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REJOINDER FILED BY THE APPELLANTS 

 

The Appellants submit as follows: 

 

1. That the present rejoinder is being filed in response to the counter 

affidavit dated 27.02.2025 filed by the 1st Respondent and the counter 

affidavit dated 26.02.2025 filed by the 2nd Respondent. 

 

2. The contents of the reply statements filed by the 1st and 2nd Respondents 

are denied as false, except to the extent they relate to matters of record, 

and to the extent expressly admitted hereunder. 

 
REJOINDER TO REPLY STATEMENT OF 1ST RESPONDENT 
 
3. It is submitted that the 1st Respondent has not responded to the 

averments in the appeal on merits, and has merely paraphrased portions 

of proceedings that culminated in the issuance of the impugned 

clearance, extracted provisions of the EIA Notification, 2006, and the 1st 

Respondent’s failure to controvert the contentions in the appeal with 

evidence may be taken note of by this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

 

4. The contents of paras 1 and 2 are for the information of this Hon’ble 

Tribunal, and do not call for any reply.  

 

5. At the outset, it is submitted that both the 1st and 2nd respondents have 

failed to inform this Hon’ble Tribunal that another port has been proposed 

on the right (Northern) bank of the Sharavathi estuary at Pavinakurve. 

The impugned port of the 2nd respondent is on the left (Southern) side 

of the estuary. It is surprising that the 14 MTPA port proposed adjacent 
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to the 2nd respondent port has been suppressed in the entire clearance 

process. Information has not been provided when solicited in the form -

I. The EIA report is silent and the entire appraisal process has proceeded 

as though this port proposal never existed, vitiating the impugned EC and 

rendering the entire process otiose. Documents pertaining to this 

proposal are annexed as Annexure A21.  

 

6. Insofar as the contents of paras 3 to 5 are concerned, it is submitted that 

the 1st Respondent has only narrated facts pertaining to the previous EC, 

which are irrelevant to the determination of the validity of the impugned 

clearance.  

 

7. Insofar as the contents of paras 6 and 7 are concerned, it is denied that 

the 1st Respondent’s SEAC exercised due diligence and issued the 

impugned clearance in compliance with the law. The 1st Respondent 

admits the fact that the 2nd Respondent applied for fresh EC, as required 

by the EIA Notification, 2006. The 1st Respondent however fails to 

mention the fact that they have no powers under the EIA Notification, 

2006 to exempt the requirement of public hearing in favour of any project 

proponent, unless the Notification specifically grants such exemption. The 

attempt of the 1st Respondent to cite another illegal order of the Ministry 

of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEFCC) granting 

exemption from public hearing is of no avail, as it is trite that there is no 

equality in illegality. The 1st Respondent further admits that they relied 

upon clause 7(ii) of the EIA Notification, 2006 in order to exempt public 

hearing. A bare reading of the said clause will make it clear that it applies 

only to expansion and modernisation projects, and not to applications for 

fresh EC, such as the impugned clearance. Even for expansion or 
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modernisation projects, the 1st Respondent has not been bestowed with 

absolute powers to exempt public hearing, and such exemption can be 

granted only for projects that are specifically exempted under the said 

clause. The justification sought to be given by the 1st Respondent is 

illegal, contrary to the EIA Notification, 2006 and cannot be 

countenanced. 

 

8. The contents of para 8 are denied as false. It is submitted that once 

again, the 1st Respondent has resorted to making bald assertions without 

providing any justification or reasons to back them. The 1st Respondent 

has admitted that the Karnataka State Coastal Zone Management 

Authority (KSCZMA) only reviewed reports dated 20.09.2024 from the 

PARIVESH portal in its 46th meeting held on 21.10.2024. It is therefore 

evident that the EIA report dated 25.10.2024 was not even before the 

KSCZMA during the consideration and recommendation of the proposal. 

This fact vitiates the proceedings, and it cannot be claimed that the 

KSCZMA’s decision is valid. In the absence of EIA studies, it is not known 

how the KSCZMA could have assessed the anticipated impact of the 

project and arrived at a decision. 

 
9. It is submitted that insofar as the contents of para 9 are concerned, the 

1st Respondent has admitted that the project site is erosion-prone. In the 

absence of erosion, there is no need for mitigation measures. The 1st 

Respondent has made a very strange claim that the EIA report includes 

“comprehensive seasonal data”. It is obvious that the 1st Respondent has 

no understanding of the difference between a comprehensive EIA and a 

rapid EIA, and the mandate of the law. The 1st Respondent has failed to 

see that even the EIA report contains data from the National Centre for 

Coastal Research (NCCR) Shoreline Change Atlas, proving that the site is 

erosion prone. The reliance on the National Centre for Sustainable Coast 
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Management (NCSCM) shoreline management guidelines also does not 

enure in the benefit of the 1st Respondent, and exposes the falsity of their 

claim. The SMP referred to by the 1st Respondent itself records the 

erosion status of the shoreline as moderate to high. For the sake of 

clarity, it is submitted that erosion greater than 1 m per year is high 

erosion, as per the MoEFCC’s office memorandum (OM) dated 

03.11.2009, disqualifying the site from the establishment of the subject 

port. The factum of erosion is not disputed. Even if the rate of erosion 

were considered low or medium, the project requires comprehensive EIA 

(i.e. based on one year’s baseline data), without which the impugned 

clearance could not have been issued.  

 

10. The contents of para 10 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

the 1st Respondent has admitted that the subject site is a turtle nesting 

ground. The Coastal Regulation Zone (CRZ) Notification, 2019 makes no 

such distinctions as sought to be drawn by the 1st Respondent. If the 1st  

Respondent’s reasoning is to be accepted, no turtle nesting ground 

except the Gahirmatha  and Rushikulya in Odisha, which are witness to 

the annual phenomenon of Arribada, will qualify for protection under the 

CRZ Notification, 2019 as a turtle nesting ground. The 1st Respondent’s 

reasoning is both legally and scientifically unsustainable. The CRZ 

Notification, 2019 does not classify turtle nesting grounds into sporadic 

and otherwise. The admission that the site is a turtle nesting ground by 

the 1st Respondent is significant. The fact that the Coastal Zone 

Management Plan (CZMP) does not mark the subject area as a turtle 

nesting ground is of no relevance, as it is common knowledge that CZMPs 

across the country, including in Tamil Nadu, Karnataka etc. have not 

demarcated even areas recognised by the respective Forest Departments 

as turtle nesting grounds. Insofar as the earlier report of the NCSCM 
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report is concerned, that report itself states that it was based on 

inspection during non-nesting season (August), and it is not surprising 

that the report concluded that they did not discover any turtle nesting. 

 

11. It is submitted that in addition to the data and evidence on turtle 

nesting submitted by the appellant, information regarding turtle nesting 

available with the forest department for this coastline for 2023-2025 was 

obtained under RTI from the Range Forest Officer, Honnavar vide reply 

dated 13.03.2025, and is filed along with this rejoinder as Annexure 

A22. Recent news reports on turtle nesting at the subject stretch as 

Annexure A23. The Forest Department has erected boards stating that 

the subject beach is a “turtle nesting area”, and has built hatcheries. 

Photos of the boards, hatcheries and recent nests have been annexed as 

Annexure A24.  

 

12. The report titled “Report on water quality and biological 

parameters related to rapid marine environmental impact assessment 

studies in connection with Port development at Honnavar” by the Council 

for Scientific and Industrial Research – National Institute of 

Oceanography (CSIR-NIO) dated August 2024, produced as Annexure I 

to the EIA report of the 2nd Respondent, is irrefutable proof that the 

project site is a turtle nesting area. The report also provides evidence of 

other ecologically sensitive areas (ESAs) like seagrass beds, mangroves, 

dunes etc. Extract of this report is annexed herewith as Annexure A25.  

 
13. The contents of paras 11 to 13 are denied as false. It is submitted 

that once again, the 1st Respondent has resorted to making assertions 

sans substantiation or merit. A scrutiny of the process culminating in the 

issuance of the impugned EC would demonstrate that the mandate of the 

EIA Notification, 2006 and CRZ Notification, 2019 have been reduced to 
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a formality, and the self-serving assertions of the 1st Respondent are 

untrue. It is submitted that the impugned clearance deserves to be 

quashed, and it is surprising that the 1st Respondent has sought the 

dismissal of the present appeal with “exemplary costs”, which is 

unbecoming of a statutory authority who ought to welcome a judicial and 

merits-review of their orders.  

 

 
REJOINDER TO REPLY STATEMENT OF 2ND RESPONDENT 
 
14. The contents of para 1 are for the information of this Hon’ble 

Tribunal, and call for no reply.  

 
15. The contents of paras 2 and 3 are denied as false, and the 2nd 

Respondent is put to strict proof of the same. It is submitted that the 

appellants are persons aggrieved by the 2nd Respondent’s project, which 

would destroy their lives and livelihoods, and the sensitive ecology of the 

subject estuary. It has become a matter of routine for project proponents 

to make such allegations against any persons who seek to challenge the 

validity and vires of clearances obtained by them, in a court of law. 

Approaching courts for redressal is the right of any person, and it is 

unfortunate that such baseless, frivolous, standard-form allegations are 

raised without even bothering to substantiate the same. It is submitted 

that the present appeal is a challenge to the impugned clearance. The 

inadequacy of impact assessment studies, the failure to comply with the 

procedure mandated by law etc. are grounds to be examined by this 

Hon’ble Tribunal. The contention of the 2nd Respondent that the appeal 

is barred by res judicata and estoppel is only demonstrative of their lack 

of understanding of the scope of the proceedings, or these legal 

principles. It is submitted that the contention of the 2nd Respondent that 

the impugned clearance is an extension of the earlier EC also reveals their 
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lack of understanding of the EIA Notification, 2006. It is submitted that 

the attempt of the 2nd respondent to conjure a conspiracy is futile. The 

earlier proceedings before this Hon’ble Tribunal are a matter of record 

and it has also been mentioned in the proceedings culminating in the 

impugned order and the appeal. The photographs produced evidence 

turtle nesting in the past and also show the nesting in 2024. It is relevant 

to note that the 2nd respondent has not disputed the factum of nesting 

or the veracity of these photographs.  

 
16. The contents of paras 4 to 10 are denied as false, and they contain 

a self-serving narration of facts pertaining to various orders and 

proceedings pre-dating the impugned EC, and are irrelevant for the 

determination of the validity of the impugned clearance. These orders do 

not in any manner validate the impugned EC and the process culminating 

in it.  

 
17. The contents of para 11 are denied as false, and It is submitted 

that the 2nd Respondent is aware of the fact that they have indeed applied 

for fresh clearance and obtained the impugned EC.  

 
18. The contents of para 12 are denied as false. The present appeal is 

a statutory remedy under Section 16 of the NGT Act, 2010, and 

challenges the validity of the EC dated 31.12.2024, which was issued well 

after the disposal of the cases cited by the 2nd Respondent in order to 

falsely claim that there is an attempt to re-agitate and re-argue old 

issues.  

  

19. The contents of para 13 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

the reasons for the non-completion of the project within the validity of 

the earlier EC are completely irrelevant to the determination of the 
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present case. It is a matter of record, and the 2nd Respondent’s own 

admission that they obtained fresh EC, and the process mandated by the 

EIA Notification, 2006 for the issuance of fresh clearances thus needs to 

be followed. The reason for limiting the validity of environmental 

clearances is that the environmental conditions, especially in an eroding 

coastal area, are not static but dynamic, and the sustainability of any 

project needs to be assessed against extant environmental conditions 

and baseline data, in order that the impact of such projects on the 

surrounding environment can also be assessed with reasonable accuracy. 

 

20. The contents of para 14 are denied as false and repetitive. The 2nd 

Respondent has merely re-narrated the contents of para 12 with some 

embellishments and these assertions are irrelevant and do not answer 

the grounds raised in the appeal.   

 

21. The contents of paras 15 and 16 are denied as false and repetitive, 

and the 2nd Respondent is put to strict proof of the same, and the 

submissions made above may be read as the reply to these paragraphs 

as well. The 2nd Respondent’s attempt to defend the exemption from the 

mandatory public hearing requirement on the ground that “public hearing 

was not exempted, but earlier public hearing was incorporated” ought to 

be rejected. There is no provision in the EIA Notification, 2006 that allows 

for the “incorporation” of past public hearings for a fresh application for 

EC, and the exemption granted by the 1st Respondent is a legal nullity. 

The impugned EC is based on an EIA report prepared in 2024. It is now 

known how the 2nd respondent can even claim that the earlier public 

hearing conducted in 2012, 12 years ago is to be considered as public 

hearing of the impugned EC. These contentions are utterly without merit 

and betray the complete lack of understanding of the 2nd respondent of 
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the mandate of the EIA Notification, 2006. It is submitted that averments 

in the appeal are not repeated for the sake of brevity and may be read 

as reply to these contentions of the 2nd respondent.  

 
22. The contents of paras 17 to 19 are denied as false, and the 2nd 

Respondent is put to strict proof of the same. At the risk of repetition, It 

is submitted that the impugned EC is admittedly a fresh clearance. Since 

the entire attempt of the 2nd respondent to justify the impugned EC is 

premised on the earlier EC, the earlier EIA report prepared in 2012, at 

the outset it is submitted that the 2012 EIA report is irrelevant in the 

present context as the impugned EC was not issued based on it. The 

earlier EC has expired and fresh EC has been obtained, as mandated by 

law.  The contention that the EC which has now expired was granted 

based on “comprehensive EIA” is false and the EIA report dated February 

2012 at 1.7.2 states that baseline terrestrial and marine surveys were 

conducted during March to May 2011, thus for a period of 3 months. This 

EIA was also a rapid EIA. It is not known why the 2nd respondent is 

repeatedly attempting to mislead on matters of record.  

 

23. The 2nd Respondent has selectively cited the shoreline 

management plan of the NCSCM, without reference to the MoEFCC’s OM 

dated 03.11.2009 which classifies stretches with erosion of over 1 metre 

per year as high erosion, and prohibits the siting of ports in such 

stretches. Further, the 2nd Respondent has admitted that the NCCR 

classifies the subject shoreline as an eroding coast, and has in fact used 

the NCCR map in their own EIA report at pg. 4-6. The 2nd respondent has 

misquoted the NCSCM report. The SMP prepared by NCSCM clearly 

classifies Tonka I, Honnavara where the subject port is located as 

“Moderate to High”. It is submitted that the NCSCM report and the NCCR 

report use the threshold of erosion of 5 meter above as high erosion, 2 
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to 5 meter as moderate erosion, 0.5 to 2 meter as low erosion. Thus, 

even if the coast is marked as low erosion in these maps, the erosion rate 

of more than 1 meter, disqualifies the location for siting a port. IN 

arguendo, even if one were to ignore this fact, the factum of erosion is 

admitted and even if it were considered low or medium, a comprehensive 

EIA is mandated by law and the impugned clearance is vitiated. The 

proceedings before the Hon’ble High Court in 2021 referred to by the 2nd 

respondent predates the impugned EC and was not a challenge to the 

impugned EC. It is trite that the project’s location must be legally 

permissible and these issues were not the subject matter before the 

Hon’ble High Court. It is submitted that  the contentions of the 2nd 

respondent in this regard are without merit. Extracts of the SMP by the 

NCSCM are annexed as Annexure A26.  

  

24. Insofar as the contents of paras 20 to 22 are concerned, It is 

submitted that the 2nd Respondent has merely referred to and extracted 

certain portions of their EIA report, without responding to the averments 

made in the Appeal. The contention of the 2nd respondent that the 

impugned EC is an extension of the earlier EC is contrary to facts and law 

and in fact, their own assertions. The fact that the proposed site itself is 

a livelihood space being used by fishers for centuries has not even been 

mentioned in the EIA report, which does not even contain a true record 

of the number of houses that will be impacted by the proposed port 

connectivity road.  

 
25. The contents of para 23 are denied. The 2nd Respondent has only 

denied the assertions in the appeal as false, without providing any 

justification to support their assertion. The 2nd Respondent’s brazen 

remark that the “previous EIA contains the required details” is proof that 

the present EIA which is the basis on which the impugned EC has been 

583



granted does not contain any information in this regard. The 2012 EIA 

report is irrelevant in the issuance of the impugned EC and for the record, 

this EIA also does not address these issues. It is submitted that the 2nd 

respondent cannot rely on the previous EIA report in order to sustain the 

impugned EC, which was based on an EIA report dated 25.10.2024, and 

ought to be evaluated only on those merits.  

 

26. The contents of paras 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 and 29 are denied as false 

and repetitive, and the reply tendered above may be read as the reply to 

these paragraphs. The 2nd Respondent has not even attempted to justify 

the misplaced reliance on clause 7(ii) of the EIA Notification, 2006 to 

illegally exempt public hearing, and has engaged in a bare denial of the 

averments in the appeal, probably because no explanation can be 

provided.  Curiously, the 2nd Respondent has denied even averments such 

as the fact that “more than 12 years have lapsed since the public 

hearing”, and that “the affected parties in 2025 are different from the 

population in 2012 and they have an absolute, inalienable right to 

participate in the environmental clearance process”. It is to make a 

mockery of the law to suggest that queries and comments raised in the 

earlier public hearing can substitute the requirement of public hearing for 

a fresh EC. A public hearing has to be conducted after the EIA report is 

placed in public domain. The absurdity of the 2nd respondent’s contention 

that the 2012 public hearing is considered sufficient for the impugned EC 

based on the 2024 EIA report needs no elaboration.  

 
27. The contents of paras 30 and 31 are denied as false. I am advised 

to submit that the 2nd Respondent cannot deny the contents or findings 

in a judgment. They are matters of record.  
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28.  The contents of para 32 are denied as false and repetitive, and 

the reply tendered above on the subject shoreline being an eroding 

stretch may be read as the reply to this paragraph as well. The 2nd 

Respondent’s invocation of clause 5 of the CRZ Notification, 2019 is a 

strawman argument that is intended to divert from clause 4(vii) 

prohibiting the siting of ports in high eroding stretches and clause 8(i)(c) 

mandating comprehensive EIA for ports in low and medium eroding 

stretches of the shore.    

 

29. The contents of para 33 are denied as false, and it is submitted 

that the OM dated 03.11.2009 is the prevailing policy of the Government 

qua siting of ports and is not in conflict with the CRZ Notification,2019. 

The CRZ Notification, 2019 also prohibits ports and harbours in high 

eroding stretches. The fact that Honnavara is mentioned in the schedule 

to the OM is a matter of record but the 2nd respondent has remained true 

to form and denied this as well.  

 

30. The contents of para 34 are denied as false and are repetitive, and 

the reply above may be read as the reply to this para as well.  

 
31. The contents of para 35 are denied as false and repetitive. The 2nd 

Respondent has responded to the averment on prohibition of ports within 

10 km of CRZ-IA areas in the MoEFCC OM dated 03.11.2009, by stating 

that the subject port does not fall within the CRZ IA area, with an 

intention to mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal. It is submitted that the NCSCM 

report referred to by the 2nd respondent has been filed by them at page 

743 and at page 753 under the head “Site Survey”, the report itself clearly 

mentions that the survey was conducted during 2nd and 3rd of August, 

2021 as per the directions of the Hon’ble High Court and that August is 

not the nesting season for sea turtles. It is not surprising that the report 
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stated that they found no turtles during the inspection. The summary of 

the report states “The present survey was undertaken during non-nesting 

season of turtles. Hence no nesting could be recorded during the survey, 

undertaken in August,2021.” The non-mention of the area as an ESA in 

the CZMP map cannot enure to the benefit of the 2nd respondent as the 

lack of alacrity in preparation of these CZMP maps across the country and 

the failure to mark turtle nesting grounds in particular are well known 

and are even subject matter of proceedings before this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

It is submitted that the attempt to blame artisanal fishers for turtle death 

also betrays the superficial understanding of the causes of turtle mortality 

and is false.  

 

32. The contents of paras 36 and 37 are denied as false and it is 

submitted that the averments in para 36 are in poor taste. I am advised 

to submit that the 2nd respondent ought not to make personal allegations 

against an advocate who appeared in a legal proceeding before this 

Hon’ble Tribunal. It is submitted that if the 2nd respondent wishes to 

dispute the correctness of the facts presented in the video, it should do 

so and not resort to such tactics. It is submitted that it is a fact that the 

forest department also has recorded turtle nesting in the area. It is also 

a fact that the NCSCM’s SMP also records the coast on the south bank of 

the Sharavathi estuary, Honnavar as an olive ridley turtle conservation 

area. The 2nd respondent ought to realise that their port can be 

established at any legally compliant area but turtle nesting grounds 

cannot be obliterated to facilitate the port.  

 
33. It is submitted that the contents of para 38 and 39 are denied as 

false and repetitive, and the reply above may be read as the response to 

these paragraphs.  
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34. The contents of para 40 are denied, and the 2nd Respondent is put 

to strict proof of the same. The 2nd Respondent has not provided any 

reason or cogent explanation for their statement in their Form 1 

application that the subject shore is a non-eroding coast. 

 

35. The contents of paras 41 and 42 are denied as false. The 2nd 

respondent has made repetitive bald assertions with no reference to the 

law or facts.  

 
36. Insofar as the contents of para 43 are concerned, It is submitted 

that the 2nd Respondent has admitted that the only benefit of the 

breakwaters is the smooth navigation of mechanised fishing vessels. The 

2nd Respondent has not denied the averments in the Appeal on the 

shifting mouth of the Sharavathi river and the dynamism of this landform, 

and these averments are deemed to be admitted. The impact of these 

large breakwaters on littoral drift, stability of an already eroding coast etc 

are not issues that have even been considered.     

 

37. The contents of paras 44, 45 and 46 are denied as false and 

repetitive. Apart from bald denials, the 2nd respondent has not made any 

assertions. They have however denied facts and figures from their own 

EIA reports. 

 

38. The contents of para 47 are denied. It is submitted that an EIA  

report ought to contain specific forecasts of the impact of a project, and 

provide detailed measures to mitigate such impact. Vague claims that 

“dust suppression will be provided”, “dust control equipment system…will 

be provided”, and “suitable spray system shall be  provided” can be made 

by any layman, and do not meet the standard required in an EIA report.  
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39. The contents of para 48 and 49 are denied as false and misleading. 

It is submitted that the 2nd Respondent has admitted that the baseline 

data collected for the subject EIA is insufficient in their own averment by 

stating that “historical and secondary data were used from the 1st EIA 

report and monitoring studies to create a comprehensive environmental 

profile.” The contention that the old EIA and secondary data formed the 

basis of the appraisal is sufficient to quash the impugned EC. The 2nd 

respondent has also admitted in these paragraphs that point source 

emissions are merely representative and not based on the actual 

expected traffic forecasted from the port and other expected emissions. 

The other averments constitute bare denials of the averments in the 

appeal, and deserve to be rejected for want of any reasons. Copy of OM 

dated 08.06.2022, which mandates that baseline data ought not to be 

more than three years old at the time of application for EC, is annexed 

as Annexure A27. 

 

40. The contents of para 50 are denied as false and it is submitted that 

the averments in the appeal have not been addressed by the 2nd 

respondent. It is submitted that the manual referred to by the 2nd 

respondent is one published by Australian Government for reporting 

emissions at coal and metalliferous mineral mines. It is not for a transport 

and handling facility like a port and does not relate to the handling of 

cargo in a coastal environment. Further, the lacunae in the EIA report on 

the modelling and forecasting has not been addressed by the respondent 

and the contents of the EIA have merely been reiterated.   

 

41. The contents of para 51 and 52 are denied as false. It is reiterated 

that fugitive emissions caused by a port’s operations will not spread over 

an impact area of radius 7 km, and that a large area has been assessed 
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only to dilute the forecast regarding the impact of the port. The 

contentions of the 2nd respondent are rhetorical, self-serving and absent 

any justification.  

 
42. The contents of para 53 are denied as false, and a mere reading 

of the EIA report is proof of the lack of assessment of impact or even a 

true record of the actual profile of impact. It is a matter of fact that the 

subject area is used by fishers for their traditional activities, and the 

denial of the same is tantamount to denying the presence of stakeholders 

in the project area and its vicinity.  

 

43. The contents of para 54,55 and 56 are denied as false. Even 

assuming the EIA report records diversity and importance of flora and 

fauna in the region and the estuary, the fact remains that it has failed to 

account for it in the impact assessment. Recording diversity of species 

and importance and proposing a port at the same location cannot be 

countenanced. The EIA report merely states that “the impact on the flora 

and fauns due to this development is insignificant”, and it is on the basis 

of this among other statements that the impugned EC was granted. The 

2nd respondent has admitted in this paragraph that the EIA report talks 

about the presence of olive ridley turtles, though they seek to qualify it 

as “sparce and random ” (sic). This admission is significant – the law 

protects all turtle nesting grounds. If only mass nesting sites are to be 

protected, then the CRZ Notification would have said so and limited the 

protection to the two Arribada sites in Orissa. The major nesting of turtles 

occurs outside the arribada locations, where turtles born on a beach 

come back to the same coastal stretch. Therefore, the law protects all 

turtle nesting grounds as CRZ IA. The respondent admits the ENVIS 

reports, which begs the question as to why the impact on fisheries in the 
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estuary and the fact that the estuary serves as a sheltered nursery and 

wadge bank is absent any consideration in the EIA report. 

 
44. The contents of paras 57 to 60 are denied as false, and the 2nd 

Respondent is put to strict proof of the same and are repetitive bald 

denials. It is submitted that the respondent has failed to address the 

contentions in the appeal and has only referred to the EIA report. The 

contents of the appeal are not repeated for the sake of brevity. The fact 

that the 2nd respondent plans to armour the entire project site with a 

seawall is not an erosion control measure and as is universally 

acknowledged, construction of a seawall destroys the sandy beach in 

existence and forever destroys the beach.  

 

45. The contents of para 61 and 62, are denied as false, and it is 

submitted that the 2nd Respondent has not denied that the MoEFCC OM 

dated 08.06.2022 prohibits the use of 13-year old baseline data in an EIA 

and the factum of presence of forest, its non-disclosure etc. has not been 

denied.  

 
46. Insofar as the contents of paras 63, 64, 65, 66 and 67 are 

concerned, it is submitted that the non-application of mind by the State 

Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC) and the 1st Respondent is clear from 

the manner in which public hearing was exempted, the EIA report was 

appraised, and the fact that the EIA report had not even been submitted 

when the KSCZMA recommended the grant of CRZ Clearance for the 

subject project. It is a matter of record that the SEAC does not even 

discuss the EIA report while recommending the project for grant of 

clearance, and the 2nd Respondent cannot justify the same by claiming 

that the EIA report was available for review “well in advance”, and it is 
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not for the 2nd respondent to claim that the 1st respondent exercised due 

diligence. The record speaks for itself.  

  
47. The contents of paras 68 to 82 are denied as false and repetitive, 

and are not controverted again for the sake of brevity. The reply tendered 

above may be read as the reply to these paragraphs. It is submitted that 

these paragraphs only contain a reproduction of the averments contained 

in the Appeal and suffixing them with the words “denied as false and 

vexatious”. The denial of every averment ought to be accompanied by 

reasons and justification, and the absence of the same in the statement 

under reply amounts to an admission of the averments in the Appeal. 

The 2nd Respondent cannot claim that “there will be coordination with 

the Karnataka Ports Department & Pollution Control Boards”, and “there 

shall be mock drills and integration with the disaster management plan 

(DMP) to ensure emergency preparedness.” These are not mere details 

that can be determined at a future point, and are fundamental to any EIA 

of a port. The failure to cover these aspects in the present EIA goes to 

the root of the matter, and vitiates the impugned EC. The EIA report 

contains no details of modification of project alignment to minimise 

vegetation less and reduce tree felling. The chapter on analysis of 

alternatives in the EIA is all of one page, and clearly states that “analysis 

of alternative site and construction of port on the west side of the coastal 

sand pit is not envisaged”. The 2nd Respondent’s claim that the EIA report 

includes as assessment of alternative options, including both river-side 

and sea-side options, is contrary to the record. In fact, section “5.2” of 

the EIA report referred to by the 2nd Respondent does not even exist. 

The 2nd Respondent has repeatedly resorted to citing broad sections of 

the EIA report, without addressing the issues raised in the Appeal on the 

non-compliance with the Terms of Reference (ToR) issued. 
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48. The contents of paras 83 and 84 are denied as false. It is submitted 

that by the 2nd Respondent’s own admission, only 5% of the project has 

been constructed. The form I clearly states that work is yet to commence. 

The contention that 300 crores has been spent is false. The total project 

coast according to the EIA report is 607.03 crores. It is preposterous to 

claim that for 5 % of the work, 50% of the costs have been incurred. In 

fact, no real work has taken place at the port site and this 5% estimate 

itself is inflated and a vain attempt made to only project as though 

substantial developments have occurred and an attempt to claim fait 

accompli. This aspect is irrelevant in any case. The costs incurred by them 

is no ground to justify the illegalities that pervade the impugned EC and 

its grant. The process culminating in the issuance of the impugned EC 

suffers from illegalities apparent on the face of the record, as 

demonstrated in the Appeal and the present rejoinder, and the damage 

that will be caused by the operation of the impugned EC will be 

irreversible both for the local environment and for the lives and 

livelihoods of the fishers, who have not even been consulted as 

stakeholders as is required by the law. The 2nd Respondent has admitted 

that work has commenced on both the port connectivity road. A recent 

confrontation between the locals, agents of the 2nd Respondent and the 

district administration on 25.02.2025 shows that the 2nd Respondent is 

attempting to strongarm the locals into giving up their traditional spaces 

in order to hasten construction for their project and present a fait 

accompli, so that the glaring illegalities that pervade the impugned EC 

can be overlooked. No amount of money that the 2nd Respondent has 

supposedly invested in the present project can override the fact that the 

siting of the subject port is prohibited. I therefore reiterate that the 

balance of convenience is in favour of the grant of interim reliefs as 

prayed for in the Appeal. 
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Karwar located in the Uttara Kannada 
district till the Old Mangalore Port at the 
tip of the Dakshina Kannada district.
The State has 13 non major ports listed 
as follows:

i. Karwar
ii. Keni

iii. Belekeri
iv. Tadadi
v. Pavinakurve

vi. Honnavara
vii. Manki
viii. Bhatkal

ix. Kundapura
x. Hangarkatte

xi. Malpe
xii. Padubidri
xiii. Old Mangalore
The following table indicates the traffic handled at the Non-Major Ports:

Figure 2: Traffic Handled at Non-Major Ports of Karnataka
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Figure 1: Non-Major Ports in Karnataka
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iii.

The Port of Honnavar is located at (Latitude 14° N & Longitude 74° 7.10 E) the 
mouth of the Sheravati River in the Uttara Kannada District. The Port of Honnavar is 
surrounded by hills, Forest and Sharavathi river. The environment position of the port is 
quite good and there is no environmental threat.

The development at this port is already underway by M/s Honnavar Port Pvt. Ltd. (HPPL).
The development of the Port will be advantageous to the local populace with the 
provision of various improvements like increased draft due to dredging and other 
infrastructural facilities like Breakwaters and Approach Roads. The development of the
port will also help boost business opportunities in the hinterland.

HONNAVAR PORT: EXISTING FACILITIES

1. First stage lighterage wharf of 400 m length with a stacking area of 69,000 sq.ft.
2. sq.ft. of stacking 

area.
3. Transit shed for the storage of imported and exported cargo.

HONNAVAR PORT DEVELOPMENT: SALIENT FEATURES

Figure 13: Images of work in progress at Honnavar Port

1. Construction of northern breakwater 820m long.
2. Construction of southern breakwater 865m long.
3. Construction of Berth size 440mtrs x 30m Stage 1.
4. Dredging of navigation channel up to -15mtrs
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5. Channel Width 150 mtrs. 
6. Outer channel length 2280mtrs. 
7. Inner channel length 1395mtrs. 
8. Turning Circle Radius of 350mtrs. in Phase-1 and will be expandable up to 600mtrs for 

larger vessels in Phase 2. 
9. Vessel capacity  up to 60,000 DWT in Phase 1 

10. Vessel capacity  1,00,000 DWT up to 1,20,000 DWT in Phase 2 
 

DETAILS OF LAND AREA 
1. Total land available: 56,812 sq.m. 
2. Land allotted for Shipping activities (Govt & Others): 8,553 sq.m. 
3. Department Land used for Jetty, Quarters, Road & Godown: 7,567 sq.m. 
4. Remaining Port Land: 40,692 sq.m. 

 

iv.  

Considering the rising demand in 
comparison to the current meagre 
cumulative capacity in the 
coastline, there is a clear need for 
an additional deep draft port 
specifically to be located in the 
northern end of the coast 
considering the presence of NMPT 
in the southern end. Keni is one 
such suitable site for an All-
weather, Greenfield, Multi-cargo, 
direct berthing, deep-water and 
commercial port.  

A bifurcation of the Ports limits for the proposed Keni Port was undertaken while 
keeping the overall limits for the proposed Keni Port was undertaken while keeping the 

Figure 14: Proposed Port Location - Keni Port 
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PROPOSED KENI PORT DEVELOPMENT: SALIENT FEATURES 

 Provision of two breakwaters and adequate Dredging to handle vessels up to 
2,00,000 DWT. 

 The marine infrastructure for the facility would include the required berths, 
turning circle, channel of required length etc. 

 Provision of tugs, mooring launches, survey launch and pilot launch. 
 Backup area of approx. 500 acres, (proposed to be created with dredged 

material) 
 No land acquisition or displacement envisaged for the port except for the road 

and rail connectivity. 
 Appropriate width of roads up to backup area for commodity / trucks 

movement. 
 Provisions for utility infrastructure such as power and water would be 

developed as per the requirement. 

v.  
The Government of Karnataka in 
their Notification No: PWD 107 PSP 
2013 Dated: 09.12.2013 has 
declared the Port Limits of 
Pavinakurve Port in Honnavar Taluk 
for the development of Captive 
Port.  

In terms of traffic, this port will be 
highly dependent on its hinterland 
comprising Uttar Kannada, 
Shivamogga, Belagavi, Haveri, 
Koppal, Bagalkot, Davangere & 
Bellary and also South Maharashtra &border of Andhra Pradesh. The vision is to develop 
the site as an All Weather, Deep Water, Multi Cargo, Greenfield Port. The proposed site 
for development of Pavinakurve port is located near Pavinakurve village, Honnavar 

Figure 15: Proposed Port Location at Pavinakurve 
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Taluka of Uttar Kannada district, Karnataka. The geographical location of the port is 
positioned at Latitude 14O , Longitude 74 O .  

Pavinakurve is well connected to the hinterland through National and State Highways 
and has a lesser gradient compared to Goa & Mangalore, making it easier to move cargo 
by road. The National Highway No. 66 passes very close to the port site.  

With regards the railway connectivity, the Konkan Railway passes just a couple of 
kilometers away. Thermal coal, Iron ore, coking coal and dolomite would be the key 
commodities that can be catered by the proposed port. The port will operate as a 
Commercial Port for Industrial hinterland of Central & North Karnataka and for the 
adjacent states of Telangana and Southern part of Maharashtra. It is estimated that the 
proposed port has a present potential of attracting thermal coal traffic of 3 MTPA which 
can go up to 4.2 MTPA by 2030. The current potential is estimated on the basis of 
Pavinakurve being better placed given the shorter distance from most of the Steel plants 
and power plants located in the hinterland. The port would be better placed to handle 
iron ore moving inbound to Bellary region as compared to Krishnapatnam, since the 
distance from Belekeri to Bellary is significantly lesser than the distance between Bellary 
and Krishnapatnam port. This will result in reduced logistic costs and Pavinakurve port 
may become the primary port to handle iron ore traffic in future. The traffic cargo 
potential of the proposed Port is expected to be 14 MMTPA in the short term and will 
potentially increase to 37 MMTPA in the long term by FY50. A Detailed Project Report 
(DPR) has already been prepared to envisage the port under the PPP model.  

PROPOSED FACILITIES 

Port Details Description 

Estimated Project Cost 3047.86 Cr. 

Port Capacity ~14 MTPA 

No. of Berths (min) 2 

Vessel Draft 18m 
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Total Land Requirement 114.9 Hectares (284 Acres) 

Land for Approach Road & Rail 
Connectivity, utilities etc. (to be acquired) 25.9 Hectares (64 Acres) 

Berth Length 600m 

Turning Circle 600m 

Channel length 

Approach Channel 8900m 

Entrance Channel 1100m 

Channel Width 240m 

 
SALIENT FEATURES 

 The Pavinakurve Port is envisaged as a modern Greenfield Deep water Port to 
boost EXIM - with capacity of ~14 MTPA and having 2 berths in the initial phase. 

 The Port would have modern environment friendly high throughput equipment 
with deep draft berthing facilities for handling of cape size vessels up to 1,80,000 
DWT capacity, enabling the Port to meet the present and future requirements of 
trade and shipping. 

 Construction of breakwater protected harbour on the leeward side of the 
Basavarajdurga Island estimated with 8 km long channel. 

 The average productivity is envisaged to be 70,000 TPD for iron ore and 40,000 
TPD for Coal. 

 Being predominantly a bulk import terminal, it can serve the social good through 
export of Agro-products and the locally finished steel products and can also supply 
fuel to the existing power plants in the hinterland. 
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Project Name

Projec
t
Locati
on

Project Size

1 Development of an all-weather Greenfield Port at Keni - Annual of 30 MTPA in Phase 1

2 Development of an all-weather Greenfield Port at Pavinakurve - Annual of 14 MTPA in Phase 1

3 Development of Multi-Purpose Harbour at Manki
Uttara
Kanna
da

Capacity of 18 MTPA (~4 MTPA in Phase 1)

4 Development of Honnavar Port 5 MTPA

5
Operationalisation of passenger cruises between Old Mangalore and
Lakshadweep

Mang
alore

Berth to accomadate 330m cruise vessel

6
Development of Multipurpose Harbour at Malpe in Udupi Taluk of
Udupi District

Udupi
~9 acres land to be reclaimed to construct a
harbout with 2.19 sq.m waterfront area

7 Development of Majali Fishing Harbour in Uttara Kannada District
Uttara
Kanna
da

Phase 1: Harbour designed to cater to 180
ten-meter gill netters and 300 eleven-meter
gill netters

8
Development of Multipurpose Harbour at Baindur (Byndoor) in
Baindur (Byndoor) taluka of Udupi District

Udupi
~9 acres land to be reclaimed to construct a
harbour with 0.32 sq.m waterfront area

9
Extension of existing Southern breakwater by 145m and construction
of new North breakwater of 1160 Mtrs. at Karwar Port

Uttara
Kanna
da

-

1
0

Introduction of waterways transport & tourism and development of
ancillary infrastructure at Almatti, Hangarkatte, Kali River, Gurupura
and Tadadi

Multip
le
Locati
ons

120 houseboat keys

1
1

Development of Multipurpose Harbour at Mangalore in Dakshina
Kannada District

Daksh
in
Kanna
da

~13.43 acres land to be reclaimed to construct
a harbour with 0.47 sq.m waterfront area
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1
2

Road Connectivity to Old Mangalore port

Daksh
in
Kanna
da

4-laning ~9.8 kms to connect Bengre side of
the port to NH-66

1
3

Construction of Coastal Berth at Gangolli in Byndoor Taluka of
Karnataka

Udupi
~ 1.6 MTPA throughput initially, expanding up
to ~2.8 MTPA

1
4

Construction of Coastal Berth at Hangarkatta in Udupi Taluka of
Karnataka

Udupi
~ 1.6 MTPA throughput initially, expanding up
to ~2.8 MTPA

1
5

Construction of 350 Mtr. long coastal cargo berth at Old Mangalore
Port

Daksh
in
Kanna
da

350 m Coastal Berth

1
6

Development of Dedicated Jetty for Lakshadweep with allied
infrastructure facilities for Cargo and Cruise Terminal at Old
Mangalore Port

Daksh
in
Kanna
da

Cruise terminal with Berth to accomadate
330m cruise vessel

1
7

Construction of Coastal Berth of 250 mtr length at Karwar Port
Uttara
Kanna
da

250 m Coastal Berth

1
8

Development of Maritime Institute at Karwar
Uttara
Kanna
da

Institute Building proposed on an identified
site of ~3.94 acre

1
9

Development of waterways on Gurupur (NW-43) in Mangalore Taluka
of Karnataka

Udupi ~1,66,000 tourist footfall in 2030

2
0

Capital Dredging at Old Port Mangalore (Bengre)

Daksh
in
Kanna
da

-
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The port of Honnavar is located at Latitude 14° 16.30’ North
and longitude 74° 7.10 East at the mouth of Sharavati river in
Uttara Kannada District. The port of Honnavar is surrounded
by hills, forests and the Sharavathi river. The port is
positioned such that there is no environmental threat.

The development of this port is already under- way by the
Honnavar Port Pvt. Ltd. (HPPL and will be advantageous to
the local populace as it shall generate local employment and
improve the socio-economic well-being of the local
community. The development of the port will also boost
business opportunities in the hinterland.

Honnavar Port: Existing Facilities

1. First stage lighterage wharf of 400 m length with a

stacking area of 69,000 Sq. Ft.

2. Second stage lighterage wharf of 564’ long with about

3,00,000 Sq. Ft of stacking area.

3. Transit shed for the storage of imported and exported

cargo.

Honnavar Port Development: Salient Features

1. Construction of northern breakwater 820M long.

2. Construction of southern breakwater 865M long.

3. Construction of Berth size 440mtrs x 30m with 2 no’s

approach trestles in stage 1.

4. Dredging of navigation channel up to -15mtrs.

5. Channel Width 150 metres.

6. Outer channel length 2280mtrs.

7. Inner channel length 1395mtrs.

8. Turning circle radius of 350mtrs in phase-1 and will be

expandable up to 600mtrs for larger vessels in Phase 2

9. Vessel capacity – 40,000 to 60,000 DWT in phase – 1.

10. Vessel capacity – 1, up to 1,20,000 DWT in phase – 2.
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The Government of Karnataka vide Notification  No: PWD
107 PSP 2013 dated 09.12.2013, has declared the Port
Limits of Pavinakaurve Port in  Honnavar Taluk for the
development of a Captive  Port. In terms of traffic, this port
will be highly  dependent on its hinterland comprising of
Uttar  Kannada, Shivamogga, Belagavi, Haveri, Koppal,
Bagalkote, Davangere & Bellary and parts of South 
Maharastra & bordering areas of Andhra Pradesh.

The vision is to develop the site as an All Weather,  Deep
Water, Multi Cargo, and Greenfield Port.

The proposed site for the development of Pavinakurve port is
located near Pavinakurve village, Honnavar  Taluka of Uttar
Kannada district, Karnataka. The  geographical location of the
port is positioned at  the following coordinates:

Latitude 14° 18’ 49.1” N

Longitude 74° 24’ 54.4” E

This location is approximately 5 km north of the  Honnavar
fishing port and is located along the coast of Pavinakurve
village, situated on the right  bank of the estuarine region of
River Sharavathi and River Badagani.

The location of the proposed port is at the east of
Basavarajdurga Island & sea shore of Pavinakurve village and
the port’s reclamation shall leverage the available natural
tranquillity, thereby reducing the requirement of break water
and land reclamation.

Pavinakurve is well connected to the hinterland through
National and State Highways, and has a  lesser gradient
compared to Goa & Mangalore,  making it easier to move
cargo by road. The  National Highway No. 66 passes very
close to the  port site. With regards to railway connectivity,
the  Konkan Railway passes just a couple of kilometres away.
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Thermal coal, Iron ore, coking coal and dolomite would be
the key commodities that can be catered by the proposed
port. It shall operate as a  Commercial Port for the Industrial
hinterland of Central & North Karnataka and the adjacent
state of Telangana, and the Southern part of Maharashtra.

It is estimated that the proposed port has a potential of
attracting thermal coal traffic of 3 MTPA, which can go up to
4.2 MTPA by 2030. The current potential is estimated based
on Pakinakurve’s  location which is better placed given the
shorter  distance from most of the Steel plants and power
plants located in the hinterland.

The port is also strategically located to handle iron ore
moving inbound to Bellary region as compared to 
Krishnapatnam since the distance from Pavinakurve to
Bellary is significantly lesser than the distance between
Bellary and Krishnapatnam port. This will result in reduced
logistic costs and Pavinakurve port may become the primary
port to handle iron-ore traffic in future.

The traffic cargo potential of the proposed Port is expected to
be 14 MMTPA in the short term and will potentially increase
to 37 MMTPA in the long term by FY50. A Detailed Project
Report (DPR) has already been prepared to envisage the port
under the PPP model.

The following infrastructural facilities are  envisaged for
the Proposed Port :

Pavinakurve port is envisaged as a modern Greenfield

Deep water Port to boost EXIM –  with capacity of 14

MTPA and having 2 berths  in the initial phase.

The Port would have modern environment friendly high

throughput equipment with deep  draft berthing facilities

for handling of cape  size vessels up to 1,80,000 DWT

capacity,  enabling the Port to meet the present and  future

requirements of trade and shipping.

Construction of breakwater protected harbour on the

leeward side of the Basavarajdurga  Island estimated with

8 km long channel

The average productivity is envisaged to be 70,000 TPD for

iron ore and 40,000 TPD for  coal

Being predominantly a bulk import terminal,  it can serve

the social good through export  of agro-products and the

locally finished  steel products and can also supply fuel to

the  existing power plants in the hinterland.

Port Details Description

Port Capacity ~14 MTPA

No. of Berths (min) 2

Vessel Draft 18 sq.m

Total Land Requirement 114.9 Hectares (284 Acres)

Land for Approach Road &
Rail Connectivity, utilities
etc. (to be acquired)

25.9 Hectares (64 Acres)

Berth Length 600 sq.m

Turning Circle 600 sq.m

Channel length

Approach Channel 8900 sq.m

Entrance Channel 1100 sq.m

Channel Width 240 sq.m
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GOVERNMENT OF KARNATAKA 
MINOR PORTS DEVELOPMENT POLICY 

 
1. SHORT TITLE 

This policy is called the “Karnataka Minor Ports Development Policy of 

2014” 

 2. INTRODUCTION. - 

2.1. Karnataka State 

Karnataka has been a pioneer state in industry and has a distinction of 

building a strong and vibrant Industrial base, which combines the 

strengths of the large public sector, large and medium privately owned 

industries and a very wide and dispersed small scale sector.  In more 

recent times Karnataka has emerged as the knowledge and technical 

capital of the country. 

Karnataka is targeting an impressive industrial growth and there has 

been an increased emphasis on the expansion and growth in 

infrastructure sectors.  The prospects of rapid growth in infrastructure 

sectors is driven by two factors – (1) sustainable economic growth is 

contingent upon the support of strong infrastructure development and 

(2) the Government’s thrust on private sector participation in 

development of these sectors. Since ports are the trade gateways for a 

state, their ability to meet the increasing demands of a rapidly growing 

economy is crucial for addressing the rising import and export traffic. 

Several Industries are importing large quantities of raw materials and 

exporting finished products, to carry out these activities several major 

industries presently depend on the ports of adjoining states.  
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The Karnataka State has a maritime coastline of 155 nautical miles 

(300 Kilometers), studded with twelve Minor Ports from Karwar in 

the North to Mangalore in the south, situated in the three Coastal 

Districts of Uttara Kannada, Udupi and Dakshina Kannada.  The 

twelve minor ports of the State from the North to the South are 

Karwar, Belekeri, Tadri, Pavinakurve, Honnavar, Manki, Bhatkal, 

Kundapur, Hangarkatta, Malpe, Padubidri & Old Mangalore Port.  [A 

map showing the locations of above mentioned ports is indicated 

below].  Out of these twelve ports, Karwar is the only All Weather 

Port while the other eleven minor ports are the reverine lighterage 

ports. Some of the Salient features of these ports are mentioned 

below.  
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2.2. Maritime History. 

The Karnataka Coast is also known as the Malabar Coast. It is 

endowed with a coastline of about 300 km, by the Arabian Sea, along 

the Western Ghats. Throughout recorded history, right from 3000 BC, 

had been a major trading center in commercial intercourse with 

Mesopotamia, Egypt, Greece, Rome, Jerusalem and the Arabs. 

Shivappa Nayaka (1645-60), a great soldier and statesman ousted the 

Portuguese, of their possessions on the West Coast, namely 

Mangalore, Honnavar and Basrur. He reformed the land revenue 

system, and it is renowned as ‘Sisthu’. He helped reclamation of land 

on a large scale. Keladi enjoyed a rich overseas trade, especially in 

spices, textiles and rice. In the later stages Tippu Sultan used 

Mangalore port extensively for his foreign trade activities.  

2.3. Location. 

The Karnataka State is situated between Latitude 12o45’25’ to 14o 

54’00” N.  It is situated in the south west of India on the Deccan 

plateau and ensures a salubrious climate in most part of the state.  It is 

the eighth largest state in the country, covering an area of 1,91,791 sq. 

km. which is 6.3% of total area of the country.  The state is divided 

into four revenue divisions with 30 districts comprising 176 taluks.  

The state has an average rainfall about 1100 mm annually, mostly 

through the south – west monsoon.  

2.4. Karnataka as an emerging industrial giant. 

Today, Karnataka has emerged as one of the leading industrialized 

state in India. In line with economic, trade and industrial reforms, 
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initiated by the Government of India, Karnataka has taken several 

steps to attract and activate global investment in economic activities 

including that in infrastructure apart from IT sector. The Karnataka 

Vision 2020 document envisages Industrial growth of 9% per annum 

and is today experiencing substantial interest by local, national, 

international and multinational investments in various sectors, more 

particularly in IT sector, automobiles, heavy engineering, electronics 

hardware, iron & steel, power and other mineral processing etc.  

2.5   Strategic Advantages 

Apart from the location advantage, Karnataka has mineral reserves 

which have given birth to many metal based industries and power 

sector. Apart from that, there is potential to access to the import of 

raw materials through its ports which has largely been ignored so far. 

To support the industrial activity state has vast pool of educated, 

skilled and unskilled manpower. Also policy environment of the state 

has many attractive propositions for various sectors and industries  

2.6. Logic of Location. 

Karnataka has a matured industrial climate and culture.  It has easy 

access to the import of raw materials through its ports and sea routes, 

which is economical for the industries in its vast hinterland, which is a 

huge reservoir of skilled and unskilled manpower, with a relatively 

cheaper labour and stable Government, committed to progress and 

development. 
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2.7. Karnataka Ports and need to improve / develop port facilities. 

The Indian Ports handled about 934 million tonnes of cargo in FY 

2012-13. About 38 Million tonnes of this cargo was handled by ports 

in Karnataka and the Lion share of this cargo (37 Million tons) was 

handled by the only major port at Mangalore.  

Indian Non Major Ports handled about 388 Million tons of Cargo in 

FY 2012-13, Gujarat’s Non Major ports handled about 288 Million 

tons (74%) and Karnataka’s Non Major Ports handled about 1 Million 

ton (0.1%) There are twelve non-major ports at Karwar, Belikeri, 

Tadri, Pavinakurve, Honnavar, Manki, Bhatkal, Kundapura, 

Hangarakata, Malpe, padubidri and Old Mangalore. The state of the 

non-major ports with the exception of Karwar is not very encouraging 

as they lack adequate infrastructure facilities and connectivity. 

Therefore majority of the Karnataka’s cargo is being exported / 

imported by the ports of neighboring states.  

This lack of development in ports has caused limited development of 

agro based and other industries. This in turn has caused the socio-

economic development to be dependent on services sector (largely IT) 

and the broad based development did not happen. 

3 PRESENT STATUS OF KARNATAKA PORTS. – 

Along the approximate 300 Kms length of Coast line in Karnataka, 

there are 13 ports – 12 Minor and 1 Major port. 

(i) KARWAR PORT:- 

Karwar Port is situated at the northern extremity of the Karnataka 

coast is about 100 Kilometers south of Mormugoa Port on the 

southern side of the Kali River and caters to the requirement of about 

2.00 lakh sq. Kms. of hinterland. At present, this port has been 
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developed as an all weather port in the Karwar bay with 355 mtr. quay 

length which can accommodate two ships. The port has other 

matching infrastructure facilities. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 14 o 48` N,  Longitude 74o 07` E. 

• Konkan Railway Line, NH 17 pass very close and linkage of Hubli – 

Ankola Railway line is under progress. 

• One of the best all weather natural minor port. 

• Catering to the requirement of about 2 lakh Sq. Km. Hinterland 

covering 3 states. 

(ii) BELEKERI PORT:- 

This port is located 26 Kms south of Karwar on the bank of Hattikeri 

River and is a fair weather lighterage port and is open to traffic for 

about 8 fair weather months.  This port has got a vast stacking area, 

good network of roads. A number of Shipping agencies have taken 

interest to upgrade the port by developing their own Infrastructure to 

handle export of mineral ore through the Port and Government has 

allotted lands on lease basis. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 14 o 42-50` N,  Longitude 74o 16` E. 

• Vast stacking area and good network of roads. 

• Konkan Railway, Broad Guage Line, NH - 17, NH - 63  passing very 

close and linkage of Hubli – Ankola Railway line is under progress. 

(iii) TADRI PORT:- 

This port is situated in the estuary of the Aghanashini River and is 

about 25 kms. south of Belekeri Port.  The backwater of the river 

Aghanashini has got vast water front at this port. Konkan Railway line 

and NH – 17 pass very close to the port area. Also NH – 63 and 
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proposed Hubli – Ankola Railway line Honnavar Tumkur NH – 206 

are added infrastructural facilities for all-round development of Tadri 

port.  Vast area of about 1850 acres has  already been acquired by the 

State Government and is available for development of this port.  Tadri 

port has got and effective hinterland of about 2,000 Sq.Kms 

comprising of Central and Northern parts of Karnataka and some parts 

of Andhra Pradesh, which are rich in large deposits of Minerals, 

Forests, Agricultural and Marine wealth. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 14 o 31.5` N,  Longitude 74o 21.50` E. 

• Vast stacking area and scope to develop with modern infrastructural 

facilities. 

• Konkan Railway Line, NH - 17 pass very close and linkage of Hubli – 

Ankola Railway line is under progress. 

(iv) PAVINAKURVE 

This is newly declared port and is located near Pavinakurve village of 

Honnavar taluk. The shore line are sandy and erosions move 

southwords towards the Sharavathi river inlet. An Island called 

‘Basavarajadurga’ is also located near the shoreline which helps in 

trapping of sand. This island provides protection to the shoreline 

intending to be used for the port. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 14 o 22’30” North,  Longitude 74o 24.30’ East. 

(v) HONNAVAR PORT:- 

This port is located on the Right Bank of the Sharavathi river and at 

present is functioning as a fair weather lighterage port situated at 

about 25 Kms South of Tadri Port.  This port has a good highway 
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connection to the hinterland as well as the Konkan Railway 

connection. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 14 o 16.30` N, Longitude 74o 27.10` E. 

• Bordered by Hills and Forests on landside. 

• Konkan Railway Line, NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(vi) MANKI PORT :- 

This port is a captive port located between Honnavar and Bhatkal, 
presently this port is given on lease basis to Renuka sugars. 

• Location : Latitude 14 o 13 o North Longitude 74 o 27`.   

(vii) BHATKAL PORT:- 

This is a well – protected port on the bank of Bhatkal River.  Presently 

fishing vessels are utilizing the facilities of this port.  This port is 

located at a distance of about 35 Kms South of Honnavar Port.   

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 13 o 58` N, Longitude 74o 32` E. 

• Bordered on the land side by hills. 

• Konkan Railway Line, NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(viii) KUNDAPUR PORT:- 

This port is located on the Right Bank of the Pancha Gangoli Rivers.  

The estuary formed by these groups of rivers has got a vast water 

spread. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 13 o 38` N,  Longitude 74o 40.50` E. 

• Konkan Railway Line, NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(ix)  HUNGARKATTA PORT:- 

This port is located on the Right Bank of Sita and Swarna Rivers 

situated at the distance of about 18 Kms South of Gangolli. 
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Salient Features:- 
• Location  :  Latitude 13 o 27` N,  Longitude 74o 42` E. 

• Konkan Railway Line and NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(x)  MALPE PORT:- 

This port of Malpe is located at the estuary of Udhyavar river in 

Udupi District and situated at a distance of about 10 Kms south of 

Hungarkatta Port.  Malpe is a major fishing harbour, which has been 

provided with breakwaters for making it a safe harbour. 

Salient Features:- 
• Location  :  Latitude 13 o 21` N and Longitude 74o 42.5` E. 
• Konkan Railway Line and NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(xi)  PADUBIDRI PORT:- 

This port is located in the North of Mulki River situated  at distance of 

20 Kms South of Malpe Port. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 13 o 06` N, Longitude 74o 46` E. 

• Konkan Railway Line and NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

(xii)  OLD MANGALORE PORT:- 

This port is situated on the confluence of Netravati and Gurupur rivers 

and is approximately 30 Km south of the Padubidri Port and Kms 

South of New Mangalore Port.  The port at present is a lighterage port 

with along side berthing facilities for coastal vessels drawing a draft 

not exceeding 4.5 m and functional only during the fair weather 

season from September to May. 

Salient Features:- 

• Location  :  Latitude 12 o 52` N,  Longitude 70o 51` E. 

• Konkan Railway Line and NH 17 pass very close to the port. 

• Linked by Air also. 
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In addition to the above, the New Mangalore Port is also situated in the State 

of Karnataka which is the Gateway for the import and export of the state’s 

various commodities.  The New Mangalore Port is located at Panambur on 

the West Coast of India, about 170 nautical miles south of Mormugoa Port 

and 190 nautical miles north of Cochin Port.  The New Mangalore Port was 

declared the ninth Major Port of India, on 4th May 1974 and was formally 

inaugurated on 11th January 1975.  A Port Trust Board was formed under the 

Major Port Trust Act on 1st April 1980.  Since then, the port has been 

functioning as one of the Major Ports in India. 

3.1  The Karnataka Maritime Board. 

The Government of Karnataka has already initiated process to formulate 

“Karnataka Maritime Board” (KMB) as an overarching institution to cater to 

the long term development of ports in state. The Karnataka Maritime Bill, 

2011 which was passed by the both houses of the Legislature and submitted 

for assent of the President of India. The main objective of the Bill is for 

rapid Development and Management of Ports, Inland Water Ways and the 

Coastal region in the State.  It would act as the nodal agency to co-ordinate 

and implement the Minor Port Development Policy of the Government once 

the bill becomes an Act.  

Till such time the Board becomes operational, the Department of Public 

Works, Ports and I.W.T, Government of Karnataka, will act as a Nodal 

Agency for implementation of this Policy.  

3.2  Emerging economic Potential of Ports. 

The Government of Karnataka are convinced that there is vast scope to 

improve the productivity of these ports by which the ever growing volumes 

at the minor ports and dedicated captive jetties / ports could be handled and 
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revenue improved. Apart from handling cargo, coastal passenger traffic 

could also be effectively and economically handled which could decongest 

the highways. In view of long coastal line, leisure and water sport activities 

could also be introduced which can attract tourists both from within and 

outside the country. 

3.3  Development of Ports. 

Due to increasing growth of industries and their need, it is essential that the 

developments of infrastructures to meet such industrial needs are put in 

place at the appropriate time. India, being a peninsular country, has a lot to 

gain out of Maritime trade and hence it needs to develop the ports to meet 

these requirements. The policy hitherto followed for such development is 

inadequate and is inconsistent with the industrial growth in the State. Few 

ports are fair weather ports, open to traffic for most part of the year. The 

draft in these ports, adjacent bay and channel though not uniformly of 8 - 9 

metres can be made so with dredging. Construction of breakwater and 

dredging would be necessary to turn these ports into all weather ports. 

3.4  Funding Pattern. 

The Government of Karnataka have, under the above mentioned 

circumstances and in order to meet the growing demands of Industry, trade 

and commerce, realised the need to involve private investments in 

development of these minor ports. Techno-economic feasibility studies have 

to be initiated to properly assess the potential of these minor ports. The 

Government of Karnataka is of the view that the potential of these ports 

should be jointly developed through Private Participation. 
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4. DEFINITIONS: -In this policy, unless the context otherwise requires, - 

• 'all weather port' means port which can function during all seasons;  

• 'anchor user industry' means the prime industry, which uses the port 

for its import and export;,  

• 'berth' means alongside facility such as wharf, quay, jetty etc., for 

berthing the vessel;  

• 'berthing dues' means charges levied for using the berth;  

• 'breakwater' means strong structural material construction intended to 

break the force of the sea waves;  

• 'captive cargo' means cargo, which are meant for the exclusive use of 

the port promoter;  

• 'captive jetty' means artificial structure into the sea constructed by the 

promoter for handling exclusively his own cargo;  

• 'captive port' means port created by a promoter for handling captive 

cargo;  

• 'coastal shipping' means movement of cargoes by ship between ports of 

the same country;  

• 'commercial port' means a port where all the cargoes including captive 

and commercial are handled;  

• 'dock ' means an enclosed place near a harbour or river where ships can 

berth to load and unload;  

• 'government' means the State of Government of Karnataka. 

• 'hinterland' means part of the industrial area behind or in the environs 

of a seaport;  

• 'jetty' means artificial structure into the sea enabling passage of 

passengers and cargoes to and from the vessel;  

• 'landing dues' means dues levied on the landed cargo;  
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• 'lighterage' means the provision of barge service for the transport of 

goods from ship to the shore and vice-versa;  

• 'navigational equipment' means the guiding aids for navigation such as 

lights, buoys etc provided in accordance with international rules;  

• 'nodal agency' means the Department of Public Works, Ports & I.W.T, 

GoK. 

• 'piloting' means the act carried out by a qualified pilot to navigate the 

vessel when entering or leaving a port;  

• ‘ports’ under this policy means such minor ports declared by 

Government of Karnataka under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 

4 of the Indian Ports Act, 1908 (Central Act XV of 1908);  

• 'port dues' means dues levied on the Gross Registered Tonnage of the 

vessels entering into port limit;  

• ‘port operator’ means the individual or group or the company or their 

authorised agency that develops or promotes and / or operates the port;  

• ‘port user’ means the individual or group or the company or their 

authorised agency who uses the services of the port;  

• 'quay' means a dock within a port where cargo is imported or exported;  

• 'Ro-Ro service' means conveying of wheeled cargo being driven on or 

off ship via a ramp. Explanation.- "Ro-Ro" is an abbreviation of roll-

on / roll-off;  

• 'schedule of rates' means schedule detailing the various dues such as 

port dues, landing and shipping dues, license fee, ground rent, shed 

rent, waterfront charges, vehicle entry fee, weigh bridge charges, hire 

charges, bunkering charges, bar channel fee, harbor craft fee, pilotage 

dues, berthing dues etc., and the rate at which they are levied;  

• 'ship waiting time' means the time spent for a berth;  

• 'shipping dues' means dues levied on the shipped cargo;  

620



14 
 

• 'transshipment port' means the port meant for transfer of goods from 

one ship to another;  

• 'tug boats' means craft to give assistance to ship;  

• 'turn around time' means the time spent by a ship between arrival and 

departure from port;  

• 'turning circle' means that portion of navigational channel of a port 

where a ship is permitted to turn as part of berthing or unberthing 

operations;  

• 'waterfront' means coastline;  

• 'wharf' means a construction in a harbor or on the banks of inland 

water for berthing of a ship.   

5.  OBJECTIVES. - 

1  Objectives of minor port policy. 

(i) To increase the share of Karnataka State in the Export and Import 

sector, in National and International Trade and Commerce, in the 

post-liberalisation and globalization era; 

(ii) To cater to the needs of increasing traffic of Karnataka and its 

neighboring States by providing efficient facilities and services and to 

support the country’s domestic and international trade; 

(iii) To create sufficient infrastructure facilities by both Government and 

Private efforts to handle 5 - 10% of India’s total cargo in Karnataka 

Maritime waters in the days to come. 

(iv) To provide port facilities to promote export oriented industries and 

port based industries in the coastal districts of Karnataka and its 

hinterland. 

(v) To promote port based thermal power plants by providing exclusive 

port facilities to import different kinds of fuels. 
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(vi) To decongest highways by providing facilities for coastal shipping of 

passengers and cargo traffic along the West Coast of nearly 300 Kms; 

(vii) To promote tourism by providing facilities for leisure and water sports 

activities along the coast line; 

(viii) To provide facilities to encourage ship building, repairing, breaking 

and manufacture of cranes and floating crafts; 

(ix) To facilitate optimum utilization of the port infrastructure developed 

in the State. 

(x) To enhance the potential of ports, with Public and Private 

Participation. 

6. POLICY AND OPERATIONAL STRATEGY. – 

6.1  Private participation. 

With a view to create multi user facilities capable of handling all types of 

cargo like bulk, break bulk, containers, petroleum products, chemicals etc., 

the Government of Karnataka have decided to develop all the minor ports in 

the State through Public-Private Participation / captive route. 

6.2  Flexible approach. 

The private participation in the construction / development of ports/ jetties 

and improvement of the existing minor ports or the facilities of the existing 

minor ports will be encouraged, and each proposal will be considered on its 

own merits as per the new port policy. The thrust of the policy will be to 

encourage effective private participation and speedy implementation of the 

projects. 

6.3 Institutional Co-ordination. 

The Government of Karnataka have already established a separate Ports and 

I.W.T Department which will be the nodal agency to co-ordinate and 
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implement the port development policy till Karnataka Maritime Board is 

established. The Department will have the benefit of the experts from the 

fields of shipping, port construction etc. The Department is responsible for 

operational and functioning of Minor ports in Karnataka and has the 

responsibility of developing the ports. 

7. CAPTIVE PORTS   

Licensing of Captive Ports. 

7.1  In order to satisfy the requirements of port based industries for 

allocation of sites for construction of captive ports and to create the 

port facilities, the Government of Karnataka have decided to allow 

private participation.  The Nodal Agency will identify and make brief 

pre-feasibility study of the ports that can be offered for captive 

purpose.  

7.2 The Private / Public Limited Companies intended to invest in the state 

requiring port based facilities will be allotted sites for construction of 

Ports / jetties, both for captive and captive cum commercial purposes 

through competitive bidding. 

 7.3 To take care of the increasing cargo traffic, and to facilitate optimum 

usage of port facilities, captive ports coming up in the future will be 

permitted to handle other commercial cargo as well, with the prior 

approval of Government of Karnataka. 

7.4  A captive port handling only the captive cargo will be permitted on 

the principles of Build, Own and Operate and transfer, (hereinafter 

referred to as “BOOT”); 
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7.5 If the captive port handles third party commercial cargo, it will be 

permitted on priority basis on the principles of Build, Own, Operate, 

Share and transfer  (hereinafter referred to as “BOOST”);  

7.6 A captive port, which handles third party commercial cargo, but 

ceases to handle the captive cargo after some time, the operation of 

the port will be on the principles of Build, Own, Operate, Share and 

transfer (hereinafter referred to as “BOOST”) for the remainder of the 

period (Commercial Operation period) within the maximum period of 

30 years;  

7.7  The land and site for port and facilities will be leased out for a period 

of 30 years with a provision of further renewal for the appropriate 

period at the discretion of Government of Karnataka at a mutually 

acceptable terms and conditions 

7.8  The entire construction of the captive port and the port facilities will 

be permitted on the principle of “BOOT” in which the dues on the 

captive cargo shall be on the basis of schedule of rates fixed by the 

Government from time to time.  

7.9  If a captive port is permitted to handle multi user specific and multi-

commercial cargoes along with captive cargo, it will be on the 

Principle of “BOOST” basis; in which case the dues on the captive 

cargo shall be on the basis of schedule of rates fixed by the 

Government from time to time and the dues on the multi user-specific 

and multi-commercial cargoes shall be on the basis of revenue share 

under the “BOOST”. However, Government of Karnataka shall have 

the option, either to collect the dues as per schedule of rates or to 

receive the share of revenue under “BOOST”, whichever is beneficial 

to the Government of Karnataka. 

624



18 
 

7.10  The construction, repair, maintenance, management of the facilities 

etc., will be the sole responsibility of the developer / promoter;  

8 Procedure for Licensing 

The Procedure for allotment of captive ports would be as under; 

 

8.1  The Nodal Agency will invite the competitive bids for development of 

captive ports and the Private Parties who require captive port 

facilities, need to participate in the bidding process.  

8.2  The criteria to select the parties:  

• Profile of the company 

• Justification for the captive use of the port,  

• Related experience of the company in the captive industry, 

• Financial performance of the company for the last three years, 

• The proposed activity using the port and the proposed investment. 

• Maximum handling capacity. 

• Minimum guaranteed through put (MGT) in terms of Metric tons. 

• Weightage will be given to the private parties having 

manufacturing industries located in Karnataka. 

The bid document shall be developed by the Nodal Agency indicating 

the above criteria and other standard guidelines.    

8.3 The Nodal Agency will process the bids and select the party as per the 

criteria indicated in the bid document and issue in principle approval 

to setup the port.  

8.4  On Obtaining the In-principle approval the company will be expected 

to prepare the Techno Economic Feasibility Report (TEFR) within 

120 days, which should contain the Bathymetry Survey report, 

Environment aspects as per MOEF guidelines, covering nearby water 
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bodies, estuaries, heritage or Archeological sites, eco sensitive areas, 

lighthouse etc., identifying port limits, identifying the coastal 

habitation lying within the port limits, identifying the layout of the 

proposed port facilities, water front requirement with proper 

justification. 

8.5 On receipt of the TEFR, the Government would analyze the details 

and if satisfied, it will notify/modify the port limits.  

8.6 Upon notification of the port limits, the Government will issue the 

final approval and Government Coastal land within  the port limits 

will be allotted to the company on a 30 years lease and the company 

thereafter will be permitted to undertake necessary site investigations 

required for preparing the Detailed Project Report (DPR) containing 

Topographic Survey, Soil investigation, Shallow Seismic survey, 

Seabed investigations by side scan survey, Feasibility Study on 

Lighterage / Deep Sea operation (if required), Wave Transformation 

Study, Wave Tranquility Study, Shoreline Evaluation, Dredging and 

disposal of dredged materials, Studies on sea water intake and outfall 

(if required), EIA and EMP, along with the consent from State 

Pollution Control Board, approval from MOEF, New Delhi, and 

approval of CRZ etc.   

8.7 In case the company requires additional adjoining private land for port 

development purpose, the company may purchase the same at their 

cost and as per the provisions of the Prevailing Land Policy, 

Karnataka Land Revenue Act 1964 and Karnataka Land Reforms Act 

1974. However the Government will facilitate in the proposes of land 

acquisition if any. 

8.8 The company is expected to submit the Detailed Project Report for the 

project within six months of signing of the agreement.  The Nodal 
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Agency shall approve the DPR within a period of two months.  

However, the financial closure shall be achieved within one year from 

the date of the agreement and commence port construction activities 

within three months from the date of the financial closure and 

commission the project within 3 years from the date of 

commencement of port construction activities. If the project is not 

completed with in the specified time by the developer, the allotted 

land will be withdrawn by the nodal agency with the prior approval of 

the Government. 

8.9 The mode of transfer of project assets at the end of the agreement 

period will be detailed in the respective concession agreement / lease 

agreement. 

 

9.  COMMERCIAL PORTS: 

Licensing of Commercial Ports. 
The minor ports (both existing and upcoming) will be offered for 

development through private sector participation. 

9.1 For the selection of promoters for the ports identified for commercial 

developments, bids would be initially invited for the selection of 

suitable promoters on a competitive basis and they will be selected as 

per technical and financial evaluation keeping in view the 

guidelines issued or to be issued by the DEA/Planning Commission, 

GOI for selection of concessionaire under PPP. In case of 

development of new ports, the bids will be invited after notifying the 

port limits.  
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Procedure for selection: 

• The main criteria considered for technical evaluation are 

company’s profile, annual turnover, land requirement, project cost, 

funding capacity, asset / infrastructure creation, port 

modernization, maximum handling capacity and minimum 

guaranteed throughput (MGT) in terms of Metric Tons.  

• The main criteria for financial evaluation is ‘maximum revenue 

share’ to be offered to Government or any other criteria to be 

indicated in notification. 

• Only such companies who qualify in technical bids will be 

considered for financial evaluation. 

• Bid document will be developed by the nodal agency for inviting 

the bids.  

9.2 In cases where suitable offers are not forth coming as under para 9.1 

above, development of such ports will be done through joint venture 

with Government agencies including Public Sector Undertakings of 

Government of Karnataka.  The JV partner shall be selected on 

competitive bidding basis keeping in view the guidelines on 

establishing JV in infrastructure sectors of Planning Commission / 

GOI. 

Minimum requirements to be fulfilled. 

I. A Minimum investment of Rs.1000 crores is made in Port 

infrastructure over a period of five years. Such investment will be 

for the following items:- 

• Construction of breakwaters. 

• Capital dredging of approach channel.  
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• Capital dredging of Water basin inside breakwaters; turning 

circle and dock arms/ channels. 

• Construction of Berths and Jetties. 

• Reclamation of land 

• Construction of stockyards, roads, buildings and other port 

related facilities. 

• Navigational equipments including tug boats and service 

vessels. 

• Port handling equipments including topside facilities of berths/ 

jetties, pipelines and tank farms. 

• Rail / road connectivity inside the port area or upto the nearby 

location shall always be the part of the project.  

• Utilities including distribution networks, sewerage/ waste 

handling equipments / facilities, storage and ware housing and 

amenities; 

II. A Special Purpose Company (hereinafter referred to as “the 

Port Company”) that may be formed to implement and operate 

the minor port can be a Joint Venture between the Promoters or 

a consortium of promoters and Government Agencies including 

Corporations / Boards of Government of Karnataka and other 

Government of Karnataka Enterprises; 

III. The aggregate investment by such Government Agencies 

including Public sector Corporations / Boards of Government 

of Karnataka and other Government of Karnataka Enterprises in 

the equity of the Port Company will be up to 11% of the total 

equity; 

IV. The port company may also include the anchor user industries / 

projects as its stakeholders. Such Anchor Industrial projects 
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should have achieved financial closures for the respective 

projects prior to the Port Company’s financial closure; 

V. Aggregate investments of anchor Industries / projects should be 

at least Rs.2000 Crores over a period of five years; 

VI. The total investment in the port infrastructure and the Anchor 

user industries / projects should thus be at least Rs.3000 Crores 

over a period of five years; 

VII. Port company will obtain commitments from the Anchor user 

industries / Projects for handling minimum of 50% of the total 

cargo that may be required by such Anchor user Industries / 

projects through the proposed port; 

VIII. The lands for the Port backup area will be procured / reclaimed 

by the Port Company and by its nominated agencies. As per the 

provisions of prevailing land policy. Such lands may also 

include those transferred by Government and or its agencies to 

the port company on lease basis; 

IX. The right to construct and operate the Port will be on 

nonexclusive basis; 

9.3 The entire project will be on the principle of Build, Own, Operate, 

Share and Transfer (BOOST);  

9.4 The period of lease will be initially for 30 years with a provision for 

further renewal as decided by the Government at mutually 

acceptable terms and conditions; 

9.5 The lease period for more than 30 years could be considered unless 

otherwise required as per financial analysis of the project or   for 

projects which entail sizable capital investment on account of site 

specific marine conditions and backup infrastructure such as road, 

rail linkages and which are either part of special economic zones 
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(SEZs) / Petroleum, Chemicals and Petro-chemicals Investment 

Regions (PCPIRs) and or included as anchor entities of such SEZs 

and PCPIRs developed as per the Acts / Rules of Government of 

India and Government of Karnataka; 

9.6 Government shall have the option, either to collect the dues as per the 

schedule of rates or to receive the share of revenue under BOOST, 

whichever is beneficial to Government; 

9.7 If the project is not completed within the stipulated time as enunciated 

in the Concession / lease Agreement / TOR, the allotted land will 

be withdrawn by the nodal agency with the prior approval of the 

Government. The mode of transfer of project assets at the end of 

the agreement period will be detailed in the respective concession / 

lease agreement / TOR. 

9.8 The company entrusted with the development of port will raise the 

required capital for the development of the port, create all facilities 

in the port, maintain and operate the port; 

9.9 Where the Government do not participate in the equity, they will 

nominate one Director on the Board of Directors and in other 

cases two or more as may be decided by the government in respect 

of each such project; 

9.10 The expenditure for the construction of one primary road leading to 

the port will be shared equally between the developer / promoter 

and the Government. However, any construction / development 

cost within the port area shall be borne by the developer / 

promoter; 
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9.11 The port developer is responsible for establishing the facilities and 

running the port under the International Ships and Port facility 

Security Code (ISPS) and would therefore be responsible for all 

the activities relating to the port waters; 

9.12 Apart from handling cargo, the port may construct and provide 

facilities for passenger water transport and leisure cum water 

sports activities. In such cases, the Government of Karnataka shall 

have a right to fix tariff and recover dues as applicable and as 

approved by Government. 

9.13 COLLECTION OF LEVIES, DUES ETC., The following table indicates the Parties who shall levy, collect, pay 
and appropriate the dues / charges in connection with the Port 
services.  

Sl. 
No Nature of Activity Levied and 

Collected by 
Payable 
by Appropriated by 

1 Captive Port handling only 
Captive Cargo  
Dues Collectable : Dues at the 
rates to be fixed by the 
Government from time to time 
on various items. 

Government of 
Karnataka 

Port User 
/ 
Operator 

Government of Karnataka: 
 

2 Captive Port handling both Captive & Commercial Cargo also  

2(a) For the Captive Cargo only 
Dues Collectable : Dues at the 
rates to be fixed by the 
Government from time to time 
on various items. 

Government of 
Karnataka 

Port User 
/ 
Operator 

 Government of Karnataka 
 

2(b) For the Commercial Cargo : 

Dues Collectable : Tariff as 
fixed by the Port Operator on 
various items. 

Port Operator Port User  Government of Karnataka: 
Dues at the rates to be fixed by the 
Government from time to time on 
various items or share of revenue 
whichever is beneficial to Government  
B. Port Operator: Balance Revenue 

3 Commercial Port : 
 
Dues Collectable : Tariff as 
fixed by the Port Operator on 
various items. 

Port Operator Port User  Government of Karnataka: 
Dues at the rates to be fixed by the 
Government from time to time on 
various items or share of revenue 
whichever is beneficial to Government 
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B. Port Operator: Balance Revenue 

10. Explanation. - 

A. Captive Ports 

(i) Captive Ports handling only the captive cargo.  

Levy and payment shall be as per the schedule of rates as approved by 
the Government of Karnataka from time to time. 

(ii) Captive Ports handling both captive and commercial cargo. 

(a) In respect of the captive cargo alone, levy and payment shall be as 
per the schedule of rates as approved by the Government of 
Karantaka. 

(b) In respect of other commercial cargo, levy and payment shall be as 
per the schedule of rates as approved by the Government of 
Karnataka or the share of revenue in accordance with the 
concession Agreement under BOOST, whichever is beneficial to 
the Government. 

B. Commercial Ports 

Levy and payment shall be as per the schedule of rates as approved by 
the Government of Karnataka or the share of revenue in accordance 
with the concession Agreement under BOOST whichever is beneficial 
to the Government. 

C. Assessment of Cargo quantity 

All landing and shipping dues shall be payable based on the quantity 
as stated in the customs cargo manifest. 

11. Corporate Social Responsibility and Security to Ports:- 

• The Developer has to provide one job per family to the land looser if 

private land is acquired for development. 

• Passenger jetties to be provided wherever required. 

• Encourage fishing activities. 
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• The security to the port is the responsibility of the developer. Also the 

developer has to make provision to berth patrol crafts of the security 

agencies viz., coast guard, coastal security, navy and customs. 

12. DEVELOPMENT OF NEW PORTS: – 

The State level committee headed by the Chief Secretary to 

Government of Karnataka along with other concerned officers as 

members will be formed for the overall development of all existing 

minor ports in the State on priority basis and also new ports. 

Development of commercial ports will be given preference over 

captive ports. 

12.1  General guidelines for modernisation of Services. 

In order to attract private sector participation in modernisation of port 

services, the Government encourages for the following. – 

(a)  To privatise the incomplete works of wharf / jetty / quay of 

K.P.W, P & I.W.T; 

(b)  To permit private companies to install modern mechanical 

handling equipment on the existing wharf/jetty/quay; and 

(c)  To encourage the parties making investments in these locations 

with suitable concessions. 

12.2  Services for private participation. 
 
1.  With a view to increase the efficiency of cargo handling, the 

Government also decide to open up the following port services for 

private participation. – 

(a)      Lighterage or cargo handling services. 
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(b)     Dredging. 

(c)      Piloting. 

(d)      Tug towing service. 

(e)  Other essential utility service in selected existing minor ports 

and in all new Ports. However, for use of private barges, the 

operators will pay the service charges as per existing rate. 

2.  Government will consider joint ventures in modernization / 

privatization. 

13.  INDUSTRIALISATION: - 

The major aim of port development in Karnataka is to promote 

regional development along the coastal line of about 300 Kms. The 

Government will therefore promote and establish port based industrial 

estates to facilitate import of raw materials and export of finished 

products at competitive prices. The Government will encourage 

setting up of major industries by private sector and offer all necessary 

infrastructure facilities. The industrial development and port 

development should go hand in hand and should produce synergic 

impact on the socioeconomic structure of coastal area in the state. 

14.  INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT. - 

The Government being aware of the need for huge investments for 

development of port sector is committed to establish the 

complementary infrastructure facilities like roads and railways, open 

land sites, water and drainage, power and technical training institutes 
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TRANSLATED COPY 
 
Sl.No/Right to Information/2356 
2024-25   

Range Forest Officer 
Honnavar Range 

Date:-13 /03/2025 
rfohonnavara@gmail.com 

 
Shri. Rajesh Eshwar Tandel 
Kasarkoda- Tonka 
Honnavar (U.K) 

Mobile: 9242313670 
 
Please be informed, 
 
Subject: Regarding providing information under the Right to Information Act-

2005. 
 

Reference: -Date of payment made to this office: 13-03-2025 
 
As per the above subject, as per the reference letter, you have paid the 
information fee of Rs. 100.00 to this office under the Right to Information Act, 
2005 

The above information is enclosed herewith.  

Yours faithfully, 

 

Range Forest Officer 

Honnavar 
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How can HPPL deny such a big board by the forest dept right at the site of connecting road?
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ANNEXURE A26760



 

No. Location Taluk Length 
(km) 

Geographical 
Coordinates 

Major 
land use 

Status of 
shoreline 

Cause of 
erosion 

CRZ 
category 

Recommen
ded policy 
option 

Recommended 
Technical 
solution/Nature 
of solution 

monsoon 

4. Murudesh
wara 
fisherman 
Beach 

Bhatkal 0.13 14° 5'39.03"N 
74°29'7.69"E to 
14° 5'37.46"N 
74°29'11.67"E 

Habitatio
ns,  fish 
landing 
area and 
tourism 
activities 

Low to 
Moderate 
erosion 

Non-
equilibrium 
movement of 
sediments in 
the bay, 
storm drain 
water and 
high wave 
action during 
monsoon  

CRZ IB Do nothing Monitoring the 
beach 

5. Shri 
Murudesh
wara 
Beach 

Bhatkal 0.60 14° 6'0.37"N 
74°29'12.38"E to 
14° 5'41.49"N 
74°29'7.71"E 

Habitatio
ns,  fish 
landing 
area and 
tourism 
activities 

Moderate 
to High 
erosion 

Non-
equilibrium 
movement of 
sediments in 
the bay 

CRZ IB Limited 
intervention 

Sand 
nourishment  
(Soft ) 

6. Tonka I Honnav
ar 

0.64 14°16'34.87"N 
74°25'38.24"E to 
14°16'15.25"N 
74°25'45.12"E 

Habitatio
ns 

Moderate 
to High 
erosion 

High wave 
action during 
monsoon and 
obstruction of 
littoral drift 

CRZ IB Hold the line Seawall with 
sand nourishment 
(Hybrid) 

7. Toppalak
eri 

Honnav
ar 

0.84 14°17'52.07"N 
74°25'32.32"E to 
14°17'26.75"N 
74°25'27.22"E 

Fishing 
hamlet, 
fish 
landing 
area and 
Olive 
Ridley 
turtle 
conservat

Moderate 
to High 
erosion 

Obstruction of 
littoral drift 
and high river 
runoff during 
monsoon 

CRZ IB Limited 
intervention 

Dredging the 
mouth and 
construct a 
training wall to 
regulate the river 
flow environment 
(Hybrid) 
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iii) Wet/Dry line and 

iv) Instantaneous waterline.  

 

In this assessment, both the morphological and non-morphological coastal features 

were considered for delineation of shorelines derived from the satellite images of 

different time periods.  

 

6.3 Factors influencing Coastal Erosion 
 

A coastline is made up of a number of interconnected physical systems that are 

affected by both onshore and offshore processes. Coastal erosion is the process of 

eroding and redistributing solid elements of a shoreline, including sediments.  

 

Erosion is defined as the encroachment of land by the sea over a period of time. It is 

a combination of natural and man-made processes operating on different scales. 

Coastal erosion is typically caused by natural forces such as waves, tidal and small-

scale currents, storm surges, hurricanes, windstorms, tsunamis, flooding hazards, 

relative mean sea level, direction of littoral drift and inlet dynamics (Haddow et al. 

2020). Effects of human impacts include construction of artificial structures, mining of 

beach sand, offshore dredging damping rivers by building dams and activities 

relating to Ports/harbor and Recreation (Balasubramanian, 2011). Accretion is the 

process of coastal sediment returning to the visible portion of a beach or foreshore 

after a submersion event. A sustainable beach or foreshore often goes through a 

cycle of submersion during rough weather and later accretion during fair 

weather(Pidwirny, M. 2006). 
 

6.4 Data Source 
 

To prepare the shoreline change maps on 1:25000 scale as per the CZMP grids for 

all the coastal districts of Karnataka. Shoreline change data is a prerequisite to 

assess the coastal erosion and accretion characteristics over a period of time. 

Extraction of historic shorelines of the coastal zone is the primary data for shoreline 

change assessment. The time series satellite images utilized for shoreline 

delineation for the Karnataka coast are detailed in Table 6.1. 

 

Table 6.1: Datasets used for the assessment 
 

Year Data Spatial  Resolution (m) 

1990 Landsat 5 TM+ 30 

1997 Landsat 5 TM+ 30 

2000 Landsat 7 ETM+ 30 

2006 IRS P6, Resourcesat1- LISS IV 5.8 

2010 IRS P6, Resourcesat1- LISS IV 5.8 

2016 IRS P6, Resourcesat2- LISS IV 5.8 
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measurement-related) as well as short-term fluctuations through a statistical 

approach. While the computation of shoreline uncertainty is considered in both the 

LRR and Weighted Linear Regression (WLR) rate methods in DSAS and the LRR 

method is deemed more suitable for this assessment. This is because the LRR 

statistics are established by fitting a least-squares regression line to all shoreline 

points for each transect, thereby assigning greater importance or weight to more 

dependable data in determining the best-fit line in the WLR method. Furthermore, 

the LRR method employs all available data to derive a best-fit line that minimizes the 

overall squared distance to the recognized shoreline. 

6.5.4 Uncertainty Error Calculation 

Potential uncertainties in the position of the shoreline can arise when analyzing 

multiple satellite images taken at different times, different tidal conditions and with 

varying levels of spatial resolution. These uncertainties can be quantified using the 

equation: 

𝑈𝑝 = √𝑈𝑔𝑖
2 +  𝑈𝑑𝑖

2 +  + 𝑈𝑝𝑖
2  

 

(modified from Fletcher et al. 2012) 

 

Where Ugi is geo-referencing uncertainty, Udi is digitizing uncertainty, and Upi is pixel 

uncertainty. The calculated confidence percentage of the derived shorelines was 

about 88% which were further correlated with the shorelines obtained from the field. 

6.5.5 Classification of Shoreline Change Rates  

The obtained statistics are computed to classify the shoreline changes into eight 

classes, such as high/ moderate/low erosion, artificial coast, stable coast, 

high/moderate/low accretion (Ramesh et al. 2021). Rocky coasts present along the 

coast have also been demarcated. The rate of shoreline changes and the 

classifications used in the assessment are tabulated in Table 6.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.2:  Shoreline Change classifications 

No. Category Rate of Erosion/Accretion (m/yr) 

1 High Erosion >= -5 

2 Moderate Erosion -2 to -5 

3 Low Erosion -0.5 to -2 

Shoreline Change Analysis (SCA) 
 

SCA in long and short term periods indicates the erosion and accretion processes 
of the coast and is helpful in understanding the coastal response to manmade 
and natural interventions including sea-level rise 
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No. Category Rate of Erosion/Accretion (m/yr) 

4 Stable Coast -0. 5 to + 0.5 

5 Low Accretion + 0.5 to + 2 

6 Moderate Accretion + 2 to + 5 

7 High Accretion >= 5 
 

 

6.6 Shoreline changes along Karnataka coast 
 

The coastline of Karnataka spans approximately 328 km from Talappady in the 

south, bordering with Kerala, to Majali in the north, bordering with Goa. This coastal 

region has numerous unique features, including fourteen rivers that drain into the 

Arabian Sea. Among the significant estuaries are the Netravati-Gurpur, Gangolli, 

Hangarkatta, Sharavathi, Aganashini, Gangavali, and Kalinadi. Moreover, there are 

90 renowned beaches along the coastline along with blue flag certified Padubidri 

Beach in Udupi and Kasarkod beach in Uttara Kannada dsitricts. Some of the 

notable beaches include Someshwar-Ullal, Panambur, Tannirbhavi, Malpe, 

Padubidri, and Gokarna. However, several beaches are deemed unsuitable for use 

due to coastal erosion, human settlements, and activities associated with ports, 

industries, and fisheries.  
 

The coastal zone of the three districts of Karnataka have distinct geomorphological 

settings. Among the three, Uttara Kannada has high rocky outcrops. The changes in 

the shorelines are subject to the activities along the coast which vary with time. 

Though the response of the shore to different natural and man-made interventions is 

dynamic, a quantified shoreline change over a specific period of time is widely used 

to understand the erosion/accretion characteristics of the coastal zone and to 

prepare shoreline management plan (Kankara et al. 2015). The assessment period 

can be long, short and decadal.  
 

The shoreline change of the Karnataka coast is assessed for all the three scenarios 

with different intervals of time from 1990 - 2024. The shoreline changes obtained 

from the assessment are tabulated in Tables 6.3 and 6.4. However the shoreline 

changes owing to the natural and man-made interventions are best correlated for the 

period 2010-2024. Hence the shoreline change maps and the erosion/accretion 

areas obtained from the short term analysis are considered for the assessment. A 

Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) will include predominant eroding stretches 

obtained within the aforementioned period considering seasonal variations.  

6.6.1 Long Term Analysis 

The analysis comprises of two shoreline change datasets of different time periods 

such as 34 years and 24 years scenario. The gradual chronological developments 

along the coast during these periods have significantly influenced the shoreline 

dynamics (Sowmya et al. 2019). The number of coastal infrastructures in 1990, 2000 

and 2024 obtained from the assessment is about 65,169 and 569 respectively.  The 

764



Page | 68  
 

Category Status Decadal 
2010 - 
2021 

2010 - 
2022 

2010 - 
2023 

2010 - 2024 

Stable coast   89.31 88.52 86.61 83.01 

Low Accretion   33.46 26.07 24.92 25.65 

Moderate Accretion   9.15 7.64 6.05 5.60 

High Accretion   2.89 2.74 3.42 3.20 

Rocky coast (Natural)   75.27 75.27 75.27 75.27 

Total Length (km) 328.55 328.55 328.55 328.55 

 

6.7 Shoreline Change Assessment (District wise) 
 

6.7.1 Uttara Kannada 

Uttara Kannada district has a lengthy coastal line stretching to 193 km. The district 

has three distinct zones - narrow coast, hills, and flatter elevated zone. The coastline 

falls under five taluks including, Karwar, Ankola, Kumta, Honnavar and Bhatkal. The 

district’s shoreline indicated an erosion percentage of 28% (Figure 6.1). However 

considering the state’s coastline, Uttara Kannada accounts for 39% (Figure 6.2) of 

erosion despite extensive rocky shores. Periodic conversion of nominal eroding 

stretches to significant eroding stretches is observed due to increasing coastal 

developmental activities (Table 6.5). The proportions of shoreline changes for Uttara 

Kannada for the period 2010 – 2024 are tabulated in Table 6.5. Besides beaches, 

the other areas affected with erosion include coastal habitations, Crop lands, tourism 

and fish landing areas.  

 

Table 6.5: Shoreline changes of Uttara Kannada district 
 

Category Status Long Term Short Term 

1990 - 2024 2000 - 2024 2010 - 2024 2020 - 2024 

High Erosion   0 0.14 0 15.74 

Moderate Erosion   0.90 2.46 10.64 37.25 

Low Erosion   21.81 47.98 43.53 23.84 

Stable coast   83.38 54.74 46.87 17.79 

Low Accretion   9.24 10.24 14.53 10.40 

Moderate Accretion   1.56 1.84 2.28 7.02 

High Accretion   2.38 2.42 1.73 5.63 

Rocky coast (Natural)   74.15 74.15 74.15 74.15 

Total Length (km) 193.13 193.13 193.13 193.13 

6.7.2 Udupi 

Udupi district is a part of the Karnataka Coastal Zone and includes administrative 

subdivisions such as Kundapur, Udupi, Karkala, Brahmavar, Byndoor, Hebri, and 

Kaup Taluks. Udupi and Kundapura are the main taluks with urban centres like 
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Figure 6.3: Stretches with High erosion and accretion in Uttara Kannada 
*Data obtained from the assessment (Tables 6.8 and 6.9) 
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No. Location District Taluk 
Length 
(km) 

Erosion 
Category 

Geographical 
Coordinates 

CRZ 
Class 

Remarks 

7. U Kharviwada Uttara 
Kannada 

Ankola 0.29 Moderate 14°37'59.67"N 
74°17'4.36"E 

To 
14°37'50.75"N 
74°17'1.92"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish landing area 
and cultivation lands 

8. Belambar Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Ankola 0.14 Moderate 14°37'44.73"N 
74°16'57.76"E 

To 
14°37'40.89"N 
74°16'55.10"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish landing area 
and cultivation lands 

9. Kadle Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Kumta 0.59 High 14°26'36.63"N 
74°22'53.64"E 

To 
14°26'18.29"N 
74°22'59.16"E 

CRZ IB Tourism activities and 
Habitation 

10. Kumta Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Kumta 0.41 Low to 
Moderate 

14°25'8.51"N 
74°23'17.26"E 

To 
14°25'7.74"N 
74°23'28.99"E 

CRZ II Cultivation lands, tourism 
and economic activities 

11. Dhareshwara 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Kumta 0.71 High 14°22'37.27"N 
74°24'14.55"E 

To 
14°22'14.73"N 
74°24'18.16"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish landing area 
and cultivation lands 

12. Southern bank of 
Sharavathi 
Estuary 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.84 Moderate 
to High 

14°17'52.07"N 
74°25'32.32"E 

To 
14°17'26.75"N 
74°25'27.22"E 

CRZ IB Fishing hamlet, fish landing 
area and Olive Ridley turtle 
conservation area 

13. Tonka I Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.64 Moderate 
to High 

14°16'34.87"N 
74°25'38.24"E 

To 

CRZ IB Habitations 
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No. Location District Taluk 
Length 
(km) 

Erosion 
Category 

Geographical 
Coordinates 

CRZ 
Class 

Remarks 

14°16'15.25"N 
74°25'45.12"E 

14. Shri Murudeshwar 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Bhatkal 0.60 Moderate 
to High 

14° 6'0.37"N 
74°29'12.38"E 

To 
14° 5'41.49"N 
74°29'7.71"E 

CRZ IB Habitations ,fish landing 
areas and tourism activities 

15. Murudeshwar 
fisherman Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Bhatkal 0.13 Low to 
Moderate 

14° 5'39.03"N 
74°29'7.69"E 

To 
14° 5'37.46"N 
74°29'11.67"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish landing 
areas and tourism activities 

16. Matadahitlu 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Bhatkal 0.29 Moderate 
to High 

14° 4'43.10"N 
74°29'33.04"E 

To 
14° 4'34.09"N 
74°29'35.08"E 

CRZ IB Fishing hamlet and fish 
landing area 

17. Bengre Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Bhatkal 0.61 Low to 
Moderate 

14° 4'7.72"N 
74°29'41.56"E 

To 
14° 3'48.10"N 
74°29'45.48"E 

CRZ IB Recreation and tourism 
activities and cultivation 
lands 

18. Sanabhavi Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Bhatkal 0.42 Low to 
Moderate 

14° 2'34.98"N 
74°30'1.92"E 

To 
14° 2'21.29"N 
74°30'3.29"E 

CRZ IB Fishing hamlet 

19. Madikal Beach Udupi Kundapura 0.40 Low to 
Moderate 

13°49'53.76"N 
74°37'0.80"E 

To 
13°49'40.86"N 
74°37'1.81"E 

CRZ IB Habitations  and fish landing 
area 

20. Madikal Gudda Udupi Kundapura 0.19 Low to 13°49'39.39"N CRZ IB Habitations, fish landing and 
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No. Location District Taluk Length 
(km) 

Accretion 
Category 

Geographical 
Coordinates 

CRZ Class Remarks 

74°24'24.22"E 

14. Taribagilu 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Kumta 0.41 Moderate 14°19'13.87"N 
74°24'48.27"E 

To 
14°19'0.75"N 
74°24'48.61"E 

CRZ IB Habitations  

15. Tonka Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.63 Moderate to 
High 

14°17'22.44"N 
74°25'25.32"E 

To 
14°17'3.28"N 
74°25'28.49"E 

CRZ IB Tourism activities 

16. Devaragadde 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.42 Moderate to 
High 

14°12'2.20"N 
74°27'46.06"E 

To 
14°11'51.47"N 
74°27'55.31"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish 
landing area and 
tourism activities 

17. Manki Beach Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.37 Low to 
Moderate 

14°11'22.93"N 
74°28'5.83"E 

To 
14°11'11.70"N 
74°28'10.04"E 

CRZ IB Habitations, fish 
landing area and 
aquafarms  

18. Murudeshwar 
Beach 

Uttara 
Kannada 

Honnavar 0.43 Low to 
Moderate 

14° 5'33.97"N 
74°29'15.02"E 

To 
14° 5'20.37"N 
74°29'17.34"E 

CRZ IB Tourism activities 

19. Alvekodi Beach Uttara 

Kannada 
Bhatkal 0.34 Moderate to 

High 
14° 1'50.27"N 
74°30'1.92"E 

To 
14° 1'38.75"N 
74°29'58.41"E 

CRZ IB Habitations and 
tourism activities 
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Figure 7.9: Shoreline changes along Sharavathi Estuary, Uttara Kannada 

770



F. No. IA3-22/10/2022-IA.III [E 177258] 
Government of India 

Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
(IA Division) 

Indira Paryavaran Bhawan 
Jor Bagh Road, Aliganj, 

New Delhi - 110003 

Dated: 8th June, 2022 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Subject: Standardizing the validity of baseline data and public consultation reports 
for submission of proposal within the validity period of Terms of Reference 
(ToR) under the provisions of EIA Notification, 2006 - regarding. 

As per the provisions of ETA Notification, 2006, Terms of References (ToR) are being 

accorded to the various developmental projects listed in the schedule to the ETA Notification, 

2006 except schedule 8(a) for undertaking EIA/EMP study. In this regard, Ministry issued 

Office Memorandum No. J-11013/41/2006-IA-II (I) (Part) dated 29th August 2017 stating that 

the validity period of ToR as three years for all the projects! activities and four years for River 

Valley and HEP Projects. This validity period could be further extended by a maximum 

period of one year, thereby making the outer limit for validity of ToR as four years for all 

projects! activities and five years for River Valley and HEP projects. 

2. Further, in the above-mentioned 0.M, it is also stated that the baseline data used for 

preparation of EIA/EMP reports may be collected at any stage, irrespective of the request 

for ToR or the issue thereof. However, such baseline data and the public consultation should 

not be older than three years, at the time of submission of the proposal, for grant of 

Environmental Clearance (EC), as per ToRs prescribed. 

3. Thereafter, MoEF&CC also issued a gazette notification vide S.0.751 (E) dated 

17/02/2020 stating that the Terms of Reference for the projects or activities except for River 

valley and Hydro-electric projects, issued by the concerned regulatory authority, shall have 

the validity of four years from the date of issue. In case of the River valley and Hydro-electric 

projects, the validity of ToR will be for five years. 

4. Instances have been brought to the notice of this Ministry wherein the application for 

Environment Clearance are being submitted by the project proponent well within the 

validity period of the ToR but the baseline data is older than three years. In such situation, 

project proponent is required to start the entire process of baseline data collection de nova. 

Many a times, it is also observed that the delay in submission of EC proposal happens due 

to delay in rescheduling and conduct of public hearing for reasons beyond the control of 
project proponent. 
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5. In many such cases where proposals are submitted with baseline data older than three 

years, the EAC prescribes for revalidation of data with fresh baseline data of 15 days/1 

month/ 1 season on a case to case basis. 

6. The aforesaid matter has been examined in the Ministry. In order to address this issue 

in a practical manner and to bring uniformity in handling such proposals, the following 

standard procedures shall be followed with immediate effect: 

i. Baseline data used for preparation of EIA/EMP reports may be collected at any stage 

of the EC process or even before the grant of ToR. 
Public consultation shall be conducted after the grant of ToR. The Public consultation 
conducted after the expiry of ToR shall not be accepted by the Regulatory Authority. 

The baseline data and Public Hearing shall not be more than three years old at the 

time of submission of application for consideration of EC. 

iv. At the time of application for EC, in case baseline data is older than three years, but 

less than five years old in the case of River valley and HEP Projects, or less than four 

years old in the case of other projects, the same shall be considered, subject to the 

condition that it is revalidated with one season fresh non-monsoon data collected 

after three years of the initial baseline data. 

v. In case the proposal for EC along with EIA/EMP reports based on the ToRs 

prescribed is not submitted within the validity period of ToRs, and/or not complying 

with the above-mentioned criteria, the concerned Member Secretary shall not accept 

the proposal and process shall be initiated de novo by the PP. 

7. This O.M. is issued in supersession of OM no. J-11013/41/2006-IA-II (I) (Part) dated 

29th August 2017 and with the approval of the Competent Authority. 

111111' 
(Sundar Ramana an) 

Scientist E 
To 

1. Chairman, Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB). 
2. Chairman of all the Expert Appraisal Committees 
3. Chairperson/Member Secretaries of all the SEIAAs/SEACs 
4. Chairpersons/Member Secretaries of all SPCBs/UTPCCs 
5. All the Officers of I.A. Division 

Copy for information to: 

1. PS to Hon'ble Minister for Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
2. PS to Hon'ble MoS (EF&CC) 
3. PPS to Secretary (EF&CC) 
4. PPS to DGF&SS (EF&CC) 
5. PPS to AS(TK)/PPS to JS (SKB) 
6. Website, MoEF&CC/ Guard file. 
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