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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL SOUTHERN BENCH 

CHENNAI 

 

APPLICATION NO. 17 OF 2021 (SZ) 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Vipin Nath A V &Sinu C Jacob  

…………APPLICANTS     

VERSUS 

M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and others 

……………. RESPONDENTS 

 

REPLY AFFIDAVIT ON BEHALF OF THE 3rd RESPONDENT CENTRAL 

POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD (CPCB) 

I, S. Suresh, S/o S. R. Sathyanarayana, aged about 58 years, working as Scientist ‘E’ 

and Regional Director in the Regional Directorate(South) Bengaluru, Central Pollution 

Control Board, do hereby solemnly affirm and declare as under: 

 

That I am working as Scientist ‘E’ in the Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB). I am 

well conversant with the facts of the application from the records maintained by the 

offices of the CPCB. I am competent to swear this independent response on behalf of 

the CPCB. 
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That I have carefully perused a copy of the original application served on the CPCB 

and have understood the contents therein. 

 

1) That, applicants are raising allegation on various violations during the 

commissioning stage of the Propylene Derivative Petrochemical Project (PDPP) unit 

under the Integrated Refinery Expansion Project (IREP) of M/s. Bharat Petroleum 

Corporation Ltd (BPCL), Ambalamugal, Kochi. Specific violations pointed out in this 

matter are that the project is under commissioning stage without developing proper 

greenbelt and buffer zone especially in the southern side (Kakkad Kara) of the project 

site. Applicants also highlighted the continuous air, water and noise pollution 

emanating from the project commissioning activities carried out during day and night, 

causing grave issues to the public living nearby. The applicants stated that, they are 

residing very near to the BPCL project site and the pollution emanating from the project 

site due to the violation of environmental clearance (EC) conditions is affecting the 

residents for the past several months.  

 

It is humbly submitted that, the above issue was earlier referred to CPCB as public 

complaint / grievances registered in the Prime Minister Office-Public Grievance 

(PMOPG) against M/s. Bharat Petrochemical Limited (BPCL) Petro chemical Project, 

Ambalamugal, Kochi, Kerala. The complaints registered by Shri Vipin Nath A V 

(Reference Nos: PMOPG/E/2020/0727542 & PMOPG/E/2020/0727542) regarding the 

pollution and other issues with the PDPP project of M/s. BPCL, Kochi were forwarded 

to this office for follow up and for further necessary actions. On receipt of the 

grievances, the matter was referred to the Kerala State Pollution Control Board 

(KSPCB) on 25-09-2020 for factual report and to conduct a virtual meeting with the 

complainants, concerned officials of KSPCB, BPCL and CPCB representative due to 

COVID situation.  
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Accordingly, the regional office, KSPCB, Ernakulam, convened a virtual meeting on 

29-09-2020, 11.30 AM. In the virtual meeting, complainants explained the issues 

regarding the land acquisition happened in 2013-14 for the Integrated Refinery 

Expansion Project (IREP) and specific issues of air/ water pollution and noise issues 

from the project site, especially from the project commissioning activities. The 

complainants highlighted the lack of proper green belt in the project site and also 

claimed that the company representatives have not addressed their grievances 

properly. It was also brought to the notice that, high tension power lines were already 

erected in the area earmarked for green belt development. The complainants 

demanded that the company shall take up the affected people's land as they cannot 

live peacefully in the area due to the pollution and nuisance from the project site. In 

reply, BPCL representatives denied the allegations made by the complainants, stating 

that the project is still under commissioning and is not operational. However, the BPCL 

representative admitted that due to commissioning activities some sound and noise 

issues do exists. BPCL representative also claimed that 40 acres of land is earmarked 

for green belt and around 8000 tree saplings were planted. In reply to the 

complainant’s demand to acquire their land, the BPCL representative stated that the 

land acquisition of 120 acres has already completed for the project and further land 

acquisition cannot be done. Detailed note on the outcome of virtual meeting held on 

29-09-2020 is annexed as ANNEXURE R3-1.  

 

It was decided in the virtual meeting to conduct a joint site inspection and hearing by 

CPCB and KSPCB in the presence of complainants. KSPCB coordinated with the 

complainants and BPCL authorities and site inspection was mutually decided on 23-

10-2020. On the day of inspection, it was informed by the KSPCB officials that due to 

COVID issues, M/s. BPCL imposed certain restrictions and inspection of BPCL-IREP 

project site could not be carried out. Due to this, inspection/ hearing was conducted in 

the project periphery by CPCB officer in the presence of KSPCB officials on 23-10-

2020. The inspection team interacted with local residents aggrieved by the issues 



Page No: 4 
 

   

 
   

related to BPCL and took stock of the ground realities in the periphery of the project 

site. The inspection report (ANNEXURE R3-2) summarized the following 

observations: 

Air, water 

and noise 

pollution from 

the project 

site. 

Due to close proximity of residential areas to the BPCL-IREP 

project, local residents raised complaints against the commissioning 

activities which frequently results in noise and air pollution. 

However, the actual project commissioning activities could not be 

assessed, as project site inspection could not be carried out due to 

COVID restrictions imposed by BPCL on the day of inspection. It 

was observed that a water channel is flowing through the project 

site and flows along the southern boundary wall near Kakkad Kara. 

Locals alleged frequent fish kills in this water channel and an outlet 

from project site was observed in this location. 

Green belt  It was evident from the inspection around the project site, proper 

green belt is not maintained around the project site. It was also 

observed that there are restrictions like high-tension power lines, 

inadequate space inside the project location, etc. From the satellite 

images, it is quite evident that, space available inside the project 

site is insufficient for green belt development as the process/ 

storage installations are very close to the boundary walls. The claim 

of BPCL representative, that 40 acres of land has been earmarked 

for greenbelt and already 8000 tree saplings were planted could not 

be verified at the time of inspection. In the contrary, the relevant 

page of EIA report of the PDPP project (provided by the 

complainant) has put forth a commitment of 200 m wide green belt 

in the boundary of the project. The relevant page of EIA report of 

the PDPP project is enclosed as ANNEXURE R3-3. As per the EC 

clearance dated 12-05-2015, under specific condition (xxi) it is 
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obligatory to develop green belt in at least 40 acres of land in and 

around the plant premises to mitigate the effects of fugitive 

emissions all around the plant as per the CPCB guidelines. Copy of 

EC clearance is annexed as ANNEXURE R3-4. 

Buffer zone Another major allegation is that the project has been developed 

without earmarking adequate safety buffer zone around the project 

site. Since there are several residential zones around the project 

site, a setback area or buffer zone area is demanded by the local 

residents. In a location near to the Air Product’s main gate, the 

pipelines and huge storage tanks are very close to the boundary 

wall and the residential buildings are separated from the boundary 

wall by a small road. A detailed safety audit/ safety adequacy 

assessment may throw light on the compliance with respect to 

safety distance criteria and buffer zone to be maintained in the 

project layout. 

Land 

acquisition 

Another main allegation regarding the IREP project is the land 

acquisition pattern as the project site has made several pockets of 

residential clusters around the project. The complainants alleged 

that BPCL land acquisition happened in certain pockets and they 

back-tracked from acquiring complainant's land. The locals also 

maintained that the during the initial stages, BPCL committed to 

acquire their land but back-tracked from the promises made and 

acquired agriculture/ paddy lands instead. The locals claimed that 

BPCL acquired land in certain areas and project site was developed 

in such a way that certain residential pockets were created. It is 

alleged that, the residence in these pockets are enduring hardships 

due to pollution and noise issues from the commissioning activities 

of the project. Locals claims that the unscientific land acquisition 



Page No: 6 
 

   

 
   

with vested interest cramped the project site without proper buffer 

area and green belt. Some of the residential areas are surrounded 

by project site from two sides. In the virtual meeting, BPCL 

representative reiterated that they have already acquired 120 acres 

of land for the project and now they are unable to further acquire 

land due to the relevant state laws & guidelines. Now, the acquired 

land of 120 acres seems to be inadequate for developing green belt 

all around the project site. The matter may be examined by an 

appropriate committee headed by the District Magistrate. 

 

Based on the above observations, following recommendations were given in the 

CPCB inspection report:  

S.No. Recommendations 

1 The allegations levelled against the unit regarding air, water and noise 

pollution from the project commissioning activities needs to be verified and 

assessed by a thorough inspection of project site and commissioning 

activities. 

2 The absence of green belt around the project site is not in compliance with 

the specific EC condition regarding development of green belt and the 

matter has to be referred to the EC issuing authority for further necessary 

actions. 

3 The layout of installations close to the public roads and residences 

suggests that buffer zone/ area is not maintained. Proper safety distance 

criteria from the project installations needs to be evaluated by a proper 

safety adequacy assessment in line with the various OISD standards and 

PESO guidelines. A proper safety assessment may be conducted with a 

committee comprising relevant regulatory authorities. 



Page No: 7 
 

   

 
   

4 The project area seems to be inadequate to develop a proper green belt 

around the project site as committed by the project proponent and to 

maintain proper buffer zone around the site. A detailed assessment of 

project area required with respect to green belt development/ buffer zone 

in line with the stipulated EC condition and relevant safety distance 

standards applicable to petroleum installations/ industries. 

 

 

2) It is humbly submitted that, land acquisition for the BPCL's project is one of 

the main allegation by the aggrieved locals in the vicinity of the project site. The land 

acquisition pattern indeed resulted in several pockets of residential clusters around 

the project site. The complainants alleged that BPCL land acquisition happened in 

certain pockets and claimed that, BPCL back-tracked from acquiring complainant's 

land. The allegations regarding improper land acquisition is not in the purview of 

CPCB and the allegations related to this may be examined by an appropriate 

committee headed by the District Magistrate. 

 

3) During inspection/ hearing held on 23-10-2020, it was observed that a water 

channel is flowing through the project site and flows along the southern boundary 

wall near Kakkad Kara. Locals alleged frequent fish kills in this water channel and 

an outlet from project site was observed in this location. Detailed inspection/ 

investigation reports on the frequent fish kills and pollution issues in the above water 

channel may be called up from KSPCB. 

 

4) CPCB has not conducted any monitoring so far regarding the stench/ odour 

issues from the project commissioning activities. Relevant information on this may 

be called up from KSPCB as they have conducted series of monitoring due to various 

public complaints against the BPCL’s IREP project. 
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5) Relevant information on noise pollution may be called up from KSPCB as they 

have conducted noise monitoring in the wake of public complaints against the 

BPCL’s IREP project. 

 

6) It is submitted that, during the inspection conducted on 23-10-2020, it was 

observed that, proper green belt is not maintained around the project site. At the time 

of inspection, it was informed by the KSPCB officials that industry representatives 

informed them that there are some restrictions on account of petroleum installation 

safety guidelines to develop proper green belt around the project site. In view of such 

claims by the BPCL officials, it has to be clarified that, being a petroleum/ 

petrochemical industry, BPCL project has to strictly comply the safety directive 

standards imposed by OISD/ PESO/ any other safety related authorities and also 

has to comply strictly with pollution mitigation/ environmental specific conditions like 

green belt development. Citing safety guidelines for not developing proper greenbelt 

cannot be justified as it leads to the apprehension that the project proponents has 

not considered or earmarked sufficient space for developing greenbelt after making 

provisions to comply with the applicable safety distance criteria. If safety criteria are 

reasoned for not developing green belt, then it can be presumed that there may be 

issues with proper project layout, proper placement of installations, inadequate 

consideration to environmental concerns and inadequate project land for complying 

both safety criteria & environmental safeguards like a proper green belt. From the 

satellite images, it is evident that the process/ storage installations are squeezed in 

to the available project land and there are no vacant slots available for the 

development of proper green belt in many locations. In a follow-up visit held on 29-

12-2020, it was observed that several plant saplings were planted inside the project 

site in the available space. The observations of the follow-up visit are enclosed as 

ANNEXURE R3-5. Though the saplings seem to be planted recently, the area of 

plantations still may not fulfil the committed 200m green belt in the boundary of the 

project site. 
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7) The applicants' question is based on the Environmental Guidelines for 

Industries available in the public domain at the following URL: http://moef.gov.in/wp-

content/uploads/2017/06/moef_gov_in_citizen_specinfo_enguin_html.pdf 

(accessed latest on 05-02-2021). The above guideline is about general siting criteria 

for industries. Further specific clarification on green belt may be obtained from the 

EC issuing/ granting authority. 

 

8) Specific comments and clarification on the committed green belt of 200m 

width, made in the EIA report of PDPP project may be obtained from the EIA 

appraising/ EC issuing authority. 

 

9) It is submitted that, CPCB official along with concerned KSPCB officers 

carried out inspection/ hearing on 23-10-2020. Due to COVID restrictions imposed 

by BPCL, the team could not verify the ground realities inside the project site. The 

team carried out inspection of project periphery and interacted with aggrieved public 

in the vicinity of the project site. The observations and recommendations of the 

inspection report are summarised above and the detailed inspection report prepared 

is submitted as ANNEXURE R3-2. 

 

10) Based on the observation that, the project area seems to be inadequate to 

develop a proper green belt around the project site and to maintain proper buffer 

zone around the site; CPCB recommended to carry out a detailed assessment of 

project area with respect to green belt development/ buffer zone in line with the 

stipulated EC condition and relevant safety distance standards applicable to 

petroleum installations/ industries. Since, various authorities need to be involved in 

the above assessment, CPCB suggested KSPCB to constitute a committee to look 

into the matter. 
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11) As per the satellite map accessed from Google Map & Google Earth, many 

storage installations are erected close to the boundary of the project site. In many 

locations the space available for developing green belt is also inadequate. The 

specific question regarding the distance criteria of storage tank (PDE-T-601) with 

respect to the boundary wall may be clarified with the relevant authorities concerned 

with safety distance criteria for petroleum installations. 

 

12) The specific query is regarding the report submitted by MoEF&CC on the non-

compliances of EC conditions by BPCL. Further clarifications may be sought from 

the respective authority on this matter. 

 

13) Based on the satellite maps, there is gross inadequacy of space inside the 

project site to develop a 200m wide green belt as committed in the EIA report of the 

PDPP. There are restrictions like over-head, high-tension power lines in the southern 

side of the project site (Kakkad Kara) which may hinder the development of green 

belt owing to safety reasons. Moreover, the BPCL officials are highlighting that the 

safety criteria adopted in petrochemical unit is in conflict with green belt 

development, which give rise to the apprehension that the space available is 

inadequate to comply with safety distance criteria and green belt requirement. As 

per the EC clearance dated 12-05-2015, it is obligatory to develop green belt in at 

least 40 acres of land in and around the plant premises to mitigate the effects of 

fugitive emissions all around the plant as per the CPCB guidelines. 

 

14) No comments on the phased commissioning activity and start-up of the PDPP 

project of BPCL. 

 

15) No comments on the reduction of green belt width of Numaligarh refinery Ltd 

in Assam by the EC issuing authority. 
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16) No comments on the recommendations of M B Lal Committee to create a buffer 

zone around high hazard petroleum installations as the subject matter is not under the 

purview of CPCB. 

 

PRAYER 

In view of above, it is respectfully prayed that this answering Respondent No. 3, the 

Central Pollution Control Board shall abide by any order/ direction passed by the 

Tribunal. 

 

DEPONENT 

 

 

 

 

VERIFICATION 

 

It is verified that the content of this Reply Affidavit which is based on official record and 

information available in the office are true and correct. Nothing has been concealed 

therein.  

 

Signed and verified on this 08th Day of March, 2021 at Bengaluru  

 

  

COUNSEL FOR                                                                   DEPONENT 

3rd RESPONDENT      
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 Item No.01: 

BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

SOUTHERN ZONE, CHENNAI 

Original Application No. 17 of 2021 (SZ) 

(Through Video Conference) 

 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Vipin Nath, A V & Sinu C Jacob  

...Applicant(s) 

Verses 

M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation  

Limited and Others.        
         ....Respondent(s) 

Date of hearing: 25.01.2021.       

CORAM:      

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE K. RAMAKRISHNAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER 

HON’BLE MR. SAIBAL DASGUPTA, EXPERT MEMBER        

                                 

For Applicant(s):      Mr. Vipin Nath (Party-appeared-in-person) 
    

For Respondent(s): Mr. M. Kumaresan for King & Patridge for 
R1 

 Smt. V. K. Rema Smrithi through  
M/s. Nivedita S. Menon for R5  

 

ORDER 

1. The above case has been filed by the applicant, on the allegation 

that the first respondent Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited 

(BPCL), has not complied with the conditions imposed by the 2nd 

CPCB Officials
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respondent in the Environmental Clearance granted for the 

purpose of starting their unit.  On the basis of the complaint of 

the local people regarding the difficulties experienced by them on 

account of the operations of the 1st respondent unit in that area 

to the Prime Ministers’ Office, some committee was constituted 

and that committee had conducted the inspection and come to 

the conclusion that there are certain violations committed by 

them ,principal among them being that they have not developed 

the necessary green belt which is required for the purpose of  

curbing sound as well as air pollution.  So, the applicant filed 

this application seeking the following reliefs:- 

a. Direct the first respondent to develop and 

maintain proper green belt and buffer zone 

around the boundary of PDPP (South Side of 

PDPP, Kakkad Kara) as recommend by Ministry 

of Environment Forest and Climate 

Change/CPCB/KSPCB. 

b. Direct the respondent 2, 3 and 5 to take action 

against the first respondent for the violation 

committed by them. 

 

2. When the matter came up for hearing for admission today 

through Video Conference, Sri. Vipin Nath A V, first applicant 

appeared in person.  Sri. M. Kumaresan for King  & Patridge 

represented first respondent and Smt. V. K. Rema Smrithi 

through Nivedita S. Menon represented 5th respondent.    
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3. On going through the allegations in the application, we are 

satisfied that there arises a substantial question of 

environment which requires the interference of this Tribunal 

for resolving the same.  

4. In respect of the similar issue there was another case pending 

before this Tribunal in O. A. No. 265 of 2017 (N. G. Soman Vs. 

Bharath Petroleum Corporation Limited, Kochi and 5 others) and 

that case is posted to 09.03.2021 for considering the report 

submitted by the high level committee constituted on the basis 

of the compliant sent to Prime Minister’s Office by the local 

residents which was forwarded for an enquiry. Since both 

these cases are related to the same institution in respect of the 

same issue, we feel that this matter can also be admitted and 

the same can be posted along with O. A. No. 265 of 2017.  So 

the matter is admitted. 

5. Issue notice to respondents by Registered post with 

acknowledgement due, by e-mail and also by dusthi, if 

possible and produce necessary proof of such service on them 

by filing an affidavit as per rules. 

6. The applicant is also directed to serve copy of the application 

along with the documents produced to the standing counsel 

appearing for the first respondent as well as the fifth 

CPCB Officials
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respondent within a week and produce proof of such service 

by filing proper affidavit as per rules. 

7. The applicant is also directed to produce necessary requisites 

along with postal cover and necessary postal stamps before 

this Tribunal within a week, so as to enable this Tribunal to 

send notice to all the respondents through Tribunal, to ensure 

service on them, so as to enable this Tribunal to proceed 

against them, if they did not appear in their absence in 

accordance with law 

8. Since the committee’s report is of recent origin, we feel it to 

better to wait for the action that has been proposed to be 

taken by the respective Departments on the basis of the 

findings by getting the responses of the official respondents as 

well as party respondents before taking steps of any further 

inspection etc., on the basis of the allegations made in the 

application as there is already a report of the high level 

committee constituted on the basis of the compliant received. 

If the applicant is not satisfied with the findings of the 

committee, unless they were able to establish that the findings 

are not   in accordance with the ground reality, then there is 

nothing for this Tribunal to disbelieve the findings of the 

committee and rely on the same for further action.    
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9. Further, the prayer in the application is also based on the 

report of the committee only. The Tribunal in the earlier 

application had also passed order for getting the report of the 

committee mentioned above. 

10. The parties are directed to submit their independent response 

regarding the allegations made in the application  and also the 

official respondents are directed to submit their response 

regarding the action if any, proposed to be taken on the basis 

of the findings of the joint committee that has been appointed 

by them to enquire into the compliant received regarding the 

functioning and violations said to have been committed by the 

first respondent on or before 09.03.2021 by e-filing in the form 

of searchable PDF/OCR Support PDF and not in the form of 

Image PDF along with necessary hard copies to be produced 

as per rules  .  

11. The Registry is directed to communicate this order to the 

members of the committee appointed by this Tribunal in O. A. 

No. 256 of 2017 as well as the official respondent’s along with 

the copy of the application immediately thorough e-mail, so as 

to enable them to comply with the direction for filing their 

independent response to the allegations made in the 

application and also for filing their independent report as 

directed by this Tribunal. 
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12. For appearance of parties and for counter statement 

regarding the allegations made and also for filing independent 

responses along with O.A. No. 256 of 2017, post on 

09.03.2021.  

 

..................................J.M. 
(Justice K. Ramakrishnan)   

 
 
 

    .................................E.M. 
    Shri. Saibal Dasgupta) 
 
 

O. A. No.17/2021, (SZ)  
25th January, 2021. Sr. 
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Summary of virtual meeting with respect to the grievances registered at Prime Minister 

Office- Public Grievance (PMOPG) against BPCL Petro chemical Project, 

Ambalamugal, Cochin, Kerala. 

 

With respect to the communications received from CPCB H.O. regarding grievances registered 

in PMOPG portal (E/2020/0724861, E/2020/0727542 & E/2020/0837775), a letter was sent on 

25-09-2020 to the Chairman, KSPCB to arrange an online meeting with the KSPCB officials, 

BPCL representatives and the complainants. Accordingly, the regional office of KSPCB at 

Kochi, convened a virtual meeting on 29-09-2020, 11.30 AM. Following participants attended 

the meeting.   

 

 Shri M A Baiju, Chief Environmental Engineer (CEE), Regional Office, KSPCB, 

Kochi. 

 Shri K S Dinesh, Environmental Engineer, Ernakulam District Office-2, KSPCB. 

 Dr. V Deepesh, Scientist C, CPCB, Regional Directorate, Bengaluru. 

 Shri Sainath C, BPCL, Kochi. 

 Shri. Ramachandran M K. BPCL, Kochi. 

 Shri. Vipin Nath A V, Complainant. 

 Shri. Sinu Jacob, Local resident. 

 Smt. Mathu Raveendran, Complainant. 

 

The CEE of the regional office detailed the purpose of the virtual meeting and welcomed all 

the participants. The complainants were asked to explain their grievances and Shri. Vipin Nath 

A V, explained the issues starting from the land acquisition happened in 2013-14. He pointed 

out the dust pollution from the project site and stated that intensity of dust nuisance increased 

after commissioning. He explained on the water pollution in the canal and frequent fish kills. 

There is an apprehension on the quality of well water in the vicinity as this canal flows close 

to the residential area. He also stated that the reply from PMOPG says that the project is 

operational after complying relevant norms and guidelines. The complainants highlighted the 

lack of proper green belt in the project site and shown photographs and videos in support of 

their claims. It is also claimed that the company representatives have not addressed their 

grievances properly. 
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Another affected person Shri. Sinu Jacob stated that their residences are hardly 50m away from 

the industry and they are aggrieved by the noise, smell, odour nuisance and water pollution. He 

also pointed out the high tension power line in the area earmarked for green belt and asked how 

green belt would come up in such area. He stressed that the green belt development is included 

in the current project and the company cannot back track from developing a green belt as per 

the norms. He demanded that the company shall take up the affected peoples land as they 

cannot live peacefully in the area due to the pollution and nuisance from the project site. The 

CEE of the regional office of KSPCB explained the IREP (Integrated Refinery Expansion 

Project), related PDPP (Propylene Derivative Petrochemical Project) and the propylene plant 

and upcoming Polyol project of BPCL and other joint venture companies involved in the 

project. He also mentioned the related NGT case OA 265/2017 (SZ) and the related direction 

of tribunal to monitor compliance once the project is fully operational.  

 

In reply, BPCL representatives denied the allegations made by the complainants, stating that 

the plants are still under commissioning and are not operational. The company representative 

stated that the project site may be inspected by the authorities for verifying the facts. However, 

the representative agreed that due to commissioning activities some sound and noise issues will 

be there. They also pointed out that the recommendations made by the chairman of KSPCB has 

been complied with. The noise from steam blowing is taken care with muzzlers and special 

enclosures and flaring of steam also is reduced. The allegation of explosion like sound from 

the unit on 6th August, 2020 was denied by the BPCL representatives on the ground that the 

plant is not commissioned yet. It was also clarified that 40 acres of land is earmarked for green 

belt and around 8000 tree saplings were planted. The company representatives also ruled out 

the possibility of pollution and fish kill as the plants are yet to be commissioned. In reply to 

the complainant’s demand to acquire their land, the company representative stated that the land 

acquisition of 120 Acres has already completed and further acquisition cannot be done. It was 

also stated that the complainant’s house is 27m away from the boundary wall. The company 

made 23m wide canal and 4 m wide road between the project boundary and the complainant’s 

residence. 

 

Shri. M K Vishwanathan, father of the complainant Shri Vipin Nath stated that the canal/ thodu 

made by the company does not have any natural flow and the entire volume of water is from 

the industry pipeline outlet. He also reiterated the promises made by the company to acquire 

their land and the assurance of job to the qualified persons from the affected families. 
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It was decided to conduct a joint site inspection and hearing by CPCB and KSPCB in the 

presence of complainants. The CEE of the regional office informed that a joint site inspection 

shall be done on a mutually convenient date. The BPCL authorities also welcomed such 

inspections and requested to limit the number of people in the wake of COVID spread. 

Therefore, a site inspection is planned and will be coordinated by KSPCB with due care on the 

COVID protocol and social distancing norms. The date of site inspection will be decided on 

mutually convenient date. 

 

Bengaluru 

29-09-2020 
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CENTRAL POLLUTION GONTROL BOARD

qqk{sr, m \r+ ry qffidT frrtr{r, qlrril TrGFR
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST & CLIMATE CHANGE, GOW. OF INDIA

F. No. Tech/38/PC(Ker)/RDS / 2020-2l/Yol2 /efiy December 03,2020
To

The Member Secretary
Central Poliution Control Board
Parivesh Bhawan, East Arjun Nagar
Delhi-110032

(Kind attention: DH,IPC l, CPCB)

Sub: Grievances registered at Prime Minister Office-Public Grievance (PMOPG)
against BPCL Petro chemical Project, Ambalamugal, Cochiry Kerala.

Ref: Grievance regiskations PMOPG/E|202O/0724861, PMOPG/E/2020/0727542 &
P][',OPG/E12020/083n75.

Sir,
Please refer to the grievance registered in the PMOPG against BPCL Petro

chemical Project, Ambalamugal, Cochin, Kerala. The complaints registered by Shri

Vipin Nath A V (PMOPG/ry2020/0727542 & PMOPG/E/2020/0727542) and Smt.

Mathu Raveendran (PMoPG/E/2020/0$n7q regarding the pollution and other
issues have been referred to this office for further necessary actions. In this regard a

virtual meeting was conducted with concerned officials of the Kerala Board along with
representatives of BPCL and the complainants on 29-09-2020. In the virtual meeting,
it was decided to conduct a site inspection & hearing on a mutuaily convenient date.

Accordingly, CPCB official carried out site inspection & hearing in the presence of
KSPCB officials on 23-10-2020. The preliminary inspection report prepared in this
connection is submitted for further necessary actions and information.

Yours faithfullv

\TI' {tsrI 3l lz l2o2o
(S. Suresh)

Regional Director
94806721,28 / cpcbsuresh@gmail.com

Copy to:
1. The Regional Office, KSPCB, Ernakulam.
2. The District Office 2 (DO-2), KSPCB, Perumbavoor.
3. Shri. Vipin Nath A V, Complainant.
4. Smt. Mathu Raveendran, Complainant.
5. DH, IPC I, CPCB, H.O., DCIhi

d-fu frtflrfi{ f@sr) : frsf q-fi, q-8r6,, cqc q{ ftft{ f,, REqr ns, 7-*+r, hT{rE +,rit6 - \qo oeq.

Raglonll Dlredd.t. (Soulh} : ' Nlsarga Bhswan ', A€lock, l' & 2r Floors, Thimmaiah Road, 7' D - Main, Shivanagar, Bengaluru - i,ff,079.

Ei{qt( / Telophono: 0AU23233739.23233827,23233996,23233$O0,23232559,23226002,23222539, Fax : 080-23234059

t-td t g-mait : cpcoszo@yahoo.com, zobangalors.cpcb@nlc.tn

qemqirqfclq : qfi*{r rrf,{, qff.rS{ilr{, RF*- tto ol?.
Head Offlce : Parivesh Bhawan, EastArjun Nagar, Delhi - 110 032.

Ef{ffq / Telephone:011-43102030, Fax:22305793,22907078,22307079,22301932,22304948

f-t I E-mail: cpcb@nic. in trgria/ website : www.cpcb.nic.in
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REGIONAL DIRECTORATE (RD) BENGALURU 

INSPECTION REPORT ON PUBLIC COMPLAINT REGISTERED 
IN PRIME MINISTER OFFICE-PUBLIC GRIEVANCE (PMOPG) 

AGAINST M/s. BPCL PETRO CHEMICAL PROJECT, 
AMBALAMUGAL, COCHIN, KERALA. 

 

Background 

Three public complaint / grievances were registered in the Prime Minister Office-

Public Grievance (PMOPG) against M/s. Bharath Petrochemical Limited (BPCL) Petro 

chemical Project, Ambalamugal, Cochin, Kerala. The complaints registered by Shri 

Vipin Nath A V (PMOPG/E/2020/0727542 & PMOPG/E/2020/0727542) and Smt. 

Mathu Raveendran (PMOPG/E/2020/0837775) regarding the pollution and other 

issues were forwarded to this office for follow up and for further necessary actions. In 

this regard, a letter was sent to the Kerala State Pollution Control Board (KSPCB) on 

25-09-2020 for factual report and to conduct a virtual meeting with the complainants, 

KSPCB officials, CPCB representative and concerned BPCL officials. Accordingly, the 

regional office, KSPCB, Ernakulam, convened a virtual meeting on 29-09-2020, 11.30 

AM with following participants:   

 

• Shri M A Baiju, Chief Environmental Engineer (CEE), RO, KSPCB, Ernakulam. 

• Shri K S Dinesh, Environmental Engineer, Ernakulam District Office-2, KSPCB. 

• Dr. V Deepesh, Scientist C, CPCB, Regional Directorate, Bengaluru. 

• Shri Sainath C, BPCL, Kochi. 

• Shri. Ramachandran M K. BPCL, Kochi. 

• Shri. Vipin Nath A V, Complainant. 

• Shri. Sinu Jacob, Local resident. 

 Smt. Mathu Raveendran, Complainant. 
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In the virtual meeting, complainants explained the issues regarding the land 

acquisition happened in 2013-14 for the Integrated Refinery Expansion Project (IREP) 

and specific issues of air/ water pollution and noise issues from the project site, 

especially from the project commissioning activities. The complainants highlighted 

the lack of proper green belt in the project site and also claimed that the company 

representatives have not addressed their grievances properly. It was also brought to 

the notice that, high tension power lines were already erected in the area earmarked 

for green belt. The complainants, demanded that the company shall take up the 

affected people's land as they cannot live peacefully in the area due to the pollution 

and nuisance from the project site.  

 

In reply to complaints, BPCL representatives denied the allegations made by the 

complainants, stating that the plants are still under commissioning and are not 

operational. The company representative stated that the project site may be inspected 

by the authorities for verifying the facts. However, the BPCL representative agreed 

that due to commissioning activities some sound and noise issues do exist. Company 

representative also claimed that 40 acres of land is earmarked for green belt and 

around 8000 tree saplings were planted. In reply to the complainant’s demand to 

acquire their land, the company representative stated that the land acquisition of 120 

acres has already completed for the project and further acquisition cannot be done. It 

was also stated that the complainant’s house is 27 m away from the boundary wall. 

The company made 23 m wide canal and 4 m wide road between the project boundary 

and the complainant’s residence. Detailed note on the outcome of virtual meeting held 

on 29-09-2020 is annexed as ANNEXURE 1. 

 

It was decided in the virtual meeting to conduct a joint site inspection and hearing by 

CPCB and KSPCB in the presence of complainants. The BPCL authorities welcomed 

inspections and requested to limit the number of people in the wake of COVID spread. 

KSPCB coordinated with the complainants and BPCL authorities and site inspection 

was mutually decided on 23-10-2020. 
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Industry inspection: 

On the day of inspection, it was informed by the KSPCB officials that due to COVID 

issues, BPCL imposed certain restrictions and inspection of BPCL-IREP project site 

could not be carried out. Further dates for inspections were not communicated till 

date.  

 

Site inspection and hearing: 

Inspection/ hearing was conducted by CPCB official in the presence of KSPCB 

officials on 23-10-2020 and met several local residents aggrieved by the issues related 

to BPCL. The inspection team met a group of local residents at following location/ 

places around the BPCL project site. 

 

BPCL plant, project site and complainant hearing locations 

 

Location 1: The location is in the Aasramam road, Kuzhikkad, near to LPG bottling 

plant of BPC. The local residents, complained on the noise pollution and frequent gas 

leakages from bottling plant and the adjacent project site (Air Products division). They 

also raised serious apprehension on the minimum safety distance required for LPG 
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bottling plant and alleged that the plant boundary wall is just 10m away from the 

public road. Past gas leakage issues were highlighted by the public and complained 

on air and noise pollution from the plant. It was also highlighted that a Govt. school 

in this area was shifted to another location due to gas leakage accident in the past. 

Proper green belt was not observed in this region during the site visit. During 

inspection, there was a constant sound of gas cylinders being dropped from a height 

from the bottling plant. 

 

Location 2: The inspection team visited a location in Kuzhikkad, which is around 

125m away from Air Products division boundary. One of the resident in this location 

has already approached Honourable National Green Tribunal regarding issues with 

IREP project of BPCL. Green belt was not observed in the Air Product/ project 

campus. 

 

Location 1, 2 & 3 

 

Location 3: The team visited the site along the BPCL boundary wall leading to Air 

Product's main gate from the Kuzhikkad-Puthenkurishu road. Here the local 

resident's houses are separated just by a road from the boundary wall and inside the 
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BPCL campus huge pipelines are laid within few meters all along the boundary. From 

the satellite image, it was found that this area contains several storage tanks. The 

ground reality suggest that these storage tanks are within 50 to 60m from the residence 

across the road and it has to be verified whether the layout of the project is as per the 

Oil Industry Safety Directorate (OISD) standards (OISD-STD-118) or as per other 

relevant safety guidelines of OISD or Petroleum and Explosives Safety Organisation 

(PESO), Nagpur. No green belt observed all along the boundary wall and it seems 

there is no sufficient buffer area/ set back maintained in this location as the pipelines 

are installed all along the boundary wall. 

 

Location 4: The team was also intercepted by a group of locals residing in 

Ayyankuzhi, an area sandwiched between BPCL and HOCL (M/s. Hindustan 

Organic Chemicals Limited) and alleged that their plight of living between two 

petrochemical units are not addressed by either of the companies. There are no green 

belts and buffer zones in the BPCL side in this locality. 

 

Location 4 

 

Location 5: The team then visited the residence of complainant Shri Vipin Nath & Smt. 

Mathu Raveendran at Kakkad Kara, the southern side of the PDDP project complex. 
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The complaints house is across the road and drain flowing along the boundary of 

PDDP-BPCL project site. The house is 45-50m away from the boundary wall and there 

are no green belts in the area. Moreover, a high tension power line runs inside the 

project site close to the boundary. It is in this context; the local residents are raising 

apprehension on how green belt could be developed under high tension power lines. 

 

 

Location 5, 6, 7 & 8 
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Location 6: The team visited a place called Neermel, adjacent to the sulphur plant of 

IREP project. The road and residences are on elevated area and the sulphur plant is 

approximately 125m away from the public road. Public gathered here complained 

about the dust and noise pollution from the project site. Patches of natural vegetation 

and trees were observed in the boundary of the project site and it was informed that 

the land was recently acquired by BPCL and it is not a green belt as prescribed in the 

EC conditions. 

 

Location 7 & 8: Finally, the team visited some area in the western side of the PDDP 

project site and the BPCL water storage quarries. The locals claimed that the area has 

been enclosed by BPCL project site from three sides and in the event of emergencies, 

proper evacuations are not possible. In this area also, proper green belts are not 

evidenced and the flare stack in the project site is around 100-125m from the nearest 

residence. 

 

Observations: 

Noise, air & water pollution: Due to close proximity of residential areas to the BPCL-

IREP project, local residents raised complaints against the commissioning activities 

which frequently results in noise and air pollution. Several video clippings recorded 

by the nearby residents were presented during the hearing. However, the actual 

project commissioning activities could not be assessed, as project site inspection could 

not be carried out due to restrictions imposed by BPCL on the day of inspection. It is 

observed that a water channel is flowing through the project site and flows along the 

southern boundary wall near location 5. Locals alleged frequent fish kills in this water 

channel and an outlet from project site was observed near location 5. 

 

Green belt around the plant: It is evident from the inspection around the project site, 

proper green belt is not maintained around the project site. It is also observed that 

there are several restrictions like high-tension power lines, inadequate space inside 

the project location, etc. From the satellite images, it is quite evident that, there are 

grossly insufficient space for green belt development especially in locations 3, 5 & 8 as 
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the process/ storage installations are very close to the boundary walls. The claim of 

BPCL representative, that 40 acres of land has been earmarked for greenbelt and 

already 8000 tree saplings were planted could not be verified. It was informed by the 

KSPCB officials that industry representatives informed them that there are restrictions 

on account of petroleum installation safety guidelines to develop proper green belt. It 

is clarified that, being a petroleum/ petrochemical industry, BPCL project has to 

strictly comply the safety directive standards imposed by OISD/ PESO/ other safety 

related authorities and also has to comply strictly with pollution mitigation/ 

environmental specific conditions like green belt development. If the above safety 

restriction is quoted for not developing a green belt, then it has to be presumed that 

there may be issues with proper project layout, proper placement of installations, 

inadequate weightage to environmental concerns over safety and inadequate project 

land for complying both safety & environmental concerns. From the satellite images, 

it is evident that the process/ storage installations are squeezed in to the available 

project land and there are no vacant slots available for the developed as green belt in 

many locations. In the contrary, the EIA report has put forth a commitment of 200m 

green belt in the boundary of the project. As per the EC clearance dated 12-05-2015, 

under specific condition (xxi) it is obligatory to develop green belt in at least 40 acres 

of land in and around the plant premises to mitigate the effects of fugitive emissions 

all around the plant as per the CPCB guidelines. 

 

Buffer zone and safe distance criteria: Another major allegation is that the project has 

been developed without earmarking adequate safety buffer zone around the project 

site. Since there are several residential zones around the project site, a setback area or 

buffer zone area is demanded by the local residents. In location 3, the process pipelines 

and huge storage tanks are very close to the boundary wall and the residential 

buildings are separated from the boundary wall by a small road. However, the 

stipulated safety distance criteria for the petroleum/ petrochemical installations are 

coming under the purview of PESO/ OISD standards. A detailed safety audit/ safety 

adequacy assessment may throw light on the compliance with respect to safety 

distance criteria and buffer zone to be maintained in the project layout. 
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Land acquisition: Main allegation regarding the IREP project is the land acquisition 

pattern as the project site has made several pockets of residential clusters around the 

project. The complainants alleged that BPCL land acquisition happened in certain 

pockets and they back tracked from acquiring complainant's land. The locals also 

maintained that the during the initial stages, BPCL committed to acquire their land 

but back tracked and acquired agriculture/ paddy lands. The locals claimed that 

BPCL acquired land in certain areas and project site was developed in such a way that 

certain residential pockets were created. It is alleged that, the residence in these 

pockets are enduring hardships due to pollution and noise issues from the 

commissioning activities in the project site. Locals claims that the unscientific land 

acquisition with vested interest cramped the project site without proper buffer area 

and green belt. Some of the areas in location 5 & 8, are surrounded by project site from 

two sides. In the virtual meeting, BPCL representative reiterated that they have 

already acquired 120 acres of land for the project and now they are unable to further 

acquire land due to the relevant laws & guidelines. Now, the acquired land of 120 

acres seems to be inadequate for developing green belt around the project site. The 

matter may be examined by an appropriate committee headed by the District 

Magistrate. 

 

Recommendations: 

1. The allegations levelled against the unit regarding air, water and noise 

pollution from the project commissioning activities needs to be verified and 

assessed by a thorough inspection of project site and commissioning activities. 

 

2. The absence of green belt around the project site is not in compliance with the 

specific EC condition regarding development of green belt and the matter has 

to be referred to the EC issuing authority for further necessary actions. 

 

3. The layout of installations close to the public roads and residences suggests that 

buffer zone/ area is not maintained. Proper safety distance criteria from the 
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project installations needs to be evaluated by a proper safety adequacy

assessment in line with the various OISD standards and PESO guidelines. A

proper safety assessment may be conducted with a committee comprising

relevant regulatory authorities.

4. The project area seems to be inadequate to develop a proper green belt around

the project site as conunitted by the project proponent and to maintain proper

buffer zone around the site. A detailed assessment of project area required with

respect to green belt development/ buffer zone in line with the stipulated EC

condition ancl relevant safety distance standards applicable to petroleum

installations/ industries.

Date of inspection: n-7A-2020 Dr. Deepesh V

Scientist'C'

10
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Summary of virtual meeting with respect to the grievances registered at Prime Minister 

Office- Public Grievance (PMOPG) against BPCL Petro chemical Project, 

Ambalamugal, Cochin, Kerala. 

 

With respect to the communications received from CPCB H.O. regarding grievances registered 

in PMOPG portal (E/2020/0724861, E/2020/0727542 & E/2020/0837775), a letter was sent on 

25-09-2020 to the Chairman, KSPCB to arrange an online meeting with the KSPCB officials, 

BPCL representatives and the complainants. Accordingly, the regional office of KSPCB at 

Kochi, convened a virtual meeting on 29-09-2020, 11.30 AM. Following participants attended 

the meeting.   

 

 Shri M A Baiju, Chief Environmental Engineer (CEE), Regional Office, KSPCB, 

Kochi. 

 Shri K S Dinesh, Environmental Engineer, Ernakulam District Office-2, KSPCB. 

 Dr. V Deepesh, Scientist C, CPCB, Regional Directorate, Bengaluru. 

 Shri Sainath C, BPCL, Kochi. 

 Shri. Ramachandran M K. BPCL, Kochi. 

 Shri. Vipin Nath A V, Complainant. 

 Shri. Sinu Jacob, Local resident. 

 Smt. Mathu Raveendran, Complainant. 

 

The CEE of the regional office detailed the purpose of the virtual meeting and welcomed all 

the participants. The complainants were asked to explain their grievances and Shri. Vipin Nath 

A V, explained the issues starting from the land acquisition happened in 2013-14. He pointed 

out the dust pollution from the project site and stated that intensity of dust nuisance increased 

after commissioning. He explained on the water pollution in the canal and frequent fish kills. 

There is an apprehension on the quality of well water in the vicinity as this canal flows close 

to the residential area. He also stated that the reply from PMOPG says that the project is 

operational after complying relevant norms and guidelines. The complainants highlighted the 

lack of proper green belt in the project site and shown photographs and videos in support of 

their claims. It is also claimed that the company representatives have not addressed their 

grievances properly. 
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Another affected person Shri. Sinu Jacob stated that their residences are hardly 50m away from 

the industry and they are aggrieved by the noise, smell, odour nuisance and water pollution. He 

also pointed out the high tension power line in the area earmarked for green belt and asked how 

green belt would come up in such area. He stressed that the green belt development is included 

in the current project and the company cannot back track from developing a green belt as per 

the norms. He demanded that the company shall take up the affected peoples land as they 

cannot live peacefully in the area due to the pollution and nuisance from the project site. The 

CEE of the regional office of KSPCB explained the IREP (Integrated Refinery Expansion 

Project), related PDPP (Propylene Derivative Petrochemical Project) and the propylene plant 

and upcoming Polyol project of BPCL and other joint venture companies involved in the 

project. He also mentioned the related NGT case OA 265/2017 (SZ) and the related direction 

of tribunal to monitor compliance once the project is fully operational.  

 

In reply, BPCL representatives denied the allegations made by the complainants, stating that 

the plants are still under commissioning and are not operational. The company representative 

stated that the project site may be inspected by the authorities for verifying the facts. However, 

the representative agreed that due to commissioning activities some sound and noise issues will 

be there. They also pointed out that the recommendations made by the chairman of KSPCB has 

been complied with. The noise from steam blowing is taken care with muzzlers and special 

enclosures and flaring of steam also is reduced. The allegation of explosion like sound from 

the unit on 6th August, 2020 was denied by the BPCL representatives on the ground that the 

plant is not commissioned yet. It was also clarified that 40 acres of land is earmarked for green 

belt and around 8000 tree saplings were planted. The company representatives also ruled out 

the possibility of pollution and fish kill as the plants are yet to be commissioned. In reply to 

the complainant’s demand to acquire their land, the company representative stated that the land 

acquisition of 120 Acres has already completed and further acquisition cannot be done. It was 

also stated that the complainant’s house is 27m away from the boundary wall. The company 

made 23m wide canal and 4 m wide road between the project boundary and the complainant’s 

residence. 

 

Shri. M K Vishwanathan, father of the complainant Shri Vipin Nath stated that the canal/ thodu 

made by the company does not have any natural flow and the entire volume of water is from 

the industry pipeline outlet. He also reiterated the promises made by the company to acquire 

their land and the assurance of job to the qualified persons from the affected families. 
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It was decided to conduct a joint site inspection and hearing by CPCB and KSPCB in the 

presence of complainants. The CEE of the regional office informed that a joint site inspection 

shall be done on a mutually convenient date. The BPCL authorities also welcomed such 

inspections and requested to limit the number of people in the wake of COVID spread. 

Therefore, a site inspection is planned and will be coordinated by KSPCB with due care on the 

COVID protocol and social distancing norms. The date of site inspection will be decided on 

mutually convenient date. 

 

Bengaluru 

29-09-2020 
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REGIONAL DIRECTORATE (RD) BENGALURU 

FOLLOW-UP REPORT ON PUBLIC COMPLAINT REGISTERED 
IN PRIME MINISTER OFFICE-PUBLIC GRIEVANCE (PMOPG) 

AGAINST M/s. BPCL PETRO CHEMICAL PROJECT, 
AMBALAMUGAL, COCHIN, KERALA. 

 

1.0 Background 

Three public complaint / grievances were registered in the Prime Minister Office-

Public Grievance (PMOPG) against M/s. Bharath Petrochemical Limited (BPCL) Petro 

chemical Project, Ambalamugal, Cochin, Kerala. The complaints registered by Shri 

Vipin Nath A V (PMOPG/E/2020/0727542 & PMOPG/E/2020/0727542) and Smt. 

Mathu Raveendran (PMOPG/E/2020/0837775) regarding the pollution and other 

issues were forwarded to this office for follow up and for further necessary actions. In 

this regard, a report was submitted by CPCB on 23-10-2020 and during the inspection, 

the team could not inspect the project premises as BPCL imposed restrictions due to 

COVID. Later, M/s. BPCL informed through the Kerala State Pollution Control Board 

(KSPCB), to inspect green belt development in the project site. Accordingly, CPCB 

official along with KSPCB officers visited the project site on 29th December, 2020. 

 

The objective of the visit was to verify the claims of M/s. BPCL regarding green belt 

development in the project site. It was claimed that 40 acres of land is earmarked for 

green belt and around 8000 tree saplings were planted.  

 

2.0 Industry visit: 

On the day of inspection, the team comprising following officials visited the project 

site and took stock of the green belt development activities happening in the southeast 

corner, southern side and the southwest corners of the project premise.  

 Shri M A Baiju, Chief Env. Engineer (CEE), RO, KSPCB, Ernakulam. 
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 Smt. Rameena V V, Asst. Env. Engineer, Ernakulam District Office-2, KSPCB. 

 Dr. V Deepesh, Scientist C, CPCB, Regional Directorate, Bengaluru. 

 

 

Saplings planted near to the flare stack 

 

Tree saplings planted near the south-eastern boundary 
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The water channel inside the project site and the hi-tension power lines 

 

Observations: 

It was evident from the inspection carried out during 23-10-2020, there is no proper 

green belt around the project site. It is also observed that there are several restrictions 

like high-tension power lines, inadequate space inside the project location, etc. From 

the satellite images, it is evident that the process/ storage installations are squeezed 

in to the available project land and there are no vacant slots available for the developed 

as green belt in many locations.  

 

The project proponents have committed 200m wide green belt in the boundary of the 

project as per the EIA report. According to the EC clearance dated 12-05-2015, under 

specific condition numbered (xxi), it is obligatory to develop green belt in at least 40 

acres of land in and around the plant premises to mitigate the effects of fugitive 

emissions all around the plant as per the CPCB guidelines. 

 

On the southeast, southern and southwest sides of the project site, it was observed 

that the unit has planted tree saplings in the empty spaces. It is presumed from the 

sapling condition; the sapling nursery was a recent activity. The earth levelling works 
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for planting saplings were also done without complete removal of scraps and other 

materials stored in the premise. The materials/ scraps were still found scattered 

among the planted area. The sapling nurseries are in the nascent stage and will take 

2-3 years to develop as a green belt. Any activities to clear up left over scarps and 

materials may adversely affect the saplings planted in those areas. 

 

Though, the unit has taken up activities related to green belt development, the extent 

of area envisaged under green belt may not be adequate to comply with the committed 

200 m wide green belt. The south-eastern extension of project land is approximately 

250 x 450 m plot and it houses the flare stacks. In this plot, it is not possible to develop 

a green belt of 200 m in all three sides after complying safety distance criteria. 

Similarly, the minimum distance from the explosion proof control room and the 

southern compound wall near to complainants' house is approximately 360 m. With 

all the process/ storage installations in-between and overhead high tension power 

lines, it is practically not possible to develop a fully-fledged, 200m wide green belt. 

The irregular shape of the project plot with protruding extensions at south-eastern 

and southwest corner make it difficult to develop a uniform green belt with 

committed specification around the project land. 

  

 

Date of visit: 29-12-2020       Dr. Deepesh V 

          Scientist ‘C’ 
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