Source: SAC, ISRO, 2009) that are located on the site 

for the power plant and the airport 
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stranding of seabirds (Rodríguez et al., 2017), disrupt circadian rhythms (Raap et al., 2015) and 
change flight behaviour (Bruderer et al., 1999). 
 

B. Comments on the impact on marine mammals (Dolphins, whales and dugongs) 

 

i. The period of time over which the EIA has been conducted (8 days of quick primary survey 

and the baseline study in March) falls grossly short of providing a complete picture of marine 

mammal species.  

ii. To ascertain marine mammal diversity, ideally one season of systematic surveys in the 

waters of GNI needed to be conducted to provide an estimate of species diversity and space 

use patterns of marine mammals from the region. This is because marine mammals may 

occupy certain areas seasonally based on regional food availability and life-cycle 

requirements. 

 

iii. We understand that the time provided to conduct the EIA was less than that but even in that 

case the EIA fails to mention any form of systematic sampling for marine mammals and also 

fails to provide sources for its documentation of three marine mammal species which is 

highly inaccurate.  

iv. With such inadequate baseline research from the proposed site on marine mammals who 

are listed in the Schedule 1 of the Wildlife protection Act (1970), it will be reckless to go 

ahead with such large habitat modifying activities. 

 

v. The EIA mentions the presence of three marine mammal species from the whole of GNI, viz., 

the Dugong, False killer whale and the Common dolphin, but as mentioned in the attached 

document, there are anecdotal stranding and sighting records of at least five species of 

marine mammals, viz. the Indo-pacific bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops aduncus), Spinner 

dolphin (Stenella longirostris), Pan-tropical Spotted dolphin (Stenella attenuata), Rissos 

dolphin (Grampus gresius), False killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens) and the Killer whale 

(Orcinus orca). These have been reported from GNI waters and apart from these there are 

two whale species that have also been reported from the waters of Nicobar Islands. They are 

the Vulnerable Sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus) and an unidentified baleen whale 

(Balenoptera sp.) 

 

vi. Because most marine mammals are free ranging in their habit their ranges can span over 

thousands of kms, any species found within the Nicobar archipelago should be considered in 

the GNI assemblage of species as well; at least till the time more intensive systematic 

surveys are conducted to assess marine mammal diversity. Therefore, instead of three, the 

total number of species of marine mammals from GNI comes up to nine, including the 

Dugong. 

 

vii. Bottlenose dolphins (Tursiops aduncus) have been recorded from the coastal waters of 

Great Nicobar Island (anecdotal data with multimedia documentation available). They are a 

coastal species which tend to show high site fidelity and are vulnerable to disturbances in 

their coastal habitats. Since a large part of the project influences coastal waters of south and 

south east GNI, it is imperative that more thorough examinations of this species population 

be carried out in the proposed area. If gone unchecked, the port construction and the 

planned 24hr dredging activities will potentially permanently displace populations of these 

dolphins from the area. 
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viii. Impact due to port construction activities: The EIA mentions that port construction activities

will be timed outside sensitive seasons of marine mammal migrations but no effort has been

undertaken so far to study migrations in the region. What are these periods when port

construction activities will be avoided?

ix. The Nicobar archipelago is one of the last reserves of undisturbed marine mammal

populations in the world and that is largely because pressures such as vessel traffic is limited

in the area. Once the port is constructed the area will be bombarded with vessels of all

shapes and sizes. The EIA completely forgets to consider how the marine mammals of the

area will be impacted by the vessel traffic induced by the transhipment port. This worldwide

is one of the most considered aspects of biological assessments for sea-based infrastructure

development.

x. How is the ship traffic going to be regulated? How will they avoid vessel strikes with marine

mammals? How are the noise levels of the ships going to be managed in a way to least

impact coastal cetaceans? These are some of the many unanswered questions that need to

be asked.

xi. This report completely disregards the well-being of marine mammals from the region. If at

all these largely undisturbed populations of dolphins and whales are to be safeguarded, a

more critical study needs to be undertaken. Going ahead with the project on the basis of the

present knowledge collected by this EIA will lead to an irreversible loss of diversity before

we even fully understand it. The table below shows some sighting and stranding records of

marine mammals from Nicobar and GNI.

(5) Notes on the specific habitat requirements of the Nicobar Megapode

i. The Nicobar Megapode with two subspecies Megapodius nicobariensis nicobariensis and M.
n. abbotti, both of which are endemic to the Nicobar Islands (Sankaran 1995). The
megapodes show a unique characteristic of incubating their eggs in incubation owing to
which, they have particular habitat requirements (K. Sivakumar and R. Sankaran 2012).

A simple search on the open access database points to some of the species sighted from Nicobar 

waters.  http://www.marinemammals.in/database/sightings-and-strandings/ 
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ii. They construct mounds made of sand, loam, coral bits and rotting vegetation inside which 

eggs are laid. In the 1995 study conducted by Sankaran, out of the 188 active mounds, 97% 
were found within 100 m and 80% within 60 m of the beach, wherein the habitat present is 
classified as the “coastal forest” which is consists of both rain forest and deciduous species 
(Thothathri, 1962; Anil Bharadwaj 2015). 

 
iii. The microhabitats of Pandanus spp. and mixed stands were found to be highly preferred for 

mound construction (Sivakumar and Sankaran 2012). Microhabitats dominated by 

Pandanus, Macaranga, and Dracaena stands were preferred for breeding as well as foraging 

in both dry and wet seasons of the year (Sivakumar and Sankaran 2012). 

 

iv. The maintenance of mound temperature at a constant rate is essential for successful egg 

incubation (Sivakumar & Sankaran, 2003), and any impact of nearby sea water on incubation 

temperature could adversely influence the hatching success and thereby lead to further 

population declines. 

 

v. Across the globe, habitat loss is caused majorly due to anthropogenic interferences 

(Castellatta et al.2000). Growing townships and villages, constructing roads, airstrips and 

infrastructure for defense establishments, expansion of coconut plantations has all resulted 

in the loss of habitat, which is the single biggest threat to megapodes Sankaran 1995. The 

conversion of coastal forest to coconut plantations harms the megapode’s primary nesting 

habitat Sankaran 1995. According to Sankaran 1995, The biggest threat is the proposal to 

make Great Nicobar a free-trade port and to create a dry dock and refuelling base for 

international shipping at the mouth of Galathea river, which, if carried out will destroy the 

ecology of Andaman and Nicobar Islands (Sankaran, 1995,1997; Vijayan et al. 2000).  

 

vi. Mainlanders, especially labourers who work on construction projects often trapped 
megapodes as seen during Project Yatrik on Great Nicobar, With the phasing out of the 
project along with improved implementation of Wildlife Protection laws, hunting -pressures 
declined Sankaran 1995. Nicobar Megapodes also face localized hunting pressures from Thai 
poachers who also collected eggs, in parts of Tillanchong, Great and Little Nicobar. Snares 
for megapode and wild pig Sus scrofa nicobarica had been observed in the north eastern 
coast of Great Nicobar and most mounds near Thai camps (Sankaran 1995).  

 
vii. Most of the mound-nests found which were constructed post the tsunami were significantly 

smaller in volume than those present during the study by Sankaran in 1994 (Sivakumar, 
2010). The Restoration of suitable habitat is critical for the long-term viability of the Nicobar 
megapode population. Owing to the declining numbers, continued habitat destruction and 
hunting the Nicobar megapode should now be qualified to be categorized as Endangered on 
the IUCN Red List Sivakumar, 2010. 

 
(6) Comments on the impact on Giant leatherback turtles 
 

In the South Asian region, an average of 1,000 leatherback nests is found across the 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands over the years, making this a significant nesting population in 
the South Asian region — and the only one in India. Nesting locations for these creatures 
requires offshore bathymetry and obstructions, slope and elevation of the beach. (Roe, J. H., 
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Clune, P. R., & Paladino, F. V. (2013) The same paper also writes that nesting is negatively 
impacted by “removal of natural vegetation and construction of jetties, seawalls, buildings 
and other structures [as this] disrupts natural beach accretion and erosion cycles, ultimately 
leading to a reduction in beach width, slope and elevation from loss of sand.” 

The port project area also overlaps with the nesting locations of leatherback turtles in 
Galathea National Park. To build the port, workers will have to excavate the soil, will operate 
heavy vehicles, transport construction materials, etc. – all of which will alter the local 
ecology, and directly or indirectly affect the leatherback turtles, according to the ZSI report. 
Though the remedy for artificial illumination stated is sodium vapour lights, this regulation is 
not always enforced and does not discount lights from possible surrounding traffic that is 
bound to follow. Disoriented hatchlings will also require constant monitoring and assistance 
to be steered back to the sea. The Kakinada port’s illumination has grossly affected the 
orientation of adult Olive Ridleys while compromising hatchling life (Deccan Chronicle, 
2016).  

The EIA report has listed Dhamra, Paradip, Kakinada, Kolkata ports as successful examples of 
sporadic sea turtle nesting in the nearby sites in spite of these operational ports. But various 
research articles and reports from these ports suggest a different narrative. 

A. Sea turtles and the Dhamra Port

The reality of efforts and involvement behind the impact assessment for Dhamra port had 
been questionable and negligible from the start. The port exists at a distance of less than 
15km from Gahirmatha marine sanctuary one of the world’s largest nesting sites for Olive 
Ridleys. Greenpeace’s 40-day ecological survey in 2007 came across 2000+ dead turtles 
apart from frogs, snakes, horseshoe crabs and dolphins all killed owing to mechanized boats 
near the port site (Mukherjee, 2007). January 2019 recorded the deaths of 600 Olive Ridley 
turtles in Gahirmatha Marine Sanctuary due to trawling from illegal fisheries (New Indian 
Express, 2019). More recently in February, 2021, 800 turtles were found dead in the 
sanctuary with causes that suggested trawls, fishing nets, and plastics (New Indian Express, 
2021). 

B. Sea turtles and the Paradip Port

Paradip Port, one of India’s major ports was a mangrove forest, nature’s barricade against 
coastal erosions. In 2017, it was demarcated as being “severely polluted” by the Central 
Pollution Control Board in India. Three dumping sites close to the Olive Ridley nesting by 
Jayshree Chemicals Ltd were found in contempt of the scientific disposal guidelines. The 
Gahirmatha beach was 32km long when measured in 1977 versus the drastic reduction to 
950 metres by 2010 caused by copious amounts of sand dredging.  

In 2011, 5-6 turtles were seen grappling for space in a 1sqmt area causing interferences to 
other dug up nests (Bera, 2011). In September, 2009, the port witnessed a major oil spill 
incident after a vessel carrying 24000 tons of iron ore tipped over into the bottom of the 
sea. The oil spill threatened destruction to the Olive Ridley nesting site at the Gahirmatha 
sanctuary since there were already traces of dead marine life surfacing by the shores 
(Satapathy, 2009). However, had the oil spill coincided with the hatching period, it would 
have without a doubt spelled disaster with the hatchlings crawling through the oil sludge on 
the coast. Not soon after in 2010, MV Malavika carrying coal from Indonesia hit a barge 
while unloading causing a leak. The spill reached the mouth of Rushikulya, where an Olive 

Page 168 of 202



18 of 25 
 

Ridley hatching was expected 2 weeks later (New Indian Express, 2010). January, 2020, 
officially reported more than 200 dead Olive Ridleys on shores near Paradip port due to 
trawlers in mechanized boats (Hindustan Times, 2020) following another massacre in 
January 2021, with close to 800 bodies of sea turtles were recorded to have collected over 
the coast of Orissa in the Gahirmatha sanctuary and Nasi beach (Senapati, 2021). 
 
C. Sea turtles and the Hope Island, Kakinada 
 
In January 2017, the beaches on Hope Island saw 54 dead turtles wash up on shore in just a 
single month owing to illegal trawl nets (Sankar, 2017). The consistent dredging activities by 
Kakinada Sea Ports Limited has caused severe soil erosion at Hope Island. Decrease in 
distance between the Agha lighthouse and the sea water, fading away of 500 island 
plantations for the prevention of soil erosion and a significant 50 metre gap between the 
head and tail ends of the island are all cause for concern from repetitive and relentless 
dredging (Srinivas, 2011). Andhra Pradesh Marine Fishing (Regulation) Rules, 1995 states 
that no mechanized vehicle longer than 15m is allowed to operate within 25km of the coast 
and that mechanized boats must employ the use of a TED (Turtle Excluder Device) - 
intervention methods that are neither followed nor enforced. 
 
D. Importance of coastal waters for the life-cycle of turtles 

The nesting is the period when a female turtle comes to lay her eggs on the shore. It is not a 

solitary event and a single female maybe lay multiple times during one nesting season. 

Between laying two clutches/nests the female generally uses the nearshore waters of the 

site to feed and rest. Even after the nesting cycle the female may use the vicinity of the same 

beach to recuperate before undertaking migrations again. Once the nests start hatching, the 

hatchlings are known to spend their initial days/months in the nearshore coastal currents. 

Exposing the turtles to such high levels of anthropogenic activities at such a vulnerable stage 

will potentially increase the chances of juvenile mortality in the population. And not just the 

females and the juveniles, even male turtles are known to use the nearshore waters in the 

pre-nesting season for courtship.  The entire cycle of courtship pre-nesting and post-nesting 

of these turtles are in a lot of areas dependent on the coastal habitat. 

This EIA treats the nesting beach as the only place which needs to be safeguarded whereas, 

it is the beach and the surrounding coastal waters which also need to be safeguarded from 

such habitat modifying activities. The planned project has a radius of 10km into the sea. It is 

safe to say that the turtles not just use the beach but also the coastal waters for these 

critical aspects of their life cycle which go on for about 6 months of the year. How do the 

developers plan to protect the turtles at various stages of development during the 

construction of the port and its related activities? It is unscientific reasoning on the part of 

the developers and the institutions involved in the EIA to think that the construction 

activities, dredging and the induced ship traffic are ok to be carried out when that same area 

is being used by such an endangered population of sea turtles. 

The National Marine Turtle Action Plan 2021-26 lists the Andaman and Nicobar Islands as an 
important Marine Turtle habitat with nest predation and bycatch being the only threat 
factors. The very first objective of the action plan is to “Reduce direct and indirect cause of 
marine. Turtle mortality”. Ironically, the plan also clearly demarcates activities like coastal 
development (construction of ports, industries, jetties etc) and pollution (plastic debris from 
port constructions, resorts and tourism etc) as direct threats from on shore activities. 
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Offshore activities that act as threat include but are no limited to - oil spills, bycatch, 
industrial waste, destruction of habitat and disturbance from vessel movement etc. 
 
The ZSI report clearly states that there are long term and irreversible effects of pollution as 
well as dredging and though the claim is to regulate these effects, previous examples of 
ports have factually stated otherwise. It is imperative we take into consideration the vision 
and mission towards a healthy marine ecosystem outlined by our very own Ministry of 
Environment, Forest & Climate Change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(7) Comments on the lack of SWM system in the island and the problem of plastic pollution 

A recent study conducted by Krishnakumar, et al. (2019) points out that there was a significant 
number of plastic debris was found at the beaches of the Andaman and Nicobar Archipelago when 
compared with the listed locations worldwide. The investigation of the plastic litters suggested that 
the significant contribution of the debris was due to increased shipping activities and improper 
handling of solid wastes from urban areas of the Andaman and Nicobar Archipelago, and 
international borders/neighbouring countries.  
 
According to this study the beaches along the sites for the proposed project are already grappling 
with the problem of plastic waste. As shown in the figure below,  “the maximum population of 
plastic debris was noticed at Laxmanpur Beach (405 particles) and B-Quarry Beach (335 particles), 
followed by Laxmi Nagar Beach (275 particles). All the sampling sites were considerably polluted 
with plastic litter (>20%) except for Gandhinagar and Shastrinagar. The percentage of the available 
plastic litters in the Nicobar Island sector ranged from 26.2% to 31.6%. Irregular shaped plastics were 
predominant in the macro-sized varieties in Laxmanpur beach, B-Quarry beach and Laxminagar 
beach. However, the maximum population of pellet-shaped plastics was noticed at sampling site 
Laxminagar beach (Fig. 4d). The high population of polyethylene and polypropylene was noticed 
throughout the Nicobar Island sector. Factors such as Current/wind direction, location of the 

Post nesting migratory route of the turtles. © Bansal, M., M. Manoharakrishnan and K. Shanker 

2017. 
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sampling point, beach profile, and local geomorphological settings play a significant role in the 
distribution of plastic litters along the coast. The total number of microplastics in this sector was ~88 
particles. The distribution of the plastics was in the following order: polyvinyl chloride (43) > 
polystyrene (58) > others (121) > nylon (128) > polyethylene (550) > polypropylene (669)” 
(Krishnakumar, et al. 2019). 
 

Any activities of these beaches resulting in more waste will only compound the situation severely 

affecting the coastal and marine biota. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure showing the 5 sampling locations on the Great Nicobar Island that were sampled to monitor plastic debris 

Page 171 of 202



21 of 25 

References 

Andrews, H.V., S. Krishnan & P., Biswas. (2006a). Distribution and status of marine turtles in the Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands. In: Marine Turtles of the Indian Subcontinent (eds. Shanker, K. & C. Choudhury), pp. 33-57. Universities Press, 
Hyderabad. India 

Anil K. B. (2015). Recent Sightings of Great Nicobar Crake Rallina Sp. Nov. and Nicobar Megapode Megapodius 

nicobariensis at Great Nicobar Island. Ela Journal of Forestry and Wildlife, 4(2):16-17. 

Assessment of coastal and marine ecosystem goods and services – linking coastal zone management to ecosystem services 
in India: Turtle nesting grounds. (2018-2019). Integrated Social Sciences and Economics (ISE) Division, National Centre for 
Sustainable Coastal Management, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change Government of India 
Atlantic Chesapeake Biological Laboratory. (2019). Tracking Turtles with telemetry. Retrieved from 
https://www.umces.edu/content/tracking-turtles-telemetry 

B. Bruderer, D. Peter, T. Steuri. (1999). Behaviour of migrating birds exposed to X-band radar and a bright light beam. J Exp
Biol 1: 202 (9): 1015–1022. doi: https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.202.9.1015

Bansal, M., M. Manoharakrishnan and K. Shanker. (2017). Promoting conservation of sea turtles in India at a national scale 

through a network of partners and index sites. Project report submitted to the USFWS. Madras Crocodile Bank Trust and 

Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore. 49 pages. 

Bera, S. (2011, April). Nowhere to nest. Retrieved from https://www.downtoearth.org.in/coverage/nowhere-to-nest-33248 
Blakeway, D.R., (2005). Patterns of mortality from natural and anthropogenic influences in Dampier corals: 2004 cyclone 
and dredging impacts, In: Stoddart, J.A., Stoddart, S.E. (Eds.), Corals of the Dampier Harbour: Their Survival and 
Reproduction During the Dredging Programs Of 2004, pp. 65–76. 

Brown, T. K., Lemm, J. M., Montagne, J., Tracey, J. A. & Alberts, A. C. (2008). Spatial ecology, habitat use, and survivorship 
of resident and translocated red diamond rattlesnakes (Crotalus ruber). The Biology of the Rattlesnakes, 377-394. 
Burger, J. (1983). Jet aircraft noise and bird strikes: Why more birds are being hit. Environmental Pollution Series A, 
Ecological and Biological, 30, 143-152. 

Sivaperuman and G. Gokulakrishnan (2017). Eight new records of birds from Great Nicobar Island, Andaman & Nicobar 
Islands. Rec. zool. Surv. India: Vol. 117(1)/ 73-77, 2017 DOI: 0.26515/rzsi/v117/i1/2017/117285. 

Castellatta, M., Sodhi, N. S., & Subraj, R. (2000). Heavy extinctions of forest avifauna in Singapore: lessons for biodiversity 

conservation in southeastern Asia. Conservation Biology 14 (6): 1870–1880. 

Central Asian Flyway Action Plan, Country Report – India, (2005) CMS/CAF/Inf.4.13. 6htmlalists/articleshow/5048214.cms 

Chandrakasan Sivaperuman, G. Gokulakrishnan, P. C. Rasmussen, and P. Parthipan. (2018). Avifauna of Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands with an Updated Checklist. © Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd. 2018 93 In: C. Sivaperuman, K. 
Venkataraman (eds.), Indian Hotspots, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-6983-3_6.  

Dara, H. W. & Douglas, G.C. (2001). Biological Effects of Suspended Sediments: A Review of Suspended Sediment Impacts 

on Fish and Shellfish with Relation to Dredging Activities in Estuaries, North American Journal of Fisheries Management, 

21:4, 855-875, DOI: 10.1577/1548-8675(2001)021<0855:BEOSSA>2.0.CO;2 

David B. Irons, Steven J. Kendall, Wallace P. Erickson, Lyman L. McDonald, Brian K. Lance. (2000) Nine Years After the Exxon 
Valdez Oil Spill: Effects on Marine Bird Populations in Prince William Sound, Alaska, The Condor, Volume 102, Issue 4, Pages 
723–737. https://doi.org/10.1093/condor/102.4.723 

Deccan Chronicle. (2016, May). No safety for turtles at nesting beach in Kakinada. Retrieved from 
d-in-odisha-since-january-75383

Dodge, R. E. and J.R. Vaisnys. (1977). Coral populations and growth patterns: Responses to sedimentation and turbidity 

associated with dredging. J. Mar. Sci 35: 715-730.DOI 10.1007/s10669-015-9557-2. 

Donovan, T. M., Thompson, F. R., Faaborg, J., & Probst, J. R. (1995). Reproductive Success of Migratory Birds in Habitat 
Sources and Sinks. Conservation Biology, 9(6), 1380–1395. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2387184 

Page 172 of 202

https://www.umces.edu/content/tracking-turtles-telemetry
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.202.9.1015
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/coverage/nowhere-to-nest-33248
https://doi.org/10.1093/condor/102.4.723
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2387184


22 of 25 
 

Drey, K. M., Martin, J. A., Belant, J. L., DeVault, T. L., & Blackwell, B. F. (2014). Interactions Between Wildlife and Civil 
Aircraft in Mississippi. Southeastern Naturalist, 13(1), 156–165. http://www.jstor.org/stable/26454382 
 
Drey, K. M., Martin, J. A., Belant, J. L., DeVault, T. L., & Blackwell, B. F. (2014). Interactions Between Wildlife and Civil 
Aircraft in Mississippi. Southeastern Naturalist, 13(1), 156–165. http://www.jstor.org/stable/26454382 
 
Eguchi, T., Bredvik, J., Graham, S., LeRoux, R., Saunders, B. and Seminoff, J.A. (2020) Effects of a power plant closure on 

home ranges of green turtles in an urban foraging area. Endang Species Res 41:265-277. https://doi.org/10.3354/esr01027 

Germano, J. M. & Bishop, P. J. (2009). Suitability of amphibians and reptiles for translocation. Conservation Biology 23(1), 7-
15. 
 
Gupta, A. (2016). Nicobarese Tribe in Transition: Between Primitive and Modern. International Journal of Research in Social 
Sciences. Vol. 6 Issue 11, November, ISSN: 2249-2496 
 
Harvey, D. S., Lentini, A. M., Cedar, K. & Weatherhead, P. J. (2014). Moving massasaugas: insight into rattlesnake relocation 
using Sistrurus c. catenatus. Herpetological Conservation and Biology 9(1), 67-75. 
 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/environmental-conservation/article/abs/disposal-in-the-deep-sea-analogue-of-

nature-or-faux-ami/C224B074FA5E792EEB2D7E0395629556 

J. Stronkhorst, F. Ariese, B. van Hattum, J.F. Postma, M. de Kluijver, P.J. Den Besten, M.J.N. Bergman, R. Daan, A.J. Murk 

and A.D. Vethaak. (2003). Environmental impact and recovery at two dumping sites for dredged material in the North Sea. 

Environmental Pollution, Volume 124, Issue 1, Pages 17-31, ISSN 0269-7491, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0269-

7491(02)00430-X. 

James E.M. Watson, Robert J. Whittaker and Terence P. Dawson. (2004). Habitat structure and proximity to forest edge 

affect the abundance and distribution of forest-dependent birds in tropical coastal forests of southeastern Madagascar, 

Biological Conservation, Volume 120, Issue 3, Pages 311-327, ISSN 0006-3207. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2004.03.004. 

Jari, C., Tom, P. & Philip, W.B. (2021). Killing them softly: a review on snake translocation and an Australian case study. 
Herpetological Journal, Volume 31 (July), 118-131. 
 
John, F. P., Calvin, J.L., William, B., Marshal, K. and David, R.N. (1990). Immediate Impact of the 'Exxon Valdez' Oil Spill on 
Marine Birds, The Auk, Volume 107, Issue 2, Pages 387–397. https://doi.org/10.2307/4087623 
 
Jones, D.N., Dekker, R.W.R.J., and Roselaar, C.S. (1995). The megapodes. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
 
Kefford, B.J., Zalizniak, L., Dunlop, J.E., Nugegoda, D., Choy and S.C. (2010) How are macro-invertebrates of slow flowing 
lotic systems directly affected by suspended and deposited sediments. Environ Pollut 158:543–550. 
 
Kemp P, Sear D, Collins A, Naden P, Jones I. (2011). The impacts of fine sediment on riverine fish. Hydrol Process 25:1800–
1821. 
 
Klegarth, Amy & Fuentes, Agustin & Jones-Engel, Lisa & Marshall, Greg & Abernathy, Kyler. (2021). The Ethical Implications, 

and Practical Consequences, of Attaching Remote Telemetry Apparatus to Macaques. 10.1017/9781107449824.005. 

Leatherback Turtle. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species/leatherback-turtle 
Linnell, M. A., Conover, M. R., & Ohashi, T. J. (1996). Analysis of Bird Strikes at a Tropical Airport. The Journal of Wildlife 
Management, 60(4), 935–945. https://doi.org/10.2307/3802396 
 
Linnell, M. A., Conover, M. R., & Ohashi, T. J. (1996). Analysis of Bird Strikes at a Tropical Airport. The Journal of Wildlife 
Management, 60(4), 935–945. https://doi.org/10.2307/3802396 
 
Massei, G., Quy, R., Gurney, J. & Cowan, D. (2010). Can translocations be used to mitigate human-wildlife conflicts? In 
Wildlife Research Vol. 37, 428-439. 
 
Megapodius nicobariensis. Oryx 44 (01): 71. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605309990810. 

 

Page 173 of 202

http://www.jstor.org/stable/26454382
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26454382
https://doi.org/10.3354/esr01027
https://doi.org/10.2307/4087623
https://doi.org/10.2307/3802396
https://doi.org/10.2307/3802396
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605309990810


23 of 25 

Michael E. Kjelland, Christa M.,Woodley, Todd M. Swannack, and David, L. Smith. (2015). A review of the potential effects 
of suspended sediment on fishes: potential dredging-related physiological, behavioural, and transgenerational 
implications. Environ Syst Decis 35:334–350 

Ministry of Earth Sciences (MoES) (2009). Report on use of Satellite data for detection of violation of land use along the 
Coastal Regulation Zone and Impact of Port structures on Shoreline changes. Report submitted to Submitted to Ministry of 
Environment and Forests (MoEF), Integrated Coastal and Marine Area Management (ICMAM) Project Directorate and 
Indian National Centre for Ocean Information Services (INCOIS), Hyderabad Ministry of Earth Sciences, Government of 
India. 

Mohan, G. R. (2019, October). Kakinada fishers grapple with pollution, climate change and unemployment. Retrieved from 
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/climate-change/kakinada-fishers-grapple-with-pollution-climate-change-and-
unemployment-67383 

Mukherjee, K. (2007, June). Greenpeace says Indian port killing rare turtles. Retrieved from 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-india-port-turtles-idUSDEL3823420070608 

National Wetland Atlas: Andaman & Nicobar Islands, SAC/RESA/AFEG/NWIA/ATLAS/04/2009, Space Applications Centre 

(ISRO), Ahmedabad, India, 190P. 

New Indian Express. (2010, April). Oil spill at Gopalpur. Retrieved from  
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/odisha/2010/apr/14/oil-spill-at-gopalpur-14599 

New Indian Express. (2019, January). 600 dead Olive Ridleys wash ashore in two days in Odisha. Retrieved from  
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/odisha/2019/jan/31/600-dead-olive-ridleys-wash-ashore-in-two-days-
1932401.html 

New Indian Express. (2021, February). Orissa High Court forms panel to study Olive Ridley deaths. Retrieved from 
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/odisha/2021/feb/27/orissa-high-court-forms-panel-to-study-olive-ridley-
deaths-2269676.html 

Nowak, E. M., Hare, T. & McNally, J. (2002). Management of ‘‘nuisance’’ vipers: effects of translocation on Western 
Diamond-backed Rattlesnakes (Crotalus atrox). Biology of the Vipers, 533-560. 

PBS&J, (2008). Best management practices (BMPs) for construction, dredge and fill and other activities adjacent to coral 
reefs. Southeast Florida Coral Reef Initiative, Maritime Industry and Coastal Construction Impacts Focus Team, 126pp. 

Perinchery, A. (2022, January). In Great Nicobar, an EIA Points the Way for a Megaproject. Retrieved from 
https://science.thewire.in/environment/great-nicobar-integrated-development-project-galathea-bay-leatherback-turtles-
eia-incomplete-cherry-picked/ 

Pollock, F.J., Lamb, J.B., Field, S.N., Heron, S.F., Schaffelke, B. and Shedrawi, G. (2014). Sediment and Turbidity Associated 

with Offshore Dredging Increase Coral Disease Prevalence on Nearby Reefs. PLoS ONE 9(7): e102498. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0102498 

Puthur, J.J. (2007). Coastal sediment dynamics. Presentation at “Consultation on Restoration and Protection of Tamil Nadu 
and Pondicherry Coastline” organised by Auroville Coastal-area Development Centre and Pondicherry Citizens Action 
Network on 3 November, 2007 at Auroville, Pondicherry, India. 

R. N. M., Sehgal. (2010). Deforestation and avian infectious diseases. J Exp Biol, 15; 213(6): 955–960. Published online 2010 

Feb 26. doi: 10.1242/jeb.037663 

R., Reijnen, R., Foppen, C., Ter Braak, and J., Thissen. (1995). Effects of car traffic on breeding bird populations in woodland. 
III. Reduction of density in relation to the proximity of main roads: Journal of Applied Ecology [J. APPL. ECOL.], Vol. 32, No.
1, pp. 187-202.

Raap, T., Pinxten, R. & Eens, M. (2015). Light pollution disrupts sleep in free-living animals. Sci Rep 5, 13557 
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep13557. 

Robinson, S.K., Thompson, F.R., 3rd, Donovan, T.M., Whitehead, D.R. and Faaborg, J. (1995). Regional forest fragmentation 

and the nesting success of migratory birds. Science. 267 (5206):1987-90. doi: 10.1126/science.267.5206.1987. PMID: 

17770113. 

Page 174 of 202

https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/climate-change/kakinada-fishers-grapple-with-pollution-climate-change-and-unemployment-67383
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/climate-change/kakinada-fishers-grapple-with-pollution-climate-change-and-unemployment-67383
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-india-port-turtles-idUSDEL3823420070608
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/odisha/2021/feb/27/orissa-high-court-forms-panel-to-study-olive-ridley-deaths-2269676.html
https://www.newindianexpress.com/states/odisha/2021/feb/27/orissa-high-court-forms-panel-to-study-olive-ridley-deaths-2269676.html
https://science.thewire.in/environment/great-nicobar-integrated-development-project-galathea-bay-leatherback-turtles-eia-incomplete-cherry-picked/
https://science.thewire.in/environment/great-nicobar-integrated-development-project-galathea-bay-leatherback-turtles-eia-incomplete-cherry-picked/


24 of 25 

Rodríguez, A., Holmes, N.D., Ryan, P.G., Wilson, K.-J., Faulquier, L., Murillo, Y., Raine, A.F., Penniman, J.F., Neves, V., 
Rodríguez, B., Negro, J.J., Chiaradia, A., Dann, P., Anderson, T., Metzger, B., Shirai, M., Deppe, L., Wheeler, J., Hodum, P., 
Gouveia, C., Carmo, V., Carreira, G.P., Delgado-Alburqueque, L., Guerra-Correa, C., Couzi, F.-X., Travers, M. and Corre, M.L. 
(2017). Seabird mortality induced by land-based artificial lights. Conservation Biology, 31: 986- 
1001.  https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12900 

Rodriguez, S. and A. Sridhar (2010). Harbouring Trouble: The Social and Environmental Upshot of Port Growth in India. 
Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore, p 62. 

Rodriguez, S., & Sridhar, A. (2008, September). Dhamra Port: How Environmental Regulatory Failure Fuels Corporate 
Irreverence. Ashoka Trust for Research in Ecology and the Environment. Retrieved from https://www.dakshin.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/02/iotn8_SRAS.pdf 

Roe, J. H., Clune, P. R., & Paladino, F. V. (2013). Characteristics of a Leatherback Nesting Beach and Implications for Coastal 
Development. Chelonian Conservation and Biology, 12(1), 34–43. https://doi.org/10.2744/ccb-0967.1 

Runge, C.A., Martin, T.G., Possingham, H.P., Willis, S.G. and Fuller, R.A. (2014), Conserving mobile species. Frontiers in 
Ecology and the Environment, 12: 395-402. https://doi.org/10.1890/130237 

Runge, C.A., Watson, J.E., Butchart, S.H., Hanson, J.O., Possingham, H.P. and Fuller, R.A. (2015). Protected areas and global 
conservation of migratory birds. Science. Dec 4;350(6265):1255-8. doi: 10.1126/science.aac9180. PMID: 26785490. 

Sahoo, K. (2014). Deregulation in development project: A case of Dhamra port project in Odisha. Ocean & Coastal 
Management, 100, 151–158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.08.003 

Saini, A. (2013). Post-tsunami Socio-cultural Changes among the Nicobarese: An Ethnography of the Nicobarese of the 
Southern Nicobar Islands. TISS Working Paper No. 1. 

Sankar, K. N. M. (2017, January). Hope Island is a graveyard for Olive Ridleys. Retrieved from-
https://www.thehindu.com/news/national/andhra-pradesh/Hope-Island-is-a-graveyard-for 
-Olive-Ridleys/article17023877.ece

Sankaran, R. (1995). The Distribution, Status and Conservation of the Nicobar Megapode Megapodius Nicobariensis. 
Biological Conservation 72 (1): 17–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(94)00056-V. 

Sankaran, R. (1995). The distribution, status, and conservation of the Nicobar megapode Megapodius nicobariensis. 
Biological Conservation 72:17–25. 

Sankaran, R. (1997). Developing a Protected Area Network in the Nicobar Islands: The Perspective of Endemic Avifauna. 
Biodiversity and Conservation 6 (6): 797–815. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BIOC.0000010403.03662.9a. 

Satapathy, R. (2009, September). Oil spill off Paradip coast worries environmentalists. Retrieved from 
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/oil-spill-off-paradip-coast-worries-environment 

Schiavina, A. (2007). Coastal erosion at Pondicherry and Tamil Nadu. Presentation at the “Consultation on Restoration and 
Protection of Tamil Nadu and Pondicherry Coastline”, organised by Auroville Coastal-area Development Centre and 
Pondicherry Citizens Action Network on 3 November, 2007 at Auroville, Pondicherry, India. 

Sekhsaria, P. (2021). Location, Port Design Could Spell Doom for Turtles at Galathea Bay: Experts. Retrieved from 
https://science.thewire.in/environment/location-port-design-leatherback-turtles-nesting-site-galathea-bay/ 

Senapati, A. (2021, February). At least 800 Olive Ridleys dead in Odisha since January. Retrieved from 
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/wildlife-biodiversity/at-least-800-olive-ridleys-dea 
d-in-odisha-since-january-75383

Sivakumar, K. & Sankaran, R. (2003). Incubation mound and hatching success of the Nicobar megapode Megapodius 
nicobariensis. Journal of the Bombay Natural History Society, 100, 375–387. 

Sivakumar, K. & Sankaran, R. (2003). Incubation mound and hatching success of the Nicobar megapode Megapodius 
nicobariensis. Journal of the Bombay Natural History Society, 100, 375–387. 

Sivakumar, K. (2010). Impact of the 2004 Tsunami on the Vulnerable Nicobar Megapode 

Page 175 of 202

https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12900
https://www.dakshin.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/iotn8_SRAS.pdf
https://www.dakshin.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/iotn8_SRAS.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2744/ccb-0967.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/130237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(94)00056-V
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BIOC.0000010403.03662.9a
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/oil-spill-off-paradip-coast-worries-environment
https://science.thewire.in/environment/location-port-design-leatherback-turtles-nesting-site-galathea-bay/
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/wildlife-biodiversity/at-least-800-olive-ridleys-dead-in-odisha-since-january-75383
https://www.downtoearth.org.in/news/wildlife-biodiversity/at-least-800-olive-ridleys-dead-in-odisha-since-january-75383


25 of 25 

Smith, A., Foster, T., Corcoran, E. and Monkivitch, J. (2007). Dredging and material relocation in sensitive coral 
environments. In: Proceedings, 18th World Dredging Congress (WODCON XVIII), May 27 – June 1, 2007. Lake Buena Vista, 
Florida USA, pp. 945–955. 

Stoddart, J.A. and Stoddart, S.E. (Eds.) (2005). Corals of the Dampier Harbour: Their survival and reproduction during the 
dredging programs of 2004. M Science Pty Ltd., University of Western Australia, Perth, Western Australia. 

Subhash, C., R.C. Srivastava, P. Krishnan, and S Dam Roy. (2013). Valuation of mangrove services of Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands, India. Basic Research Journal of Agricultural Science and Review ISSN 2315-6880 Vol. 2(6) pp. 130-137. Available 
online http//www.basicresearchjournals.org  

Subramanian, R., & Sivakumar, N. (2008, October). The Dhamra port and the Case of olive ridley turtles. NA. 
Sullivan, B. K., Nowak, E. M. & Kwiatkowski, M. A. (2015). Problems with mitigation translocation of herpetofauna. 
Conservation Biology 29(1), 12-18. 

Thothathri, K. (1962). Contributions to the flora of the Andaman and Nicobar Islands. Bull Bot Surv India. 4(1–4):281–296. 

Vijayan, L. (2009). Conservation of Birds of the Andaman & Nicobar Islands. 5 (4): 5. 

Yrjölä, R.A., Tanskanen, A.O., Sarvanne, H., Vickholm, J., & Lehikoinen, A. (2018). Can common forest bird species tolerate 

disturbances in neighbouring areas? A case study of the Vuosaari Harbour construction in southern Finland. Ornis Fennica, 

95, 49-60. 

Zoological Society of India. (2021, June). The holistic development in great Nicobar island and conservation of island faunal 
diversity. New Delhi, India: Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change. WWF India. (n.d.). Olive Ridley Turtle. 
Retrieved from https://www.wwfindia.org/about_wwf/priority_species/lesser_known_species/olive_ridley_turtle/ 

Page 176 of 202

https://www.wwfindia.org/about_wwf/priority_species/lesser_known_species/olive_ridley_turtle/


Page 177 of 202



Page 178 of 202



Page 179 of 202



Page 180 of 202



The Daily Telegrams dated 
27-12-2021 Page 181 of 202



The Dweep Samachar dated 01-01-2022

Page 182 of 202



Saheel ki Aur dated 05-01-2022

Page 183 of 202



Arthik Lipi dated 
31-12-2021

Page 184 of 202



10FINANCIALEXPRESS

WWW.FINANCIALEXPRESS.COM SATURDAY, JANUARY 8, 2022

I arrive at a conclusion
not an assumption.

Inform your opinionwith
detailed analysis.

indianexpress.com

The Indian Express.

For the Indian Intelligent.

PRESS NIT NO. 46 (2021-22)
Press Notice Tender

Further details in this regard can be seen at https://govtprocurement.delhi.gov.in.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER)

Advt. No. J.S.V. 976 (2021-22)

Sd/- (SUDHIR KUMAR)

Executive Engineer(T) M-3

S.

No.
Name of Work

Amount put to

Tender/

Estimated cost

EMD/

Tender Fee

Date of release of

tender procurement

solution/ I.D No.

Last date/time of

receipt of bid through

e-procurement solution

1.

Repairing of old damaged/ corroded

water connection in ward no. 22 in AC-

05 Badli constituency under ACE(M)-3

Rs. 68,54,248/-

Rs.

1,37,100/-

Rs. 1000/-

06.01.2022

2022_DJB_214264_1

17.01.2022

Upto 3.00 PM

“STOP CORONA: Wear Mask, Follow Physical Distancing, Maintain Hand Hygiene”

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (TENDERING) M-3
DELHI JAL BOARD : GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI

H-BLOCK : SECTOR-15 : ROHINI : DELHI-89
E-mail Id: eetenderingm3.djb@gmail.com Press NIT NO:- 01 (2021-22)

S.

No.

Name of Work Amount

put to

tender

Earnest Money

(EMD) and

Tender fees

Date & Time for Pre-bid

meeting

Date of release of

tender in E- pro-

curement solution

Last date /time

of receipt of

tender

1. Providing comprehensive architectural and

Engineering consultancy services. Design and

Project Management Consultancy for Raw Water

Intake & Pump House. 636 MLD (140 MGD)

Water Treatment Plant at Wazirabad.

Lump-

Sum

EMD

Rs.24,62,000/-

Tender Fee

Rs.1500 /-

17.01.2022 at 3.00 P.M in

the office of CE( Water)

Proj.II, Varunalaya Phase-

II, Karol Bagh, Delhi

110005

Tender ID no.

2022_DJB_214325_1

dated 06-01-22.

07.02.2022

up to 3:00 PM

OFFICE. OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (EAP)-III

DELHI JAL BOARD, GOVT OF NCT OF DELHI

O.H.T. ASHOK VIHAR, NEW DELHI 110052

The NIT is available with bid forms and other details at http://govtprocurment.delhi.gov.in. Further information. if any till be

uploaded on website.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER) Sd/-

Advt. No. J.S.V. 973 (2021-22) Executive Engineer (C) DR-IlI

Stop Corona, Wash Your Hands, Wear Mask, Maintain Social Distancing

ANDAMAN & NICOBAR ADMINISTRATION
POLLUTION CONTROL COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY

Dollygunj, Port Blair-744 103, Tel/Fax: 250370
E-mail: dstpcc-andamans@nic.in

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic
Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar
Islands”

Whereas, M/s Andaman and Nicobar Islands Integrated Development

Corporation Limited (ANIIDCO), has applied for obtaining

Environmental Clearance under Environment Impact Assessment

Notification 2006 for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island

in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” which includes -

i. Integrated Development of International Container Transshipment

Terminal (ICTT)-14.2 Million TEU

ii. Greenfield International Airport (4000 Peak Hour Passengers-PHP)

iii. Township & Area Development

iv. 450 MVA Gas and Solar based power plant

in 16610 ha Great Nicobar Islands, Nicobar District at Great Nicobar

Island, District Nicobar Taluka Campbell Bay

And whereas, the notification no. S.O. 1533(E) dated 14-09-2006

provides that projects, specified in schedule appended to the

notification, shall not be undertaken unless it has been accorded

Environmental Clearance by the Ministry of Environment & Forests,

Climate Change Govt. of India.

And whereas, the above projects come in the category of projects

requiring the Environmental Clearance from Ministry of Environment &

Forest and Climate Change under EIA 2006, , Scheduled 7(e) Ports,

Harbours, breakwaters, dredging; 7(a) Airports; 1(d) Thermal Power

Plants; and 8(b) Townships and Area Development Projects.

And whereas, the Appendix-IV appended for the notification aforesaid

provides for Public Hearing by the State Pollution Control Board

(SPCB) or the Union Territory Pollution Control Committee (UTPCC)

inviting suggestions/views/comments/objections from the affected

persons before Ministry of Environment & Forest and Climate change,

Govt. of India takes up the case for the Environmental Clearance. Now,

therefore, Andaman Nicobar Administration Pollution Control

Committee (ANPCC) invites suggestions/views/comments/objections

from the persons likely to be affected by the grant of Environmental

Clearance which shall include local authorities, association of person

likely to be affected by the project and environmental groups within

26.01.2022. The EIA report / summary of proposed projects can be

seen / studied by interested persons in the office of the District

Magistrate (Nicobar), The Rural Development and Panchayat, The

District Industries Office, Port Blair, The Special Officer/Administrator ,

Gram Panchayat Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar Tehsil, Nicobar District,

The Divisional Forest Officer (Campbell

Bay, Nicobar Division, The Department of Education, A&N

Administration, The Tribal Council Office(Campbell Bay), The ANPCC

office (Department of Science and Technology, Dollygunj, Port Blair) the

Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (C), MoEF&CC,

Regional Office (SEZ), Ist & IInd Floor, Handloom Expert Promotion

council-34, Cathedral Garden Road Nungambakkam, Chennai-34 on all

working days during office hours for submitting written suggestions to

the ANPCC and the Executive summary of the project can also be seen

at website of A & N Administration (www.andaman.gov.in) and

Department of Science & Technology (https://dstpcc.andaman.

gov.in/).

A Public hearing for the said projects is scheduled to be held as per

details given below:

S.No Name of the project Date & Time Venue

1. Holistic Development of Great

Nicobar Island in Andaman &

Nicobar Islands” including

Integrated Development of

International Container

Transshipment Terminal

(ICTT)-14.2 Million TEU along

with Greenfield International

Airport (4000 Peak Hour

Passengers-PHP), Township

& Area Development and 450

MVA Gas and Solar based

power plant in 16610 ha Great

Nicobar Islands, Nicobar

District at Great Nicobar

Island, District Nicobar Taluka

Campbell Bay, Andaman and

Nicobar Islands

27-01-2022

at 11.00 AM

Community Hall,

Gram Panchayat

Campbell Bay,

Great Nicobar

Tehsil, Nicobar

District, Andaman

and Nicobar

Islands.

(V. V. Dinesh Kumar)

Member Secretary, ANPCC
File No. 4-11/PCC/PH/2021/1038

Dated: 26 /12/2021

PRESS N.I.T. No. 42 (2021-22)

* Further details in this regard can be seen at https://govtprocurement.delhi.gov.in/nicgep/app

S.

No.

Name of Works Estimated

Cost (Rs.)

Date of release of

tender in E-

procurement solution

Last date/time of receipt of

tender through e-procurement

solution

1 Renovation and face lifting of ACE(P)-III

office block at Okhala STP.

2022_DJB_214382_1

39,76,931/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

2 Renovation and face lifting of Admin, block

at Ghitorni STP.

2022_DJB_214382_2

47,15,242/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

3 Renovation and face lifting of EE(SDW)-II

office building at Okhla STP.

2022_DJB_214382_3

39,55,845/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

4 Renovation and face lifting of Admin block

at Yamuna Vihar STP.

2022_DJB_214382_4

38,71,600/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

5 Renovation and face lifting of office block

at Vasant Kunj STP.

2022_DJB_214382_5

39,78,842/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER)
Advt. No. J.S.V.981(2021-22)

Sd/-

EX. ENGINEER (CIVIL) PLANT SDW S/E

“STOP CORONA; Wear Mask, Follow Physical Distancing, Maintain Hand Hygiene”

DELHI JAL BOARD: GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (CIVIL) PLANT SDW S/E

SRINIWASPURI: NEW DELHI: 110065

Sd/- (Authorised Officer), for PNB Housing Finance LimitedDate: 08/01/2022, Place: TRICHY (TN)

Regd. Office: 9th Floor, Antriksh Bhawan, 22, K.G. Marg, New Delhi – 110001.
Branch Office: 3rd Floor, Prestige Emerald Building,

Lavelle Road, Bangalore 560001

We, the PNB Housing Finance Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘PNBHFL’) had issued Demand notice U/s 13(2) of Chapter III
of the Securit ization & Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002. The said Demand Notice was issued
through our Authorized Officer to all below mentioned Borrowers/Co-Borrower/Guarantors since your account has been classified as Non-
Performing(NPA)Assets as per theReserveBank of India/ National HousingBank guidelines due to non-payment of instalments/ interest. The contents
of the same are the defaults committed by you in the payment of instalments of principals, interest, etc.Further, with reasons, we believe that you are
evading the service of Demand Notice hence we are doing this Publication of Demand Notice which is also required U/s 13(2) of the saidAct. You are
hereby called upon to pay PNBHFL within a period of 60 Days of the date of publication of this demand notice the aforesaid amount along with up-to-
date interest and charges, failing which PNBHFLwill take necessary action/measures under all or any of the provisions of Section 13(4) of the saidAct,
against all or any one or more of the secured assets including taking possession of the secured assets of the borrowers and guarantors. Your kind
attention is invited to provisions of sub-Section (8) of Section 13 of the of the Securitization and Reconstruction of FinancialAssets and Enforcement of
Security Interest Act, 2002 where under you can tender/pay the entire amount of outstanding dues together with all costs, charges and expenses
incurred by the PNBHFLonly till the date of publication of the notice for sale of the secured assets by public auction, by inviting quotations, tender from
public or by private treaty. FURTHER, you are prohibited U/s 13(13) of the said Act from transferring either by way of sale, lease or in
any other way the aforesaid secured assets.

NOTICE UNDER SECTION 13(2) OF CHAPTER III OF SECURITISATION & RECONSTRUCTION OF FINANCIAL ASSETS AND ENFORCEMENT OF
SECURITY NTEREST ACT 2002, READ WITH RULE 3(1) OF THE SECURITY INTEREST (ENFORCEMENT) RULES, 2002 AMENDED AS ON DATE

Sr
No

Loan
Account
Number(s)

Name/ Address of
Borrower and
Co- Borrower

Name &
Address of
Gurantor(s)

Property(ies) Mortgaged

0019666
0004698

NA Flat No.j-802,8th Floor,mantri
W e b C i t y , n a g r e s h w a r a
Nagenahalli, Hennur Main Road,
Kothanur Village, Bangalore,
Karnataka,560077

1

Date of
Demand
Notice

26-10-2021

Amount O/s(Rs) as on
date Demand Notice

Rs. 5255109.68 (Rupees Fifty Two
Lakh Fif ty Five Thousand One
Hundred Nine and Sixty Eight Paisa
Only) as on 26-10-2021

Branch

Jayanagar " Annamalai Annamalai
& Nachal Annamalai
N o . c - 1 , K a i l a s h
Arcade ,42 , Heeber
Road, Beemanagar,
Trichy, Tamil Nadu-
620001, India"

Whilst care is taken prior to acceptance of

advertising copy, it is not possible to verify its

contants. The Indian Express (P) Limited cannot

be held responsible for such contents, nor for any

loss or damage incurred as a result of

transactions with companies, associations or

individuals adversing in its newspapers or

Publications. We therefore recommend that

readers make necessary inquiries before sending

any monies or entering into any agreements with

advertisers or otherwise acting on an

advertisement in any manner whatsoever.

“IMPORTANT”

CHENNAI/KOCHI

The Financial Express(National Daily) dated 08-01-2022
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PRESS NIT NO. 46 (2021-22)
Press Notice Tender

Further details in this regard can be seen at https://govtprocurement.delhi.gov.in.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER)

Advt. No. J.S.V. 976 (2021-22)

Sd/- (SUDHIR KUMAR)

Executive Engineer(T) M-3

S.

No.
Name of Work

Amount put to

Tender/

Estimated cost

EMD/

Tender Fee

Date of release of

tender procurement

solution/ I.D No.

Last date/time of

receipt of bid through

e-procurement solution

1.

Repairing of old damaged/ corroded

water connection in ward no. 22 in AC-

05 Badli constituency under ACE(M)-3

Rs. 68,54,248/-

Rs.

1,37,100/-

Rs. 1000/-

06.01.2022

2022_DJB_214264_1

17.01.2022

Upto 3.00 PM

“STOP CORONA: Wear Mask, Follow Physical Distancing, Maintain Hand Hygiene”

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (TENDERING) M-3
DELHI JAL BOARD : GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI

H-BLOCK : SECTOR-15 : ROHINI : DELHI-89
E-mail Id: eetenderingm3.djb@gmail.com Press NIT NO:- 01 (2021-22)

S.

No.

Name of Work Amount

put to

tender

Earnest Money

(EMD) and

Tender fees

Date & Time for Pre-bid

meeting

Date of release of

tender in E- pro-

curement solution

Last date /time

of receipt of

tender

1. Providing comprehensive architectural and

Engineering consultancy services. Design and

Project Management Consultancy for Raw Water

Intake & Pump House. 636 MLD (140 MGD)

Water Treatment Plant at Wazirabad.

Lump-

Sum

EMD

Rs.24,62,000/-

Tender Fee

Rs.1500 /-

17.01.2022 at 3.00 P.M in

the office of CE( Water)

Proj.II, Varunalaya Phase-

II, Karol Bagh, Delhi

110005

Tender ID no.

2022_DJB_214325_1

dated 06-01-22.

07.02.2022

up to 3:00 PM

OFFICE. OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (EAP)-III

DELHI JAL BOARD, GOVT OF NCT OF DELHI

O.H.T. ASHOK VIHAR, NEW DELHI 110052

The NIT is available with bid forms and other details at http://govtprocurment.delhi.gov.in. Further information. if any till be

uploaded on website.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER) Sd/-

Advt. No. J.S.V. 973 (2021-22) Executive Engineer (C) DR-IlI

Stop Corona, Wash Your Hands, Wear Mask, Maintain Social Distancing

ANDAMAN & NICOBAR ADMINISTRATION
POLLUTION CONTROL COMMITTEE

DEPARTMENT OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY

Dollygunj, Port Blair-744 103, Tel/Fax: 250370
E-mail: dstpcc-andamans@nic.in

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public Hearing for Environmental Clearance for “Holistic
Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar
Islands”

Whereas, M/s Andaman and Nicobar Islands Integrated Development

Corporation Limited (ANIIDCO), has applied for obtaining

Environmental Clearance under Environment Impact Assessment

Notification 2006 for “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island

in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” which includes -

i. Integrated Development of International Container Transshipment

Terminal (ICTT)-14.2 Million TEU

ii. Greenfield International Airport (4000 Peak Hour Passengers-PHP)

iii. Township & Area Development

iv. 450 MVA Gas and Solar based power plant

in 16610 ha Great Nicobar Islands, Nicobar District at Great Nicobar

Island, District Nicobar Taluka Campbell Bay

And whereas, the notification no. S.O. 1533(E) dated 14-09-2006

provides that projects, specified in schedule appended to the

notification, shall not be undertaken unless it has been accorded

Environmental Clearance by the Ministry of Environment & Forests,

Climate Change Govt. of India.

And whereas, the above projects come in the category of projects

requiring the Environmental Clearance from Ministry of Environment &

Forest and Climate Change under EIA 2006, , Scheduled 7(e) Ports,

Harbours, breakwaters, dredging; 7(a) Airports; 1(d) Thermal Power

Plants; and 8(b) Townships and Area Development Projects.

And whereas, the Appendix-IV appended for the notification aforesaid

provides for Public Hearing by the State Pollution Control Board

(SPCB) or the Union Territory Pollution Control Committee (UTPCC)

inviting suggestions/views/comments/objections from the affected

persons before Ministry of Environment & Forest and Climate change,

Govt. of India takes up the case for the Environmental Clearance. Now,

therefore, Andaman Nicobar Administration Pollution Control

Committee (ANPCC) invites suggestions/views/comments/objections

from the persons likely to be affected by the grant of Environmental

Clearance which shall include local authorities, association of person

likely to be affected by the project and environmental groups within

26.01.2022. The EIA report / summary of proposed projects can be

seen / studied by interested persons in the office of the District

Magistrate (Nicobar), The Rural Development and Panchayat, The

District Industries Office, Port Blair, The Special Officer/Administrator ,

Gram Panchayat Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar Tehsil, Nicobar District,

The Divisional Forest Officer (Campbell

Bay, Nicobar Division, The Department of Education, A&N

Administration, The Tribal Council Office(Campbell Bay), The ANPCC

office (Department of Science and Technology, Dollygunj, Port Blair) the

Additional Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (C), MoEF&CC,

Regional Office (SEZ), Ist & IInd Floor, Handloom Expert Promotion

council-34, Cathedral Garden Road Nungambakkam, Chennai-34 on all

working days during office hours for submitting written suggestions to

the ANPCC and the Executive summary of the project can also be seen

at website of A & N Administration (www.andaman.gov.in) and

Department of Science & Technology (https://dstpcc.andaman.

gov.in/).

A Public hearing for the said projects is scheduled to be held as per

details given below:

S.No Name of the project Date & Time Venue

1. Holistic Development of Great

Nicobar Island in Andaman &

Nicobar Islands” including

Integrated Development of

International Container

Transshipment Terminal

(ICTT)-14.2 Million TEU along

with Greenfield International

Airport (4000 Peak Hour

Passengers-PHP), Township

& Area Development and 450

MVA Gas and Solar based

power plant in 16610 ha Great

Nicobar Islands, Nicobar

District at Great Nicobar

Island, District Nicobar Taluka

Campbell Bay, Andaman and

Nicobar Islands

27-01-2022

at 11.00 AM

Community Hall,

Gram Panchayat

Campbell Bay,

Great Nicobar

Tehsil, Nicobar

District, Andaman

and Nicobar

Islands.

(V. V. Dinesh Kumar)

Member Secretary, ANPCC
File No. 4-11/PCC/PH/2021/1038

Dated: 26 /12/2021

PRESS N.I.T. No. 42 (2021-22)

* Further details in this regard can be seen at https://govtprocurement.delhi.gov.in/nicgep/app

S.

No.

Name of Works Estimated

Cost (Rs.)

Date of release of

tender in E-

procurement solution

Last date/time of receipt of

tender through e-procurement

solution

1 Renovation and face lifting of ACE(P)-III

office block at Okhala STP.

2022_DJB_214382_1

39,76,931/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

2 Renovation and face lifting of Admin, block

at Ghitorni STP.

2022_DJB_214382_2

47,15,242/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

3 Renovation and face lifting of EE(SDW)-II

office building at Okhla STP.

2022_DJB_214382_3

39,55,845/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

4 Renovation and face lifting of Admin block

at Yamuna Vihar STP.

2022_DJB_214382_4

38,71,600/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

5 Renovation and face lifting of office block

at Vasant Kunj STP.

2022_DJB_214382_5

39,78,842/- 07.01.2022 21.01.2022

up to 3.00 P.M.

ISSUED BY P.R.O. (WATER)
Advt. No. J.S.V.981(2021-22)

Sd/-

EX. ENGINEER (CIVIL) PLANT SDW S/E

“STOP CORONA; Wear Mask, Follow Physical Distancing, Maintain Hand Hygiene”

DELHI JAL BOARD: GOVT. OF NCT OF DELHI

OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE ENGINEER (CIVIL) PLANT SDW S/E

SRINIWASPURI: NEW DELHI: 110065

Sd/- (Authorised Officer), for PNB Housing Finance LimitedDate: 08/01/2022, Place: TRICHY (TN)

Regd. Office: 9th Floor, Antriksh Bhawan, 22, K.G. Marg, New Delhi – 110001.
Branch Office: 3rd Floor, Prestige Emerald Building,

Lavelle Road, Bangalore 560001

We, the PNB Housing Finance Limited (hereinafter referred to as ‘PNBHFL’) had issued Demand notice U/s 13(2) of Chapter III
of the Securit ization & Reconstruction of Financial Assets and Enforcement of Security Interest Act, 2002. The said Demand Notice was issued
through our Authorized Officer to all below mentioned Borrowers/Co-Borrower/Guarantors since your account has been classified as Non-
Performing(NPA)Assets as per theReserveBank of India/ National HousingBank guidelines due to non-payment of instalments/ interest. The contents
of the same are the defaults committed by you in the payment of instalments of principals, interest, etc.Further, with reasons, we believe that you are
evading the service of Demand Notice hence we are doing this Publication of Demand Notice which is also required U/s 13(2) of the saidAct. You are
hereby called upon to pay PNBHFL within a period of 60 Days of the date of publication of this demand notice the aforesaid amount along with up-to-
date interest and charges, failing which PNBHFLwill take necessary action/measures under all or any of the provisions of Section 13(4) of the saidAct,
against all or any one or more of the secured assets including taking possession of the secured assets of the borrowers and guarantors. Your kind
attention is invited to provisions of sub-Section (8) of Section 13 of the of the Securitization and Reconstruction of FinancialAssets and Enforcement of
Security Interest Act, 2002 where under you can tender/pay the entire amount of outstanding dues together with all costs, charges and expenses
incurred by the PNBHFLonly till the date of publication of the notice for sale of the secured assets by public auction, by inviting quotations, tender from
public or by private treaty. FURTHER, you are prohibited U/s 13(13) of the said Act from transferring either by way of sale, lease or in
any other way the aforesaid secured assets.

NOTICE UNDER SECTION 13(2) OF CHAPTER III OF SECURITISATION & RECONSTRUCTION OF FINANCIAL ASSETS AND ENFORCEMENT OF
SECURITY NTEREST ACT 2002, READ WITH RULE 3(1) OF THE SECURITY INTEREST (ENFORCEMENT) RULES, 2002 AMENDED AS ON DATE

Sr
No

Loan
Account
Number(s)

Name/ Address of
Borrower and
Co- Borrower

Name &
Address of
Gurantor(s)

Property(ies) Mortgaged

0019666
0004698

NA Flat No.j-802,8th Floor,mantri
W e b C i t y , n a g r e s h w a r a
Nagenahalli, Hennur Main Road,
Kothanur Village, Bangalore,
Karnataka,560077

1

Date of
Demand
Notice

26-10-2021

Amount O/s(Rs) as on
date Demand Notice

Rs. 5255109.68 (Rupees Fifty Two
Lakh Fif ty Five Thousand One
Hundred Nine and Sixty Eight Paisa
Only) as on 26-10-2021

Branch

Jayanagar " Annamalai Annamalai
& Nachal Annamalai
N o . c - 1 , K a i l a s h
Arcade ,42 , Heeber
Road, Beemanagar,
Trichy, Tamil Nadu-
620001, India"

Whilst care is taken prior to acceptance of

advertising copy, it is not possible to verify its

contants. The Indian Express (P) Limited cannot

be held responsible for such contents, nor for any

loss or damage incurred as a result of

transactions with companies, associations or

individuals adversing in its newspapers or

Publications. We therefore recommend that

readers make necessary inquiries before sending

any monies or entering into any agreements with

advertisers or otherwise acting on an

advertisement in any manner whatsoever.

“IMPORTANT”

CHENNAI/KOCHI
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                         N o .  4 - 1 1 / P C C / P H / 2 0 2 1 / 1 2 1 0                 
   अंडमान तथा ननकोबार प्रशासन  

                    ANDAMAN & NICOBAR ADMINISTRATION 
         प्रदू षण नियंत्रण सनिनि 

              POLLUTION CONTROL COMMITTEE 

                DEPARTMENT OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

                      Dollygunj, Port Blair-744 103, Tel/Fax: 250370 

                    E-mail: dstandamans@gmail.com, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in 

Port Blair dated the          25 January, 2022 
 

To 

The Assistant Commissioner (Campbell Bay) 

 Nicobar District 

 Andaman & Nicobar Administration  

 Ph:264264(O) 264263(F) 

 Email: campbellbayac@gmail.com 
 

Sub:    Submission of suggestions/views/comments/objections received w.r.t Public Hearing 

for Environmental clearance (EC) scheduled on 27-01-2022 for the project                           

“Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” 

under EIA Notification 2006-reg 

 
 

Sir, 

This is with reference to the Public Hearing scheduled to be held on 27th January 2022 at 

11:00 AM at Community Hall, Gram Panchayat Campbell Bay, Great Nicobar Tehsil, Nicobar 

District, Andaman and Nicobar Islands for Environmental Clearance under Environment Impact 

Assessment Notification 2006 for the project “Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island 

in Andaman & Nicobar Islands” which includes - 

i. Integrated Development of International Container Transshipment Terminal 

(ICTT)-14.2 Million TEU 

ii. Greenfield International Airport (4000 Peak Hour Passengers-PHP) 

iii. Township & Area Development  

iv. 450 MVA Gas and Solar based power plant  

in 16610 ha Great Nicobar Islands, Nicobar District at Great Nicobar Island, District Nicobar 

Taluka Campbell Bay. 

 

 

In this regard, I am directed to send copy of all the suggestions/views/comments/objections 

received by Department of Science & Technology, Dollygunj, Port Blair, South Andaman i.e., 

e-mail: dstandamans@gmail.com, dstpcc-andamans@nic.in upto 25-01-2022 05:30 PM 

through email for information and further necessary action. 

 

This may be treated as MOST URGENT. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

                         Scientist, ANPCC     

  

Environmental Clearance 

Most Urgent 
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