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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL EASTERN ZONE AT 

KOLKATA 

MEMORANDUM OF APPEAL 

(Under Sections 16(h) read with 18(1) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 

2010) 

Appeal No. 32 of 2022 

Ashish Kothari             … Appellant 

Vs 

The Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change & Anr  .. Respondents 

 

Rejoinder filed by the Appellant 

The appellant respectfully submits as follows: 

1. The appellant has read the counter affidavits filed by the 1st and 2nd 

respondents and denies the contents of the same as false, except to the 

extent expressly admitted hereunder.  

Rejoinder to the counter affidavit of the 1st respondent – 

MOEF&CC 

2. At the outset, it is submitted that the 1st respondent has not addressed 

or responded to all the contentions raised in the appeal. The reply 

affidavit merely narrates the clearance process and does not address the 

issues raised. This Hon’ble Tribunal while adjudicating an appeal under 

Section 16 of the Act performs both a judicial review and a merits review.  

 

3. The contents of para 1 to 5 are a narration of the appeals pending before 

this Hon’ble Court and for the information of this Hon’ble Tribunal and 

calls for no reply.  

 

4. The contents of para 6 to 9 pertain to a description of the EIA 

Notifications and do not call for any reply. 

2201



 

5. In so far as the contents of para 10 are concerned, it is submitted that 

the MHA vide letter dated 30.03.2022 had stated that the airport was to 

be a dual use airport and hence be dealt with as a project of strategic 

nature. It is submitted that under clause 7 (III) of the EIA 

Notification,2006, the only exception granted to projects relating to 

national defence or other strategic consideration is exemption from public 

consultation. These projects have to undergo the process of impact 

assessment, appraisal and issuance of clearance. Under the scheme of 

the law, the entire process is not kept secret and the EC etc are released 

after redaction of information considered sensitive. It has not been stated 

by the respondent whether clearance was issued to the airport 

separately.  

 

6. The contents of para 11 are denied as false and it is reiterated that the 

impugned clearance has been issued in violation of the law and without 

consideration of the impacts of the project, based on inchoate and 

incorrect reports. The 1st respondent has failed in its solemn duty as the 

regulator.  

 

7. The contents of para 12 are denied as false. The respondent has merely 

listed different events in the clearance process and this does not in any 

manner address the issues in the present appeal. The process of 

clearance is also directly in violation of the OM dated 24.12.2010 cited by 

the respondent and the detailed averments in this regard in the 

Memorandum of Appeal have not been controverted by the Respondents 

herein. 

 

8. The contents of para 13 are denied as false. The issue of competence of 

these institutions and the correctness of the reports has been dealt with 
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in the Appeal and the respondents have not provided any reply to the 

same. Apart from listing some of the studies, the respondent has not 

addressed the issues raised qua these studies. It is submitted that the 

respondent has admitted that the PP was asked to carry on studies post 

the EIA as well. This is a clear violation of the procedure prescribed by 

law and defeats the purpose of the EIA Notification. The purpose of the 

PH and ensuring public participation is also defeated since these reports 

are never placed for public scrutiny and is also contrary to the 

respondent’s OM dated 07.10.2014.  

 

9. The contents of para 14 are denied as false. It is submitted that the 

respondent has failed to protect the biodiversity of the region and 

appreciate its sensitivity. The clearance has been issued without even an 

understanding of the biodiversity of the areas in question. Any number 

of mitigation measures will not compensate for the destruction of an 

ecosystem of the richness and complexity that is proposed to be cleared. 

These mitigation measures are irrelevant and are nothing but an attempt 

to provide justification for the impugned clearance.  

 

10. The contents of para 15 are denied as false. There are two and not 

six tribes in Great Nicobar, like the respondent has mentioned. It is 

submitted that the record makes it evident that tribal rights and well-

being have been sacrificed by the 1st respondent. For example, though 

the ToR required that experts on tribal issues be consulted , AAJVS, which 

admittedly was the only organisation consulted, is not even an 

anthropological organisation working with tribal communities. It is 

essentially a Government body with its general body, office bearers 

comprised of officers serving in the administration who are not tribals 

themselves, do not understand their language or their way of life. 

Moreover, the Nicobarese have clearly mentioned during the hearing that 
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they wish to go back to their pre-tsunami villages located in the southern 

and south-western coast of Great Nicobar, most of which falls under the 

project area. Clearly, the project proponent has no intention of ensuring 

the Tribal rights are upheld. The repeated assurances that the tribals will 

not be displaced are merely formalities, evident from the fact that the 

RfP document for engaging a consultant for preparing the DPR for the 

township that has been floated by ANIIDCO, has the master plan 

prepared by AECOM in its annexure that says “If required, the tribals can 

be relocated to other parts of island which is conserved and protected”. 

Shompen being PVTG, are entitled to Habitat rights under the Forest 

Rights Act, and it is the duty of the Government to recognise these rights 

and ensure their protection.  

 

11. The contents of para 16 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

the respondent fails to disclose that the Galathea Wildlife Sanctuary was 

de-notified, the boundaries of the two National Parks were redrawn to 

carve out land for the subject project. The area is within the mandatory 

1 km Eco Sensitive Zone (ESZ) and adjacent to the National parks. Merely 

because the respondent de-notifies a Protected Area or changes the 

boundary of the ESZ, it does not take away the character of the area or 

its importance as a wildlife habitat. It is a fact that turtle nesting grounds, 

nesting grounds of birds, corals etc which are entitled to protection as 

CRZ IA are included in the project site of the port.  

12. The contents of para 17 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

while the respondent contends that the ICRZ plans under the 2019 ICRZ 

Notification have been approved, the ICRZ plans have not been produced 

along with the reply. In fact, the approved maps are not available even 

on NCSCM’s website at https://czmp.ncscm.res.in/#main-map or on the 

website of the UT administration which only contains the draft maps 

wherein the entire port site has correctly been marked as CRZ IA.  
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13. The contents of para 18 are denied as false. 130.75 Sq KM of highly 

biodiverse primary rainforests are to be destroyed. Not only is it illogical 

to compare extents in percentages to the overall extent of forests in the 

archipelago but also unscientific to equate the forests of Nicobar group 

of islands with that of Andamans as the Andaman Islands are a part of 

Indo-Burma Biodiversity Hotspot while the Nicobars are a part of the 

Sundaland Biodiversity Hotspot. In other words both belong to two 

distinct Biogeographic Realms and have very different floral communities 

and faunal assemblages and hence simply cannot be compared. 

 

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

the contention of the ministry that the FAC meeting was held separately 

on 21.09.2022 and the minutes are not available in public considering 

the “strategic nature of the project”, is bereft of merit. It is submitted 

that in para 10, it was submitted that only the airport was considered as 

a defence and strategic project. The diversion of 130.75 sq km of forest 

land is not for the airport but majorly for the township and other projects. 

It is submitted that the very purpose of ensuring transparency is to 

encourage public participation in environmental decision making and the 

respondent erred in arbitrarily keeping the entire forest clearance process 

under a veil of secrecy, contrary to all principles of environmental good 

governance. The Hon’ble Supreme Court in its judgment dated 

16.11.2021 in Civil Appeal Nos 6497-6498 of 2021, while considering a 

clearance under the FC Act has held, “ A veil of secrecy does not portend 

well for environmental clearances, since it takes away the right from 

individuals to challenge them using legal remedies. In the meantime, tree 

felling proceeded apace. This lack of transparency, leading to a lack of 

accountability, is in stark contrast to the “environmental rule of law”, 

which is crucial for good governance.” 
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15.  The contents of para 20 -22 once again summarises the clearance 

process and are denied and it is submitted that this narration does not 

address any of the issues raised in the appeal. The contents of para 23 

are denied as false. It is submitted that it has been demonstrated in the 

appeal as to how the environmental factors have not been factored in 

and that the entire analysis of alternatives exercise has been reduced to 

a ritual. The 2nd respondent, ANIIDCO, chose the site and created 

justifications for the same, which were accepted by the 1st respondent 

without any critical appraisal. The respondent has not provided any 

counter to the contentions raised in the appeal.  

 

16. The contents of para 24 - 26 are repetitive and have been 

addressed earlier. The contents of para 27, 29 are denied as false and 

they are vague and  demonstrative of the lack of attention paid by the 

respondent to the issue of rights of aboriginal tribes. These contentions 

have been addressed earlier. The project site falls in the areas that are 

currently in use by both the tribes, the Nicobarese and the Shompen, 

which is a PVTG. And the Nicobarese had asserted their intention to 

relocate to their pre-tsunami villages in the public hearing, a long-

standing appeal which has been completely ignored. In fact during the 

Public Hearing several facts regarding the exact locations of each project 

with respect to the location of the current settlements of the nomadic 

tribe Shompen and the pre-tsunami villages of the Nicobarese were 

concealed. After learning where the project sites are, the Nicobarese had 

also sent representations to the MoEFCC and to other concerned 

authorities, much before the Environmental Clearance was issued and yet 

their appeal was completely ignored. Copy of letters are annexed as 

Annexure A76.  
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17. The contents of paras 30,31,32 are denied as false and it is 

submitted that merely commissioning studies is not sufficient. It is 

submitted that the entire exercise has been carried out to justify the 

decision of the PP to establish the project and not to ascertain the most 

feasible location for the project or whether the project can be permitted 

or not. Of the studies listed under para 30, the conservation plan for 

Nicobar Megapode was conducted after the public hearing. The marine 

ecological conservation plan was not even a part of the draft EIA and is 

not available on PARIVESH till date. Neither does the EIA report have any 

details of the socio-economic surveys. The mathematical modelling report 

was also not a part of the draft EIA and was added after the public 

consultation. It is reiterated that under clause 7 of the EIA Notification, 

the only permitted additions/revisions to the draft EIA are those related 

to addressing concerns raised during public hearing and in the instant 

case, all the studies and documents added after public hearing are not 

to address public hearing comments but reports that ought to have been 

prepared prior the public hearing. The 1st respondent ought to have 

rejected these reports or at the very least, directed the conduct of public 

consultation after placing all materials in public domain.  

 

18. The contents of para 33 are denied as false and it is submitted that 

the respondent admits that studies and reports were called for and 

submitted post the public hearing and seeks to justify these as “technical” 

and “more of clarificatory in nature”. It is submitted that the only 

permitted revision to the draft EIA is the necessary revision to address 

public hearing concerns. The fact that most of the studies referred to by 

the respondent were never before the public vitiates the entire process. 

As far as addition of new components are concerned, a major change in 

the usage of the airport was done by making it a dual use airport, a 
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decision that was taken without the consent of the stakeholders 

especially the residents of the two villages Gandhinagar and 

Shastrinaghar who will be relocated for the airport. The via ducts and 

underground tunnels are all major changes in the design that calls for a 

fresh public hearing. In addition to that, the three new wildlife 

sanctuaries declared after the public consultation to ostensibly 

compensate for the loss of habitat of turtles, megapodes and corals in 

the islands of Little Nicobar, Meroe and Menchal have an enormous 

impact on the people of the Little Nicobar Island who have special 

significance for Menchal and Meroe islands and have expressed their 

disagreement with this decision. This calls for a fresh public hearing, this 

time inviting the Nicobarese of Little Nicobar Island. 

 

19. The contents of para 34 – 36 are denied as false and it is submitted 

that the respondent has only summarised the events that transpired and 

the reports they received. There is no response to the contentions in the 

appeal regarding these reports.  

 

20. The contents of para 37 only states that the Nicobarese are 

Scheduled Tribe and the rest are PVTGs.  

 

21. The contents of para 38 to 44 are denied as false and the 

respondent is merely repeating statements made by the project 

proponent in the clearance process. The impact on the aboriginal tribes 

by destruction of forests, introduction of lakhs of people from the 

mainland etc have been effectively highlighted by anthropologists, which 

have been filed along with the appeal and the respondent has not paid 

any heed to these statements which were submitted during public 

hearing. It is evident that AAJVS is not an anthropological organisation 

but a welfare organisation working under the State. Moreover, the 
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statement that the Nicobarese have joined the mainstream is a proof that 

the respondent have no idea regarding the heterogeneity among the 

Nicobarese, that the southern Nicobarese on whose ancestral land the 

project area falls, are a culturally and linguistically distinct group and 

cannot be clubbed with the Nicobarese of central Nicobar islands where 

a large section of the community has adopted modern lifestyle. The 

southern Great Nicobarese still practise their traditional way of life and 

hence wish to go back to their pre-tsunami villages where they can lead 

their lives without the interference of outsiders.  

 

22. With regards to para 40, the Nicobarese settled at New Chingenh 

wish to go back to Old Chingenh which is situated near Galathea Bay (site 

of the port), The Nicobarese settled in Rajiv Nagar also wish to go back 

and resettle their pre-tsunami villages on the west coast (the site for port 

logistics, coastal tourism, etc). The Shompen have had a history of 

interactions and barter relations with the Nicobarese, so the point that 

the 4 Shompen living in “Kirasis” (the name of their settlement located 

close to the Galathea river where the power plant has been proposed) is 

irrelevant here. They still live in and use that area and will be displaced 

as a result of the project. The displacement of any forest dwelling 

community is not a planned event.  It happens as a consequence of any 

new activities that cause disturbance to the tribes. There are enough 

examples that show that the Shompen have been displaced time and 

again due to the insensitive and misplaced intervention of the island 

administration. A PVTG with a population of only 230 odd members, and 

in the respondent’s own words “the heritage of mankind not only for the 

island but for the world”, deserves maximum protection, and preservation 

of their land, a right being knowingly violated by the respondent.  
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23. As far as para 44 is concerned, the administration’s consent is 

already violating the tribal rights as: 

a) The location of the power plant and other components of the port is 

close to the Kirasis settlement of Shompen located at Galathea which will 

without a doubt lead to their disturbance and displacement. 

b) The concept of land for the tribals is very different and beyond the 

scope of the administration. The Shompen do not understand 

demarcations, which is why they continue to use the out-points at 

Laxminagar village as that provides them an easier access to the coast. 

By creating demarcations in the form of fences or barricades the 

Shompen will be restricted on their movement, as many areas of the 

coast are used by them to access different parts of the forest. 

24. The contents of para 45 are denied as false and it is submitted that 

the PP’s own EIA and studies are evidence that the respondents do not 

even know the nature of the area they are converting. Proposing such a 

plan for mitigation without examining the baseline properly is utterly 

pointless. It is submitted that the mitigation measures referred to do not 

address the loss of habitat caused by diversion of more than 100 Sq Kms 

of pristine rainforests.  

25. The contents of para 46 are denied as false. There is no purpose 

served by destroying habitats and declaring other areas as protected 

areas – those areas are anyway being used by turtles and other 

biodiversity and these notifications do not address the present issue at 

all.  

 

26. The contents of para 47-50 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

placing marker buoys for a narrow strip along one flank does nothing to 

protect the turtle nesting grounds in the bay, which is proposed to be 
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converted for the port. The respondent has merely repeated statements 

in the EC and EAC minutes. These statements of the respondent are 

demonstrative of their lack of application of mind and felicity with these 

issues. There is again no regard given to the fact that the approach path 

of the bay area will be drastically blocked by the breakwater and no 

number of marker buoys can undo that. It is also relevant to note that 

the other beaches in the island are also part of the project and have been 

earmarked for various uses.  

27. The contents of para 51- 55  are denied as false and the 

respondent has not responded to the contentions in the appeal. The 

period of study is woefully inadequate to even be considered a rapid EIA, 

which is based on one season data collection. The ICRZ Notification also 

requires the preparation of a comprehensive EIA with cumulative studies. 

The respondent has failed to see that the subject EIA report ought to 

have been rejected on this very ground. The other studies referred to by 

the respondent are not impact assessment studies based on monitoring 

of biodiversity – they are reports admittedly based on short visits and 

secondary data. They are not substitutes for the EIA and even these 

reports do not address the impact of the proposed project on biodiversity. 

The mere listing of conditions imposed does little to justify the impugned 

clearance. The impugned clearance has not been issued after subjecting 

the project to “intense environmental rigor”. The 1st respondent has 

accepted all the statements of the 2nd respondent and has issued the 

impugned clearance without any application of mind, forgetting their role 

as the regulator. In response to a query in the Lok sabha relating to the 

requirement of comprehensive EIA for ports and harbours under the CRZ 

Notification,2011, the Minster clearly describes the need for a 

comprehensive EIA. The reply of the Environment Minister in the Lok 

sabha is annexed as Annexure A-77. 
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28. The contents of para 56 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

the respondent has admitted that the proposal was appraised only by co-

opting the member secretaries of the other EACs. This is in direct 

violation of the procedure mandated by the OM dated 24.12.2010 relied 

on by the respondent. It is a matter of record that the EIA report does 

not contain a cumulative impact assessment of even the various 

components of this project and the carrying capacity of the island has 

not been assessed.  

 

29. The contents of para 57 is denied as false and it is seen that the 

shoreline has shifted considerably due to the 2004 Tsunami and the 

statement that the shoreline has not changed is false. The shoreline 

change atlas published by ISRO indicates that the shoreline has changed 

considerably. Extracts from the atlas are annexed as Annexure A78.  

 

30. The contents of para 58 are denied as false. The project requires 

wildlife clearance which ought to be obtained at the threshold itself. The 

contents of para 59 - 61 are denied as false. It is submitted that it is clear 

from the narration of dates by the respondent that the baseline collection 

was completed even before the ToR was issued and therefore the claim 

that ToRs were addressed is evidently false. It is submitted that the 

respondent has not even addressed any of the issues raised in the appeal 

and has merely summarised the clearance process, extracted from the 

EC and has made bald submissions that the EC has been issued in 

accordance with the law.  

 

31. The contents of para 62 – 77 are denied as false. The entire 

process for the grant of FC has been shrouded in secrecy and has been 

issued without assessing  the biodiversity and ecology of the area sought 
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to be diverted and without considering the fact that forest land cannot 

be diverted for a township. It is submitted that these submissions are 

repetitive and have been addressed earlier. The 1st respondent failed in 

its duty to appraise the project and has issued the impugned clearance 

in complete violation of the law. The true value of this ecosystem lies in 

its preservation and not its destruction for a township, port etc.  

 

Rejoinder to the counter affidavit of the 2nd Respondent-

ANIDCO 

 

32. It is submitted that the General Manager (Projects) ANNIDCO has 

filed a common counter affidavit dated 14.02.2023 on behalf of the 2nd 

Respondent in Appeals: 29, 30, 31 & 32 of 2022 and the 3rd Respondent 

in Appeal 29 of 2022. The contents of the said counter affidavit are 

denied as false. 

 

33. It is submitted that the counter- affidavit does not specifically 

address any of the substantial grounds raised by the Appellant herein 

and merely narrates details of the project that are generic in nature.  

 

34. The Appellant in the appeal memorandum has pointed out multiple 

instances inter alia of  

a) Flaws and illegality in the processes related to the appointment of 

consultants and the preparation of the environment impact 

assessment report.  

b) Incorrect, inconsistent and unscientific information provided in the EIA 

report, which suggests lack of application of mind and makes the 

report liable to be rejected in its totality 
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c) Lack of proper and sufficient consideration of the tectonic volatility 

and vulnerability of the island that raises further questions of the 

viability and quality of the EIA report 

d) Absence of the recognition of the rights of the indigenous 

communities of Great Nicobar Island including the Shompen which is 

a designated PVTG and whose rights, livelihoods and culture need to 

be considered with utmost care 

e)  A flawed public hearing process details of which are provided in the 

petition and following which the public hearing should be considered 

null and void 

f) Inclusion of additional details reports etc. subsequent to the public 

hearing and the publishing of the final EIA report which was not placed 

for public consultation 

g) Lack of sufficient accounting in the EIA report of the biological 

diversity and richness of Great Nicobar Island 

h) Violation by the respondents of multiple laws and constitutional 

guarantees as well as violation of multiple global commitments India 

has made towards biodiversity conservation, protecting indigenous 

rights and fighting climate change.  

 

The specific details of these and the other issues that were raised by 

Appellant have all been ignored by respondent by making the overarching 

claim that due process has been followed, EIA report has been prepared 

and the clearances are in order.  

 

35. It is submitted that the contents of para 1- 5 are matters of record 

and contain details about the clearances under challenge and hence no 

response is required. 
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36. The contents of para 5 relate to the conceptualisation of the project 

for “holistic development of the Great Nicobar Island…”,  the appointment 

of the 2nd Respondent as the Project Proponent by NITI Aayog and the 

appointment of consultant by NITI Aayog for preparing the Master Plan 

on 18.12.2020. The issues raised by the Appellant herein in para 30-35 

of the Appeal Memorandum and in para 172-174, have not been 

answered by the 2nd Respondent herein. It is submitted further that:  

a. AECOM, in 2016 had prepared a technical note citing reasons for 

the unsuitability of Great Nicobar as a transhipment port. The 

reasons for the same consultant arriving at a different conclusion 

in 2021 remain unexplained. 

b. It is evident from the timeline of events that the consultant was 

required to conduct the EIA and other studies even prior to 

issuance of terms of reference and data collection was also 

completed prior to issuance of ToR. 

c. NITI Aayog is not the project proponent and hence the 

appointment of AECOM by NITI Aayog and the further appointment 

of VIMTA labs by AECOM vitiates the entire process of preparation 

of EIA as the project proponent has to be directly responsible for 

the contents of the EIA report. 

 

37. The contents of para 7 are a narration of the studies undertaken 

under the Environmental Clearance process. The specific grounds of the 

Appellant herein about the inadequacy of these studies, discrepancies in 

the same have not been addressed.  Copies of the wildlife conservation 

plans prepared as per the conditions of the clearance dated 11.11.2022 

have not been made available nor are they available in the public domain. 

In any event, it is the case of the Appellant herein that the EC suffers 

from blatant lack of application of mind by the EAC and such conditions 
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prescribing conduct of impact studies subsequent to the grant of the EC 

are only demonstrative of the same and do not serve any purpose.  

 

38. It is submitted that the contents of para 8-10 are a narration of 

the strategic and economic justification of the present project and do not 

in any manner relate to the specific environmental concerns raised by the 

Appellant.  It is respectfully submitted that the law is equally applicable 

to projects of national importance and strategic nature and nomenclature 

of this nature cannot be used to justify both procedural and substantial 

illegalities in the clearance process. 

 

39.  The contents of para 11 deal with the principle of sustainable 

development and seeks to place reliance on the judgement of the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in the case pertaining to the Char Dham project, which is 

irrelevant in the present context – what is pending in these appeals is  a 

legal and merits review of the impugned clearance issued under the EIA 

Notification and ICRZ Notification. The compliance with the law is  

important for sustainable development and the entire project spanning 

over  130 Sq Km and having unprecedented impact on the biodiversity of 

the region cannot be immune to legal scrutiny under the garb of “national 

importance”. The apex court in the case of Hanuman Laxman has infact 

has addressed this perceived gap between development and 

environment and has held as follows: 

 

“The 2006 notification embodies the notion that the development agenda 

of the nation must be carried out in compliance with norms stipulated for 

the protection of the environment and its complexities. It serves as a 

balance between development and protection of the environment: there 

is no trade-off between the two. The protection of the environment is an 

essential facet of development. It cannot be reduced to a technical 
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formula. The notification demonstrates an increasing awareness of the 

complexities of the environment and the heightened scrutiny required to 

ensure its continued sustenance, for today and for generations to come. 

It embodies a commitment to sustainable development. In laying down 

a detailed procedure for the grant of an EC, the 2006 notification 

attempts to bridge the perceived gap between the environment and 

development.” 

 

The Appellant places reliance on the said dictum of the Hon’ble Apex 

Court and submits that the entire appeal only relates to non-compliance 

of the basic requirements and the spirit of the EIA Notification, 2006. 

 

40. It is submitted that the fact that the project area is only 1.82 % of 

the total forest area of the Andaman and Nicobar Islands ( as stated in 

para 11) is of no relevance. If anything, it points to the presence of 

extensive forest lands and consequentially the rich biodiversity of the 

area. Further, it is unscientific to equate the forests of Nicobar group of 

islands with that of Andamans as the Andaman Islands are a part of Indo-

Burma Biodiversity Hotspot while the forests of Nicobar are a part of the 

Sundaland Biodiversity Hotspot. In other words, both belong to two 

distinct Biogeographic Realms and have very different floral communities 

and faunal assemblages and hence simply cannot be compared.  

 

41. With respect to the averment in para 13 that the proposal for 

Forest Clearance was submitted through offline mode, the same is 

without merit. The MoEF set up the mechanism for online receipt of 

applications in July 2014 in order to expedite the clearance process and 

to aid in transparency. No exceptions were provided. Even assuming that 

the Ministry might have granted a specific exemption to submit the 

application off-line, this cannot be used as an excuse to completely 

2217



withhold all information about the proposal and the scrutiny process. The 

same is illegal and vitiates the entire proceedings for grant of the forest 

clearance. The other averments in para 13 relate to the various dates in 

the EC process. 

 

42. It is submitted that the contents of paragraph 14 is a summary of 

the various studies undertaken by the consultants as part of the EC 

process. However, this does not address the exhaustive grounds raised 

by the Appellant about the inadequacy in these studies, the lack of rigour, 

the incorrect information that has been citied and the complete under-

reporting of the biological diversity of the region.  

 

43. The Zoological Survey of India in an important publication released 

earlier this year has exhaustively documented the biodiversity of the 

region. The Volume on Great Nicobar titled 'Faunal Ecology and 

Conservation of the Great Nicobar Biosphere Reserve' is a 665 page 

edited volume and has an updated inventory of the fauna of Great 

Nicobar Island and provides proof of the rich biodiversity of the island 

that will be greatly imperilled if the project is allowed to go ahead.  

 

44. Following are some important and relevant highlights from this 

recently published edited volume:  

a. DRAGONFLIES: The recent studies have led to the rediscovery 

of the rare and endemic dragonfly Libellago balus, (Pg 77). Other 

endemic species were also reported from a recent study adding to 

the dragonfly species inventory of this island. The study notes that 

there is a need for more extensive surveys covering all seasons to 

comprehensively document the odonate fauna. This suggests 

clearly that the biodiversity wealth of Great Nicobar has not even 
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been documented fully till now and we don't know what we will 

lose.  

 

b. BUTTERFLIES: A rich diversity of butterflies was reported from 

Chingenh, Galathea which will be completely destroyed by the 

construction of the port and other related infrastructure (Pg 86). A 

recent study documented a total of 65 species and subspecies of 

butterflies belonging to the five families and 49 genera. Among 

these butterflies, about 28% (18) were common, 25% (16) were 

rare, 22% (14) were very rare, 17% (11) were very common, and 

9% (6) were occasional.  

 

The report notes that  

"Many species [of butterflies] are localized to Great Nicobar, and 

only a few subspecies are intermixed with the Andaman and 

Nicobar islands. This indicates that the butterflies of the Great 

Nicobar Biosphere Reserve are endemic at species and subspecies 

level. The variation in the microhabitat and floristic structure 

reflects the diversity of the habitats. Habitat loss has been a major 

threat to the survival of wildlife, including butterflies, worldwide 

(Thomas 1984).  

 

c. AQUATIC BEETLES: The study notes that 24 species of aquatic 

beetles have been recorded from Great Nicobar Island for the first 

time ever indicating the importance of the island from a biological 

diversity perspective.  

 

d.  MOTHS: A recent study on moths reported 152 species under 137 

genera, 39 subfamilies, 16 families, and 09 superfamilies from the 
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Great Nicobar Biosphere Reserve. A staggering 106 species were 

new records for the moth fauna of Great Nicobar. If one study of 

a few months has reported 106 new species for this island, of 

which nine are endemic to the Nicobars, one can only imagine the 

full richness and the loss that will be experienced because of the 

project. 

 

e. TERMITES: A termite species Nasutitermes johoricus (John) is 

recorded for the first time from Great Nicobar; besides four new 

species were added to the existing list of termites to this island, 

namely, Nasutitermes kali, Nasutitermes fabricii, Microcerotermes 

pakistanicus, and Hospitalitermes kali.  

 

f. SCORPIONS: Just a 16 day survey conducted recently by the ZSI 

reported two species for the first time from Great Nicobar Island 

 

g. NON MARINE MOLLUSCS: It was the first time that an effort 

was made recently to document the non-marine molluscs from 

Great Nicobar Island. 90 species were therefore recorded for the 

first time here. The study documented 51 terrestrial gastropods, 

which are having a restricted distribution in the GNBR, representing 

79.68% of the terrestrial gastropods found in this region.  

 

The report notes that the unique climatic conditions, forest type 

and isolated landmass of Great Nicobar Island indicate a high level 

of endemism among terrestrial gastropods (51 species). (pg 252)  

 

h. FRESH WATER AND ESTUARINE FISHES: A recent 4 month 

survey recorded five species of fishes for the first time from Great 

Nicobar Islands, viz., Heteropneustes fossilis, Clarias magur, 

Oryzias javanicus, Bunaka gyrinoides and Microphis insularis. The 
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study suggests further exploratory surveys on streams, rivers and 

estuaries may find the accurate species diversity and new species 

to science.  

 

i. BIRDS: The extremely high endemism and extraordinary diversity 

of species and community levels make the Campbell Bay National 

Park one of the hottest hotspots in the world. (pg 289) It is also 

noted that the of 69 (47.59%) were winter migrant; 43 (29.66%) 

were resident; 16 (11.03%) were resident with local migrant; 6 

(4.14%) were vagrant; 4 (2.76%) residents with winter migrant; 

3 (2.07%) summer migrant; and 2 (1.38%) passage migrant and 

winger migrant/passage migrant, respectively  

 

j. It is very relevant to point out that the study notes that for the 

Nicobar Megapode, a rare and endemic bird, Great Nicobar Island 

is one of the most important strongholds. 

 

k. The study says explicitly that the "prime hazard hanging over the 

megapode population of the Nicobars will be a suggestion to make 

Great Nicobar a free port and to create a dry dock and refuelling 

base for international shipping at the mouth of the Galathea River”. 

 

l. MARINE MICROPLANKTON: Nine out of ten Radiolarians were 

reported for the first time from Great Nicobar Island.  Further, 85 

species of microplankton were obtained for the first time in Great 

Nicobar Island. The remaining 46 species were previously recorded 

from the nearshore as well as offshore waters of the island. The 

study notes that "it is evident that relatively less research has been 

devoted to microplankton groups in Great Nicobar Island. 

Insufficient work has been conducted on planktonic Foraminifera, 
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aloricate ciliates and solitary living radiolarians from this area. From 

a taxonomic and ecological viewpoint, much work remains to be 

done in terms of diversity and ecosystem study of the area to 

better explain the results we obtained in our present work and to 

fulfil potential gap areas. There is an urgent requirement to involve 

and invest more resources to study the marine organisms (possibly 

endemic and endangered) from this unique island ecosystem.”  

 

Extracts from the above publication of the ZSI 'Faunal Ecology and 

Conservation of the Great Nicobar Biosphere Reserve', 2023 

Springer, is produced as Annexure A79. 

 

 

45. With respect to the averments in para 15, it is submitted that no 

special efforts were taken to ensure effective participation of the tribal 

population in the public hearing. The draft EIA report and the executive 

summary were not made available in any vernacular language. Further, 

there were significant additions to the Final EIA report and admittedly 

new studies were submitted to the EAC directly along with the ADS 

submitted on 09.05.2022 and 19.08.2022 after the conduct of the public 

hearing. The revised EIA with all these studies should have once again 

been placed before the public for consultation. The same was not done. 

This renders the entire process otiose and violative of the legitimate 

rights of the affected people. 

 

46. It is submitted that the contents of para 16 relate to the site 

selection. It does not specifically address the issues regarding the flaw in 

the analysis of alternate sites raised in the Appeal memorandum and 

merely reiterates generic submissions. 
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47. The contents of para 17 are denied as false and it is submitted that 

the manner in which FRA compliance has been claimed is proof that 

substantive rights guaranteed under the FRA have been violated. 

Detailed submissions in this regard have been made in the appeal  

 

48. The contents of Para 18 are denied and it is submitted that detailed 

EIAs have not been conducted for this project. This aspect has been dealt 

with earlier.  

 

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

the issue of conflict of interest is not limited to the period when the 

application is made – the entire process of forest clearance, especially 

after the issuance of stage I clearance requires the certification by the 

state authorities of compliance of conditions, in order to issue stage II 

clearance.  

 

50. The contents of para 20 are denied as false and it is submitted that 

this submission has been dealt with earlier.  

 

 

51. The contents of para 21 are denied as false. It is submitted that 

Compensatory Afforestation process cannot be reduced to a formality and 

submissions in this regard have been made in the appeal .  

 

52. The contents of para 22 are denied as false and clearly establish 

the complete lack of understanding and ignorance of the 2nd Respondent 

on several significant issues concerning the environment and legal 

requirements. This issue has been responded to earlier.  

53. The contents of Para 23 are denied as false and are self-serving 

statements which are not germane to the issues at hand. The entire 
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Cell: 94342778790, 8900902606 

OFFICE OF THE TRIBAL COUNCIL 
Little & Great Nicobar, Campbell Bay - 744302 

Date: 28-08-22 

To, 
The Deputy Commissioner, 

Nicobar District, 
Car Nicobar 

The Assistant Commissioner, 

Campbell Bay, 
Great Nicobar Island 

Sub: Letter opposing the declaration of Wildlife Sanctuaries in the islands of 

Little Nicobar, Meroe, and Menchal 

Respected Sir, 

We are writing in response to Order No. 123 dated 19.07.22 issued by the Deputy 

Commissioner, Nicobar District which states that the Ofice of the Assistant Commissioner, Campbell 
Bay has not received any claims or objections towards the declaration of Leatherback Turtle Sanctuary 

at Little Nicobar Island, Coral Sanctuary at Meroe Island and Megapode Sanctuary at Menchal Island. 

We are distressed and aggrieved to learn about this decision taken by the administration so 

quickly and suddenly. It comes as a shock to us, as the decision was made without any consultation 
with us, the original dwellers and the traditional owners and caretakers of these islands. Firstly, it should 

be duly noted that the Order is copied to the Secretary of Tribal Welfare and not to the Chairman of the 

Tribal Council of Great Nicobar group, the body composed of the captains of the Nicobarese villages 

including those from Little Nicobar, where one of the wildlife sanctuaries has been declared. Secondly, 

the administration has failed to ensure that the notice reached the captains of Little Nicobar Island in a 

timely manner for their perusal and discussions within the community. While the notice was put in the 

Daily Telegram, the three panchayat offices at Great Nicobar and the Assistant Commissioner's office 

in Campbell Bay, these are not the places frequented by the members of our community from Little 

Nicobar, and we are certain that no announcement of this notice took place either in the villages of Little 

Nicobar, or in Rajiv Nagar at Great Nicobar, as is required by law. We expected such a crucial issue to 

be brought to our notice well in advance with the provision of seeking verbal consent/opposition through 
a discussion with all the members of our community as opposed to written claims and objections. 

Moreover, seeking/demanding written objections from the-affected community is ineffective and 

discriminating since many members of our community cannot fulfill the requirement of reading the 

notice and writing objections in a language alien to us (i.e., English and Hindi). We request you to be 

sensitive to our concerns and welfare, and treat us based on our special needs, ensuring the democratic 

processes of arbitration, consultation and consent are fulfilled in all decisions affecting the indigenous 

communities of the islands. 

The administration is unaware of our ownership systems and the traditions with which we 

manage the islands of Meroe and Menchal, and their importance to our community. We have a 

traditional belief system passed on by our ancestors through wlicl1 we manage the islands of Meroe and 
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r 
Mencbal. We have a deep reverence fo r these islands since they harbor ancient spirits of our ancestors. 
Our customs and practices have ensm ed the integrity of all li fe on these islands remains intact. We do 
not hunt for commerce, we hunt for our sustenance, within which there are unwritten rules and praclices 
which ensure unnecessary ha1m to wildlife does not occur. We do not fish around our outlying islands 
of M eroe and Menchal during our short visits , and the customs around fishing have ensured a 
sustainable use of these resources for thousands of years . We do not live on these outly ing islands but 
only go fo r short visits to collect coconuts from our ancient plantations during which we only speak in 
the dialect of the Payuh, while on Meroe Island , the use another dialect (of Meroe) is mandatory. We 
also do not eat any processed food while on the island of Meroe in particular. The current traditional 
caretaker of Meroe Island is one of our eldest community members originally from Kondul island, • 
called Layuh. Menchal island is under the protection of a spiritual realm called Pingaeyak, due to which 
we cannot overharvest resources nor damage the island, unlike the landslide that took place during the 
construction of a navigation beacon by the Lighthouse & Lightships Department on the southeastern 
coast. On both Meroe and Menchal Islands, all our families of Little Nicobar, Pulomilo and Kondul 
(now Afra Bay) have access to coconut plantations that were set up centuries ago by our ancestors. 

We have never been asked how these wildlife species continue to persist on our beaches and 
the outlying islands which we own and use as residential and plantation assets. Be it coral reefs, 
Megapodes, saltwater crocodiles, or Leatherback sea turtles among so many other wildlife which exist 
on our islands , we are aware of their presence and have coexisted with them long before the concept 
of a wildlife sanctuary was even conceived. We do not have a wildlife department within our 
community, but we have traditional rights , laws maintained and enforced by our elders, and also 
traditional practices due to which these species continue to persist and prosper on our islands, unlike so 
many spaces elsewhere that are managed by the Forest Department rather than nature-embedded 
communities . 

The beaches that the A&N Forest Depaitment has chosen to designate as Leatherback Sea turtle 
sanctuaries belong to the villages of Bahua, Muhincoihn and Kiyang, along the west coast of L ittle 
Nicobar Island. None of the residents of these villages (who mostly live elsewhere today as their shelters 
were constructed in other spaces and not along the west coast) who own all the land in those regions 
were consulted for their consensus or enquired about the ways in which they protect their beaches and 
the species therein. We were not made aware of the demarcations of the wildlife sanctuaries on any of 
the three islands, as they were seemingly done remotely from elsewhere without any ground-truthing 
or correspondence with us . It also appears that the administration is oblivious to the fact that not more 
than a pair or two of megapode birds exist on Menchal island which has been declared as a Megapode 
sanctuary. 

We do not accept this biased and top-down process and expect the Forest Department to 
ackn owledge that those species exist in our lands and waters because of us and our traditional practices . 
We are in complete di sagreement of having any protected areas declared in thi s manner on the islands 
ofl.., iul c Nicobar, Mcnchal"and Meroe. 

We, Lhcrcfo rc, appea l to your o ffi ces to revoke Lhe declara tion of the three wild lil1.' sn1Kt11aric s. :1s 
th ey were.: dc.:c.:lcjrcd aga insl our wi ll and without ensurin g the clue process ur s1nh·hol1.kr 1.·onsult111i011 . 
Add itionall y, it ii, our hu mble n.:4uL:st that Ilic fo ll owin g slc.:ps he: taken i11 lll"lk r 10 1.1nsu1"1.: that till' isbnd 
ad min istrati un and th e; indigc.:nous c11111 1nuniti c.: ~ upLTHI L: in sy 11 L'l"l-',Y s,1 !hut surh i11s1:111ccs sud 1 :1s th1.· 
present one arc.: av<Ji dcd in the fut ur e: . 
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Additi onall y , it is our hum ble request that th e following step s be taken in order to ensure that the islan d 

adm ini s tration and the indigenous communi!i cs operate in synergy so that such undemocratic instances 

do not happen in the h.1ture. 

1) The CTC of Great and Littl e N icobar Is lands, and the capta ins and vice-captains of the 

rcs,Pective v ill ages should be copied in all correspondences (circular,5 , orders, a1rnouncements, 

notifi c.at ion, etc.) that may directly o r indi rectly affect our comrnunity '.and the 'activities we 

ca ITy out in our past and current settlem ents . The ndt ices ,shou ld ,not just be put up on nGtrce 
I < 

boards of the ad minis trat ive offices but a lso be persona ll y co mmunicated through police 

rad io/etc. to the people of Little Nicobar Is land . 
.. .. . . 

2) 1Whenever any m eetings regarding such dec is ions are he ld, we request to be given writ1en 

no tices ~t least one week in advance and the noti ce should clearly explain the purpose of the 

meeting to be held. 

3) In most meetings , even \vhen the matter of any document is read out to us, due to the languages 

of Hindi and English be ing recently adapted by a few members of our community, the words 

used in an offic ial document are often misinterpreted and not understood by most mem bers. 

We, th erefore, wo u Id I ike to propose that such meetings may allow for a consultant human 

eco logis t/a nthropologist chosen by us to explain the matter of the documents before asking for 

our s ignatures. This could be done by either remotely connecting the consultant during the 

m eeting or allowance time of two days , so the conmrnnity can consult the person before any 

final deci s ions are made. 

W ith the bope 1h a t you now understand bow important these islands are to us and are convinced of 

th e seriousness of this matter, we request you to take appropriate action and revoke the declaration 

of the three wildlife sanctuaries in the islands of Little Nicobar, Menchal and Meroe at the earliest. 

We shall look fonvard to your response to the appeals we ha ve m ade in this letter regarding the 

steps that need to be taken so that we can exercise our rights as an indigenous community and feel 

inc luded in all the dec is ion-making processes regarding our homeland. 

Yo urs' Sincerely, 

~lb 
~an Tribal Council 

15a~kl1ih'94L\~ Nicob2r 
~ ~iNtG~fil--<ttMh;Wgittle & Great Nicobar Islands, Campbell Bay 

. . 

SM~ , 
'"~181tt~frtrtnan ' 

Tri bal ctfillt\'c'if-O~mJJtTeUl¼av11 ( 'r)ll l}(_;il l , i111L: 8 1 (, 1c: 11 I\J ic: uh:11 lsliill<IS, ( ';111q1hL·II lbv 

Little & Great Nicobar 
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A ugus tin e Nicode m us , 1st Ca ptai n, Pul (I l'anp 
.. 

J\ .. ~J 1 ~ 2 V 
~ -{ ~ -l G t7-~-AD) 

O bcdi,a , 1st CaptJII1 , Pul o lJ lon 

[V)PJHE W 
I\ 1alem, I ,t Captai11 , Bahua 

Copy To: 

Ilaggic, 1" ( apta in, Plll oBlw 

vD 
'(\P..vf} 

Haro ld , l ' tC:apL:i in , Muliin co ihn 

Andrew, I ~t Capta in , Makachua 

9 ·1DE o~ 
Gideo n, I st Captai n, Kiya,ig 

l ) Cabinet Mini ster, Ministry of Environment, Forest and C li mate Change 
2) Lieutenan t Governor, Andaman and N icobar Islands 
3) Th e Chief Secretary, And aman and Nicobar Administrat ion 
~ - The /'tsslstanl Con1n1is sig1~er, C3111J:ll3ell BaJ 
5) The Oi\·i siona l Fores t Offi cer, Ni cobar Di vision, Andaman and Nicobar Forest Departm ent 6) The Pri11cipa l Chi ef Co nservator of Fores ts, Andaman and N icobar Island s, Van Sadan , Hadd o. Po rt Blair 
7) The Secretary (Triba l We lfare), Andaman and Nicobar Ad mini strati on 
S) The Secre tary (Revenue), Andaman and Nicobar Administration 
q) CTC Cc..1 N 1LD~ ChovJ£fC4 _,eioes;~c. _k ai-k:-k= \ ,r-Ju,vicovvl ~ ko~ ic. \o) Cha ,Y fY\vW\ 1y\ b cd ~~ve(1f\/'PV' l,..- [ovv,.c'.\ P6'(\- ~biY 
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31) The Deputy Commissioner (Tribal Afairs). ANI Administration 
32) Office-In-Charge. Anthropological Survey of lIndia. Port Blair 

33) Dircctor. Anthropological Survey of India 

34) Director. Andaman and Nicobar Tribal Research Institute 

35) Ofice In-Charge. Andaman and Nicobar Tribal Research Institute 

36) Secretary. Indian Anthropological Association. Mysuru 

37) Secretary. Indian Anthropological Forum 

38) Director. Central Institute of Indian Languages 

39) Secretary. Linguistie Society of India 
40) Chairperson. National Commission for Scheduled Tribes 

41) Secretary. Minister of Social Justice 
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GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT,  FORESTS AND CLIMATE CHANGE

LOK SABHA

UNSTARRED  QUESTION NO: 6221

ANSWERED ON:05.05.2015

EIA FOR LOW MEDIUM EROSION

JAYSHREEBEN  PATEL

(a) whether the State Government of Gujarat has requested the Union Government  to make
modification in the policy for low and medium erosion areas to have Rapid  EIA instead of
comprehensive EIA for getting environment and CRZ clearances which  will result in early
completion of new projects or expansion of projects;

(b) if so, the details thereof and the reaction of the Government thereto; and

(c) the time by which the proposal is likely to be finalized?

Will the Minister of ENVIRONMENT,  FORESTS AND CLIMATE CHANGEbe pleased to state:-

ANSWER

 MINISTER OF STATE (INDEPENDENT CHARGE) FOR ENVIRONMENT, FOREST AND
CLIMATE CHANGE (SHRI PRAKASH JAVADEKAR)

 (a) to (c)  The Government of Gujarat requested to consider projects for Coastal  Regulation Zone
(CRZ) clearance in low and medium eroding coastal stretches based  on rapid Environment
Impact Assessment (EIA) instead of comprehensive EIA Report.  The request could not be
considered since a rapid EIA, which is based on one season  data may not address all the
environmental concerns. As per the procedure prescribed  for seeking prior clearance under the
CRZ Notification, 2011, all project proposals  in stretches classified as low and medium eroding as
well as stable coasts shall be  accompanied by comprehensive EIA studies based on three
season data. This requirement  is uniformly applicable throughout the country. To conserve and
protect such coastal  stretches, promote development through sustainable manner, it is important
that  comprehensive EIA studies are carried out based on scientific principles and  Environment
Management Plans worked out accordingly before considering proposals in  such stretches.
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SHORE LINE CHANGE ATLAS OF THE INDIAN COAST

SPACE APPLICATIONS CENTRE, ISRO

Ahmedabad

August-2021

(Volume-VI)

Lakshadweep, Andaman and Nicobar Islands
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DOCUMENT CONTROL AND DATA SHEET 

Report No. and 
Date 
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Shoreline Change Atlas of India 
(Volume – VI Lakshadweep, Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands) 
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Plates 
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Abstract 

This Atlas comprises of shoreline change maps 
prepared using satellite data of 2004-06 and 2014-16 
time-frames on 1:25,000 scale for the entire country 
(Volume – VI Lakshadweep, Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands). The maps show eroding, stable and 
accreting coast. Data used, methodology, results, 
area under erosion and accretion and status of 
coastal protection measures are briefly described. 
Erosion in Lakshadweep Island is along 12 km and 13 
km of the coast is under accretion, while 116 km show 
no change. The erosion in Lakshadweep Island 
caused a loss of 16.6 ha area of land while 18.4 ha 
area of land have accreted. In Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands, erosion is along 231 km, 256 km of the coast 
have accreted, and 1670 km shows no change. 
Around 1004 ha have accreted along the Andaman 
and Nicobar Islands, while 480 ha of the area have 
lost due to erosion. 

Keywords 
Shoreline change map, erosion, accretion, stable 
coast, coastal protection measures. 

Security 
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vegetation have grown shifting the shoreline seaward. Plate 4 shows 

such growth of terrestrial vegetation along the North Reef Island 

(86C12SE). The shift in shoreline towards sea due to the growth of 

terrestrial vegetation over the erstwhile-submerged reef is observed 

along the west coast of the North and Middle Andaman District. 

Significant accretions are along Kishorinagar (86C16NW), along the 

western coast of Interview Island (86D09NE and 86D09SE) and to 

the coast along 86D10NE and 86D10SE. A small patch of accretion 

is observed to the west coast of Barren Island (86H15SW and 

86H15SE). 

 

The South Andaman District have eroding and accreting coastal 

length of 79 and 72 km respectively, while 594 km of the coast is 

stable in nature. Plate 5 shows coastal erosion along the west coast 

of Rutland Island (87A11NW) and Plate 6 shows erosion to the east 

coast at South Andaman District (87A13NW). Erosions are 

observed along long coastal stretch at 87A13SW, to the east coast 

of Ross Island (87A14NW), near Beadanbad (87A10SE), to the east 

coast of Taramugli Island (87A10SW) and to the coast of Cinque 

Islands (87A11SE). 

 

Large-scale devastation along the Nicobar Islands happened due to 

the December 2004 tsunami and earthquake. Around 123 km of the 

coast is under erosion, accretion is along 112 km and 455 km coast 

is under stable condition. 

 

Deterioration of the shoreline and slow recovery at Malacca to the 

east coast of Car Nicobar Island (87C16NW) (Plate 7), at Campbell 

Bay (88E16SE and 88F13NE) (Plate 8) and to the east coast of 

Trinkat Island (87H12SW) (Plate 9) are shown. A long stretch of 

coast at Pulloullo (88E11SE) in Little Nicobar Island is under 

erosion. Erosion in Car Nicobar Islands are along Mus (87C16NW 

and 87C15SW), Sawal (87C12NE) and Tamalo (87C16NW).  

 

Table 2: Mapsheet-wise results of shoreline changes for 2004-06 

and 2014-16 time-frame for Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

Serial 
No. 

Map Sheet 
No. 

Erosion 
Area 
(ha) 

Erosion 
Length 

(km) 

Accretion 
Area(ha) 

Accretion 
Length 

(km) 

Stable 
Length 

(km) 

Total 
Length 

(km) 

1 86C14NE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.56 1.56 

2 86G02NW 0.24 0.16 0.69 0.58 16.17 16.91 

3 86C14SW 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.63 2.58 3.21 

4 86C14SE 0.00 0.00 1.52 0.58 23.59 24.17 

5 86G02SW 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.51 16.59 17.10 

6 86K07NW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.76 11.76 
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7 86C15NW 0.00 0.00 1.09 0.00 18.15 18.15 

8 86K03NE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 

9 86C15NE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.88 7.88 

10 86G03NW 0.00 0.00 1.99 1.86 37.92 39.78 

11 86C15SW 2.84 1.34 14.41 3.93 18.12 23.38 

12 86C15SE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.13 4.13 

13 86G03SW 0.00 0.00 1.56 1.55 43.55 45.10 

14 86C16NW 0.00 0.00 16.54 8.97 11.34 20.31 

15 86G04NW 1.33 2.28 2.71 1.58 13.75 17.62 

16 86C12SE 0.19 0.20 22.18 9.83 2.25 12.28 

17 86C16SW 0.00 0.00 2.10 1.03 5.12 6.15 

18 86C16SE 0.71 0.61 0.60 0.84 17.43 18.89 

19 86G04SW 1.10 0.98 0.71 0.82 13.21 15.02 

20 86D09NE 0.00 0.00 8.65 5.40 10.67 16.07 

21 86D13NW 0.00 0.00 1.87 1.46 12.77 14.23 

22 86D13NE 0.73 0.88 3.04 3.77 63.48 68.13 

23 86H01NW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.23 2.23 

24 86D09SE 0.00 0.00 7.55 6.30 37.12 43.43 

25 86D13SW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.36 

26 86D13SE 0.60 0.50 0.57 0.67 20.12 21.29 

27 86D10NE 0.41 0.24 5.53 5.43 21.64 27.31 

28 86D14NW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.96 

29 86D14NE 0.27 0.29 6.48 3.24 16.52 20.05 

30 86D10SE 1.77 0.80 12.33 7.24 15.24 23.28 

31 86D14SE 1.75 1.21 4.18 1.90 13.11 16.22 

32 86D11NE 1.34 1.04 0.83 0.67 14.83 16.53 

33 86D15NE 2.55 3.38 0.04 0.00 25.64 29.02 

34 86D11SE 1.46 2.27 0.03 0.00 27.75 30.01 

35 86D15SE 1.21 1.21 0.86 0.65 24.96 26.82 

36 86H03SW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.12 4.12 

37 86H15SE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 1.85 

38 86H15SW 0.00 0.00 1.65 0.44 10.83 11.27 

39 86D12NE 0.55 0.89 0.30 0.36 26.87 28.12 

40 86D16NW 5.28 4.06 3.27 2.10 8.42 14.58 

41 86D16NE 1.54 1.78 0.01 0.00 20.71 22.49 

42 86H04NW 0.63 0.31 0.00 0.00 41.29 41.59 

43 86D12SW 0.34 0.49 0.43 0.34 11.34 12.17 

44 86D12SE 0.29 0.38 0.27 0.43 5.01 5.82 

45 86D16SW 10.05 8.31 0.24 0.18 4.88 13.37 

46 86D16SE 0.00 0.00 0.73 0.52 28.55 29.07 

47 86H04SW 0.41 0.51 0.00 0.00 23.85 24.36 

48 87A09NW 0.00 0.00 1.21 0.87 41.01 41.88 

49 87A09NE 0.58 0.61 0.00 0.00 5.30 5.91 

50 87A13NW 8.63 7.33 0.17 0.20 11.77 19.31 

51 87A13NE 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.00 14.68 14.68 

52 87E01NW 3.23 3.47 0.00 0.00 20.95 24.42 

53 87A09SW 0.21 0.23 0.95 1.33 16.14 17.69 

54 87A13SW 8.69 6.38 0.00 0.00 10.69 17.08 

55 87E01SW 0.85 0.68 0.42 0.25 21.69 22.62 

56 87A10NW 3.94 2.03 2.96 0.72 24.52 27.28 

57 87A10NE 3.79 3.87 0.00 0.00 36.54 40.41 

58 87A14NW 1.79 2.20 0.15 0.11 14.27 16.59 

59 87A02SE 0.00 0.00 3.30 1.51 15.92 17.43 

60 87A06SW 0.00 0.00 1.10 0.55 12.68 13.22 

61 87A10SW 12.85 12.08 2.37 2.87 37.90 52.84 

62 87A10SE 9.25 9.74 0.20 0.19 18.32 28.25 

63 87A14SW 0.43 0.37 0.00 0.00 2.21 2.58 

64 87A11NW 6.57 5.84 1.31 1.28 14.80 21.92 

65 87A11NE 6.42 7.93 0.13 0.18 27.36 35.46 

66 87A11SW 0.28 0.40 0.10 0.27 7.35 8.02 

67 87A11SE 8.51 6.90 0.00 0.00 25.64 32.54 

68 87A12NE 0.24 0.28 0.00 0.00 1.51 1.78 

69 87B05NE 0.00 0.00 3.03 1.62 1.43 3.05 
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70 87B09NW 0.00 0.00 13.66 4.53 2.14 6.68 

71 87B05SE 0.00 0.00 88.08 19.79 6.22 26.02 

72 87B09SW 1.14 1.01 12.70 6.00 10.24 17.25 

73 87B06NE 0.00 0.00 51.25 6.50 10.80 17.30 

74 87B10NW 0.00 0.00 2.92 1.54 17.52 19.06 

75 87B06SE 1.65 1.19 45.23 16.02 10.05 27.26 

76 87B10SW 1.38 0.89 20.49 4.14 14.03 19.06 

77 87C15SW 2.28 1.06 0.00 0.00 0.83 1.89 

78 87C12NE 2.64 1.28 0.55 0.24 13.84 15.37 

79 87C16NW 18.86 7.36 27.20 4.70 16.11 28.16 

80 87C12SE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 

81 87C16SW 0.00 0.00 3.48 1.49 3.07 4.56 

82 87H10SE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.15 7.15 

83 87H10SW 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 18.17 18.17 

84 87H11NE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.10 18.10 

85 87H11NW 0.31 0.44 0.52 0.48 12.37 13.29 

86 87H03NW 0.91 0.79 1.69 1.22 7.72 9.73 

87 87H03SE 1.48 0.70 9.97 3.77 14.84 19.31 

88 87H03SW 0.02 0.00 7.12 4.43 11.63 16.06 

89 87H12NW 5.05 1.61 51.05 6.78 21.80 30.19 

90 87H08NE 6.94 3.16 43.50 8.49 5.27 16.92 

91 87H08NW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 

92 87H04NE 0.03 0.00 11.82 6.87 21.26 28.13 

93 87H04NW 0.00 0.00 5.05 2.80 1.82 4.62 

94 87H12SW 10.90 5.68 52.64 9.40 36.36 51.44 

95 87H08SE 5.06 2.87 1.56 0.23 22.27 25.37 

96 87H08SW 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.16 7.81 7.98 

97 88E09NW 1.55 0.45 2.86 1.34 23.83 25.62 

98 88E05NE 18.23 7.00 22.78 5.43 20.59 33.02 

99 88E05NW 0.00 0.00 5.15 1.86 17.91 19.77 

100 88E05SE 0.38 0.27 0.00 0.00 1.23 1.50 

101 88E15NW 1.96 1.13 0.18 0.13 3.58 4.84 

102 88E11NE 15.37 5.03 13.94 3.14 21.36 29.53 

103 88E15SW 2.31 0.85 0.00 0.00 2.08 2.93 

104 88E11SE 35.48 14.56 17.29 3.49 22.44 40.49 

105 88E11SW 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.85 0.85 

106 88E16NE 4.82 2.20 0.87 0.29 10.01 12.51 

107 88E16NW 11.99 5.61 1.29 0.61 19.01 25.23 

108 88E12NE 21.01 6.20 46.35 6.01 18.67 30.88 

109 88E16SE 29.96 10.72 7.65 1.72 10.68 23.11 

110 88E12SE 19.62 4.69 101.12 10.44 8.95 24.07 

111 88F13NE 37.86 13.62 7.93 2.80 8.29 24.71 

112 88F13NW 19.33 4.97 35.77 6.39 3.77 15.13 

113 88F09NE 20.01 2.47 39.29 4.58 2.81 9.86 

114 88F13SE 25.13 7.90 6.68 1.61 5.70 15.21 

115 88F13SW 42.57 10.60 99.91 11.13 11.02 32.75 

 Total 480.1 230.7 1004.0 256.4 1669.7 2156.8 
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82 87H/08NE  IRS P6  LISS III  116 68 13-08-2004 

83 87H/08SW  IRS 1D  LISS III  117 68 13-03-2006 

84 88E/16NE  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 112 22-11-2004 

85 88E/16NW  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 112 22-11-2004 

86 88E/16SE  IRS P6  LISS IV  
5712, 
7829  

112, 93  
22 20--11 04--

2004, 2005 

87 88F13NE  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 
113, 
114  

22-11-2004 

88 88F13NW  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 
113, 
114  

22-11-2004 

89 88F13SE  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 
113, 
114  

22-11-2004 

90 88F13SW  IRS P6  LISS IV  5712 
113, 
114  

22-11-2004 

 

Table No. 6: Satellite data used for Andaman and Nicobar Islands (2014-16 

time-frame) 

S.NO. 
MAPSHEET 

NO. 
SATELLITE SENSOR Path Row Date 

1 86C14NE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

2 86G02NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

3 86C14SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

4 86C14SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

5 86G02SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

6 86K07NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

7 86C15NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

8 86K03NE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

9 86C15NE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

10 86G03NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

11 86C15SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

12 86C15SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

13 86G03SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

14 86C16NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

15 86G04NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

16 86C12SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

17 86C16SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

18 86C16SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

19 86G04SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 64 20-Mar-14 

20 86D09NE IRS-R2 L4FX 
114, 
114 

64, 
63 

20-03-2014, 20-03-
2014 

21 86D13NW IRS-R2 L4FX 
114, 
114 

64, 
63 

20-03-2014, 20-03-
2014 

22 86D13NE IRS-R2 L4FX 
114, 
114 

64, 
63 

20-03-2014, 20-03-
2014 

23 86H01NW IRS-R2 L4FX 
114, 
114 

64, 
63 

20-03-2014, 20-03-
2014 

24 86D09SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 63 20-Mar-14 
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71 87B05SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 20-03-2014 

72 87B09SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 20-03-2014 

73 87B06NE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 20-03-2014 

74 87B10NW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 20-03-2014 

75 87B06SE IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 30-08-2015 

76 87B10SW IRS-R2 L4FX 114 66 30-08-2015 

77 87C15SW IRS-R2 L4FX 115 67 14-03-2016 

78 87C12NE IRS-R2 L4FX 
115, 
115 

67, 
67 

14-03-2016, 22-12-
2017 

79 87C16NW IRS-R2 L4FX 
115, 
115 

67, 
67 

14-03-2016, 22-12-
2017 

80 87C12SE IRS-R2 L4FX 
115, 
115 

67, 
67 

14-03-2016, 22-12-
2017 

81 87C16SW IRS-R2 L4FX 
115, 
115 

67, 
67 

14-03-2016, 22-12-
2017 

82 87H10SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 01-11-2014 

83 87H10SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 01-11-2014 

84 87H11NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 01-11-2014 

85 87H11NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 01-11-2014 

86 87H03NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

87 87H03SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

88 87H03SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

89 87H12NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

90 87H08NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

91 87H08NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

92 87H04NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

93 87H04NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

94 87H12SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

95 87H08SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

96 87H08SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

97 88E09NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 19-03-2016 

98 88E05NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

99 88E05NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

100 88E05SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 68 23-04-2014 

101 88E15NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

102 88E11NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

103 88E15SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

104 88E11SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

105 88E11SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

106 88E16NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

107 88E16NW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

108 88E12NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

109 88E16SE IRS-R2 L4FX 
116, 
117 

69, 
69 

19-03-2016, 11-05-
2016 

110 88E12SE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 

111 88F13NE IRS-R2 L4FX 117 69 11-05-2016 

112 88F13NW IRS-R2 L4FX 117 69 11-05-2016 

113 88F09NE IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 11-05-2016 
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114 88F13SE IRS-R2 L4FX 
116, 
117 

69, 
69 

19-03-2016, 11-05-
2016 

115 88F13SW IRS-R2 L4FX 116 69 19-03-2016 
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E A S Sarma

Former Commissioner (Tribal Welfare)

Govt of Andhra Pradesh (AP)

&

Former Secretary to Government of India

To

Smt Droupadi Murmu

President of India

Rashtrapati Bhawan

Respected Rashtrapati Ji,
Subject:- A mega Infrastructure project being undertaken by the 
government in Great     Nicobar Island, without prior consultation 
with the NCST, would be violative of the Constitutional mandate 
and adversely impact the lives of the local tribals

I wish to express my utmost concern at the manner in which the Union 
Ministry of Shipping, and the Andaman Islands administration, are rushing 
through with the project, “Integrated development of 
International Container Transhipment Terminal (ICTT) 14.2 Million TEU 
along with Greenfield International Airport (4000 Peak Hour) 
Passengers”. The project will adversely impact the local tribal groups and it 
is being undertaken without prior consultation with the National Commission 
for the Scheduled Tribes (NCST), as mandated in Article 338A(9). 

At the instance of the Ministry of Shipping, the SPM Port 
Kolkata and the Andamans Islands administration have 
since jointly issued an Expression of Interest (EOI) for 
setting up the project in question and it appears that the 
project activity would be set in motion very soon.

There are two tribal communities on the island, namely, Shompens 
[recognised as a Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Group (PVTG)], and 
Nicobarese, both notified as members of the Scheduled Tribes under Article 
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342(1) of the Constitution, who have faced serious intrusions into their habitat 
over the years, from outsiders, including tourists. 

The NCST, an authority set up under Article 338A(1) of the Constitution, has 
interacted with these tribal groups, studied them in 
detail (https://ncst.nic.in/sites/default/files/2017/Seminar/Amit_Delhi_Presenta
tion_on_Shompen_NCST_Seminar_June_2018.pdf) and is thus fully aware 
of their problems. The NCST has exhorted the government, time and again, 
to ensure that every possible measure is taken to address the local 
tribal groups' problems and extend protection to them in every respect.

A large influx of outside population into these islands, degradation of the local 
forests that constitute the habitat of the tribals and an overall disruption to 
their lives, will endanger their culture and their way of living. The NCST would 
be the most appropriate institution that can offer considered views in the 
matter.

Under Article 338A(9), it is mandatory that the Union and the States consult 
the NCST on all matters that concern the tribals. 

Article 338A(9) reads as follows:

“The Union and every State Government shall     consult the Commission 
on all major policy matters affecting Scheduled Tribes”

At no stage of processing of this mega project, had any Ministry cared to take 
the NCST into confidence.

The total area of Great Nicobar Islands is 92,100 hectares (ha), out of which 
75,000 ha has been statutorily notified as a "tribal reserve". The mega project 
in question extends over 16610 ha, which constitutes 18% of the area of the 
island itself and it necessarily intrudes into the tribal reserve, which implies 
that the habitat of the tribals would get adversely affected. It will introduce 
irreversible changes to the tribal reserve and the lives of the tribals. 

About 8410 ha of the Tribal Reserve (more than 11%) are being de-notified 
by the A&N administration to accommodate the project.The Shompen habitat 
in Great Nicobar island is an important biological hotspot. The 
Anthropological Survey of India (AnSI) has attempted a conceptual 
framework for laying out a comprehensive policy for promoting the well-being 
of the Shompens and it needs to be further followed up. Those who 
conceived the project unilaterally, had not cared to consult the AnSI at any 
stage of designing it.
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Andaman and Nicobar Islands (Protection of Aboriginal Tribes) 
Regulation, 1956 overrides all other laws:

As far as the statutory safeguards applicable to the islands are concerned, 
the Anadaman and Nicobar Islands (Protection of Aboriginal Tribes) 
Regulation, 1956 (PAT56) governs the same. This was a Regulation 
promulgated under Article 240 of the Constitution. Regulation 11 of this reads 
as follows:

“The provisions of this Regulation and of any rule made thereunder 
shall have effect notwithstanding anything inconsistent therewith 
contained in any other law for the time being in force or in any 
instrument having effect by virtue of any such law, or in any usage or 
agreement, or in any decree or order of any court or other authority”

This implies that PAT56 has an overriding effect over all other laws applicable 
elsewhere. Strictly, laws such as the Mines & Minerals (Development & 
Regulation) Act, 1957 (MMDRA57), Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980 (FCA80) 
and the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 (EPA86) are not automatically 
applicable to A&N Islands, where PAT56 is in force and, under Regulation 11 
of that Act, PAT56 overrides all other laws. 

The Union Ministry of Environment, Forests & Climate Change (MEFCC) had 
cleared the mega project in an undue haste, without taking the local tribal 
groups into confidence, nor consulting the AnSI and, most important, without 
consulting the NCST. It is therefore prima facie violative of Article 338A(9) of 
the Constitution and PAT56, for MEFCC to have summarily 
issued clearances for this project, either under EPA86 or under FCA80. Had 
the MEFCC consulted the NCST and the Union Ministry of Tribal Affairs 
beforehand, they would have obtained valuable insights and been in a 
position to modify the project appropriately.

The haste in which the MEFCC had cleared the project, without respecting 
established environmental norms, could be appreciated by the Ministry's 
contrived attempt to justify the loss of 12187 ha of forests in Great Nicobar by 
satisfying itself with compensatory afforestation, as per the apex court's 
directions, in far away Haryana State! How can afforestation in Haryana 
compensate a Shompen's loss of his/her habitat in Great Nicobar?

Moreover, where there are traditional forest dwellers, the provisions of the 

2287



Scheduled Tribes And Other Traditional Forest Dwellers (Recognition Of 
Forest

Rights) Act, 2006 (FRA) get attracted, by which the Shompens and the

Nicobarese get both individual and community forest land occupation 
rights.

These provisions stand infringed in the case of the mega project in 
question.

On many important matters concerning the tribals, of late, I find that the concerned Ministries have 
not been consulting the NCST. 

For example, when MEFCC had unilaterally amended the Forest 
(Conservation) Rules in June this year, the NCST had objected to it and 
addressed a letter No. NCST-04/0mon/4/2022-RMDC dated 26-9-2022, 
expressing their concerns about the likely implications of the amendment for 
the tribals, asking the MEFCC to keep the Rules in abeyance. Apparently, the 
latter has not heeded NCST's advice.

There have been multiple violations of PAT56 itself. For example, the A&N 
administration had earlier issued the A & N Islands Minor Minerals Rules in 
2007 under MMDRA57, which are prima facie non-compliant with Regulation 
11 of PAT56. Under these Rules, the local administration has been issuing 
mining and quarrying licenses, which are not legally valid.

The project owes its origin to Niti Ayog’s so-called “Holistic Development 
of Great Nicobar Island at Andaman & Nicobar Islands Pre-Feasibility 
Report”, which was formulated without consulting the NCST and without 
obtaining inputs from the AnSI. How can there be any "holistic" development 
of the islands, without any consideration for the local tribals and their views?

Considering that the project involves an investment of around Rs 75,000 
Crores, it would lead to a huge influx of outsiders, whose presence would 
impact the Tribal Reserve and hurt the interests of the local tribal groups. 
According to one estimate (https://scroll.in/article/1038263/planned-
destruction-of-adivasi-culture-and-lives-experts-raise-alarm-over-great-
nicobar-project), the project seeks to increase the population of the 
ecologically-sensitive island from the current 8,000 to more than 3.5 lakh in 
the next three decades. This is an increase of over 4000%. It is only 
marginally less than the entire population of the Andaman and Nicobar 
islands, which was 3.8 lakh as per the 2011 Census“. Great Nicobar island 
with a UNESCO recognised large Biosphere of an extent of 73279 ha and a 
Tribal Reserve of 75100 ha cannot obviously carry such a population load 
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without affecting the biosphere and without affecting the tribal communities.

Those who are pushing forward this project in such haste may argue that the 
project has national security implications. While the security of the nation is 
no doubt of paramount importance, in a Parliamentary democracy like ours, 
governed by the rule of law embodied in the Constitution, there are formal 
systems of consultation with different Constitutional authorities and 
consultation with the local communities who are the most important 
stakeholders, that cannot be bypassed. The least that the Central 
government and its agencies ought to have done in this matter was to take 
them the NCST and the local tribals in confidence, prior to launching the 
project

A word in particular about the Shompens and the Nicobarese tribal 
communities who are yet to integrate with the rest of the people. They are 
small groups in terms of their population but are as important as anyone else 
in the country. Their views, explicitly expressed or otherwise, need to be 
given as much respect as anyone else's. Their development concerns need 
to be approached in a highly sensitive manner. Unilateral decisions in the 
name of security, that ignore their feelings and disrupt their lives, cannot be a 
part of either "holistic development" of the island, as contended by Niti Ayog, 
or can they be justified on considerations of national security, as the nation's 
security needs to be built assiduously on the security of each and every part 
of its people and their individual feeling of well-being. 

Against this background, I would earnestly appeal to you to intervene in the 
matter and ensure that those dealing with this mega project are in compliance 
with the relevant Constitutional and statutory requirements and are in 
harmony with the basic norms of democracy. 

Under the Constitution, the high office of the President of 
India has not only the authority but also the obligation to 
ensure the well-being of the tribals in every nook and corner 
of the country, irrespective of their numbers, and 
irrespective of whether they have raised their voice or not. 

I am sure that your timely intervention would make every 
Shompen and every Nicobarese on Great Nicobar Island 
feel secure and protected. Only then, we can celebrate 
national security, firmly founded on a democratic system.

Respectfully,
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E A S Sarma

Visakhapatnam

29-1-2023
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E A S Sarma

Former Commissioner (Tribal Welfare)

Govt of Andhra Pradesh (AP)

&

Former Secretary to Government of India

To

Smt Droupadi Murmu

President of India

Rashtrapati Bhawan

Respected Rashtrapati Ji,

Subject:- A mega Infrastructure project being undertaken by the 

government in Great Nicobar Island & a recent representation 

from the Tribal Council of Little & Great Nicobar Islands

Kindly refer to my letter of today (http://eassarma.in/sites/default/files/public/Great-

Nicobar-Mega-Project-Letter-to-President.pdf) on the above subject, especially the 

likely adverse impacts of the mega infrastructure project being initiated in Great 

Nicobar Island on the lives of the Shompens and the Nicobarese tribal communities 

there, and the multiple violations that it involved in respect of the Constitutional 

provisions and the law of the land.

I have since received a copy of a representation submitted to the Andaman administration 

by the Tribal Council of Little & Great Nicobar Islands, who were "rehabilitated" away 

from their habitat, post-Tsunami of 2004, appealing to the Andaman administration to 

"relocate" them back to their habitat. The representation needs to be considered by the 
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local administration on priority and the wishes of the Nicobarese people respected, in view 

of the problems they are facing at present and the special status they have under the 

Constitution.

The said representation also corroborates what I had said in my earlier letter addressed to 

you on the long-term adverse impacts that the proposed mega infrastructure project would 

have on the lives and the culture of the local tribal communities.

Madam Rashtrapatiji, may I take the liberty of seeking your urgent intervention on the 

Tribal Council's representation (a copy of which the Tribal Council had submitted to your 

office already), as well as on my earlier letter on the mega project?

Respectfully,

E A S Sarma

Visakhapatnam

29-1-2023
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CCG Open Letter to Hon’ble President of India -- 

Undesirable Development of Great Nicobar Island 

 

22 January 2023 

 

Hon’ble Rashtrapatiji, Smt. Droupadi Murmu, 

 We are a group of former civil servants of the All India and Central Services who 

have worked with the Central and State Governments in the course of our careers. As a 

group, we have no affiliation with any political party but believe in impartiality, neutrality 

and commitment to the Constitution of India. 

 We are heartened by your recent words at the Human Rights Day celebrations on 10 

December 2022, wherein you stated that the concept of justice should be expanded to include 

the environment. You said “just as the concept of human rights exhorts us to consider every 

human being as no different from ourselves, we should treat the whole living world and its 

habitat with respect”.  

 However, even as you say this, the Government of India is all set to destroy one of the 

most pristine habitats in the country, one which is home to various rare and endemic species, 

as well as to an extremely vulnerable tribe, the Shompens of Great Nicobar.  

 The plans for a massive development project on the island of Great Nicobar consist of 

an international container transhipment terminal, a large green field international airport, a 

township, and a solar and gas based power plant, to be set up over 16610 hectares. 

Considering that the entire island of Great Nicobar covers 103870 hectares, almost 16% of 

the island will be given over to the project. Of the total area of the island, 75100 hectares 

have been statutorily notified as a Tribal Reserve for the Shompen tribe, a Particularly 

Vulnerable Tribal Group (PVTG). These shy and isolated tribal people, who are almost on 

the brink of extinction, need to be handled with extreme care and sensitivity, not carelessly 

removed from their existing home territory and resettled elsewhere on the island to make 

room for the ‘development project’. The Shompens have, from time to time, experienced 

serious incursions by outsiders into their area. The National Commission for Scheduled 

Tribes is aware of this matter and has instructed the government to prevent such intrusions. 

Instead of taking heed of this, the government itself is now all set to make a major intrusion.  

 Apart from the human dimensions, there is no denying the immense adverse impact 

that the project will have on the ecology of the island.   Great Nicobar covers a variety of 

unique and threatened eco systems – tropical, wet evergreen forests, mountain ranges 

reaching 642 metres above sea level and coastal plains. It is home to myriad species of 

angiosperms, gymnosperms, ferns and bryophytes, as well as to hundreds of species of fauna, 

many of which are rare and threatened species, not found anywhere else in the world. These 

include endemic or endangered species such as the crab eating macaque, the Nicobar tree 

shrew, the dugong, the Nicobar megapode, the salt water crocodile, the Nicobar cricket frog 
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and several others. All these are seriously threatened and will quite possibly be rendered 

extinct by the enormous ‘development project’ proposed to be taken up.  

 Although an Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) was carried out for the project, it 

is clear from the published reports that the scope of the analysis was limited. The persons 

involved with the environmental appraisal were reportedly advised that the project was a 

"given" and were asked to try and minimise the impact. The airfield, being a defence project, 

was not even part of the mandate. No one was authorised to check if alternative arrangements 

and/or relocation of the project were feasible. The entire exercise seemed to presume that the 

project would be good for the islands and the country and lead to rapid development. We 

strongly believe that this presumption may not be valid. 

 We are pained to learn that the Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change 

has not only granted environmental and coastal regulation zone (CRZ) clearance with certain 

conditions, it has also given an ‘in principle’ clearance for diversion of 13075 hectares of 

forest land, with compensatory afforestation to be carried out in the State of Haryana. The 

idea of replacing the virgin forests of Great Nicobar with planted forests in Haryana would be 

laughable if it weren’t so tragic: 13075 acres of rich, evergreen, rain forests teeming with 

extraordinary flora and fauna species to be compensated with newly planted trees in the dry 

Aravalli hills of Haryana!  

 Several recent occurrences should have discouraged the government from undertaking 

such a major environment-destroying project. The first is the decision taken on 19 December 

2022 at the Conference of Parties for the Convention for Biological Diversity, at which it was 

agreed, among other things, to halt and reverse biodiversity loss by 2030; also, specifically, to 

protect 30% of the world’s lands, inland waters, coastal areas and oceans with emphasis on 

areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem functioning and services. This 

decision which was ratified by nearly 200 countries, including India, specifically mentions 

‘reducing to near zero the loss of areas of high biodiversity importance, including ecosystems 

of high ecological integrity’. Considering such a commitment, it is baffling how India can 

even consider the loss of such an enormously ecologically important area like Great Nicobar.  

 The all too palpable change in the climate of India – unbelievably hot temperatures in 

summer, erratic rainfall, repeated cyclones, mild winters in most of the country but sharp falls 

in temperature in the north, should also have sent alarm signals to the government. The 

changes in climate throughout the country and all over the world have made it apparent to 

even the casual observer that a warmer world is here to stay; and that urgent measures need to 

be taken by the government and the people to keep the increase in temperatures to a 

minimum. Stopping the denudation of existing forests, especially rich, virgin rainforests and 

adding to the existing forest cover are obviously the major steps needed.    

 The subsidence of land in Joshimath is a glaring indication of the damage that 

unthinking development can do to the country. Destroying the forests and the ecology of 

Great Nicobar to set up container terminals and airports would be a mistake of the same 

order. The frequent prevalence of undersea quakes that occur in the oceans of that region and 

the resultant subsidence of land in the islands is also a major risk.   
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 Our opposition to the proposed development in Great Nicobar should not be construed 

as opposition to development or technology in general. It is because of the particular 

vulnerability of Great Nicobar that we are concerned. Experience has shown that what starts 

out as a small ‘development project’ in a vulnerable locality keeps expanding inexorably, 

leading to a total destruction of the environment in which it is situated. The ecology and tribal 

people of Great Nicobar are far too precious to India and the world at large to be sacrificed on 

the altar of "development". 

 The Andaman and Nicobar archipelago is a group of rare volcanic islands with among 

the very few surviving rainforests in the world. Its preservation, and the conservation of some 

of the rarest surviving pristine tribal communities anywhere in the world, has earned for our 

country and our government a standing as champions of the environment in an ecologically 

threatened world. This carefully nurtured reputation will be totally lost in one fell swoop if 

this project goes forward 

 Having assumed the leadership of the G-20 group of nations this year, India should 

surely demonstrate that economic development does not, and should not, have to be at the 

expense of the environment, and that protecting the environment is the wisest of economic 

decisions.  

 We earnestly request you to advise your government to immediately stop the 

commencement of destructive projects in Great Nicobar. 

 SATYAMEVA JAYATE 

Yours faithfully, 

Constitutional Conduct Group (87 signatories, as below) 

1.  V.S. Ailawadi IAS (Retd.) Former Vice Chairman, Delhi Development Authority 

2.  S.P. Ambrose  IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Secretary, Ministry of Shipping & 

Transport, GoI 

3.  Anand Arni RAS (Retd.) Former Special Secretary, Cabinet Secretariat, GoI 

4.  J.L. Bajaj IAS (Retd.) Former Chairman, Administrative Reforms and 

Decentralisation Commission, Govt. of Uttar Pradesh 

5.  G. 

Balachandhran 

IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of West Bengal 

6.  Vappala 

Balachandran  

IPS (Retd.) Former Special Secretary, Cabinet Secretariat, GoI 

7.  Gopalan 

Balagopal  

IAS (Retd.) Former Special Secretary, Govt. of West Bengal 

8.  Chandrashekar 

Balakrishnan  

IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Coal, GoI 

9.  T.K. Banerji IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Union Public Service Commission 

10.  Sharad Behar IAS (Retd.) Former Chief Secretary, Govt. of Madhya Pradesh 

11.  Aurobindo 

Behera 

IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Board of Revenue, Govt. of Odisha 

12.  Madhu Bhaduri IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Portugal 

13.  Ravi Budhiraja IAS (Retd.) Former Chairman, Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust, GoI 

14.  Sundar Burra  IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Govt. of Maharashtra 

15.  R. 

Chandramohan 

IAS (Retd.) Former Principal Secretary, Transport and Urban 

Development, Govt. of NCT of Delhi 
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16.  Rachel 

Chatterjee 

IAS (Retd.) Former Special Chief Secretary, Agriculture, Govt. of 

Andhra Pradesh 

17.  Kalyani 

Chaudhuri  

IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of West Bengal 

18.  Gurjit Singh 

Cheema 

IAS (Retd.) Former Financial Commissioner (Revenue), Govt. of Punjab 

19.  F.T.R. Colaso IPS (Retd.) Former Director General of Police, Govt. of Karnataka & 

former Director General of Police, Govt. of Jammu & 

Kashmir 

20.  Anna Dani  IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of Maharashtra 

21.  Surjit K. Das  IAS (Retd.) Former Chief Secretary, Govt. of Uttarakhand 

22.  Vibha Puri Das  IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Ministry of Tribal Affairs, GoI 

23.  P.R. Dasgupta IAS (Retd.) Former Chairman, Food Corporation of India, GoI 

24.  Pradeep K. Deb IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Deptt. Of Sports, GoI 

25.  Nitin Desai   Former Chief Economic Adviser, Ministry of Finance, GoI 

26.  M.G. 

Devasahayam 

IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Govt. of Haryana 

27.  Sushil Dubey  IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Sweden 

28.  A.S. Dulat IPS (Retd.) Former OSD on Kashmir, Prime Minister’s Office, GoI 

29.  K.P. Fabian  IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Italy 

30.  Prabhu Ghate IAS (Retd.) Former Addl. Director General, Department of Tourism, GoI 

31.  Arif Ghauri IRS (Retd.) Former Governance Adviser, DFID, Govt. of the United 

Kingdom (on deputation) 

32.  Gourisankar 

Ghosh 

IAS (Retd.) Former Mission Director, National Drinking Water Mission, 

GoI 

33.  Suresh K. Goel IFS (Retd.) Former Director General, Indian Council of Cultural 

Relations, GoI 

34.  S.K. Guha IAS (Retd.) Former Joint Secretary, Department of Women & Child 

Development, GoI 

35.  H.S. Gujral IFoS (Retd.) Former Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Govt. of 

Punjab 

36.  Meena Gupta IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Ministry of Environment & Forests, GoI 

37.  Wajahat 

Habibullah  

IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, GoI and former Chief Information 

Commissioner 

38.  Siraj Hussain IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Department of Agriculture, GoI 

39.  Kamal Jaswal  IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Department of Information Technology, 

GoI 

40.  Sudhir Kumar IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Central Administrative Tribunal 

41.  Subodh Lal IPoS 

(Resigned) 

Former Deputy Director General, Ministry of 

Communications, GoI 

42.  Harsh Mander  IAS (Retd.) Govt. of Madhya Pradesh 

43.  Amitabh 

Mathur 

IPS (Retd.) Former Special Secretary, Cabinet Secretariat, GoI 

44.  Aditi Mehta IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of Rajasthan 

45.  Sonalini 

Mirchandani  

IFS 

(Resigned) 

GoI 

46.  Avinash 

Mohananey 

IPS (Retd.) Former Director General of Police, Govt. of Sikkim 

47.  Deb Mukharji  IFS (Retd.) Former High Commissioner to Bangladesh and former 

Ambassador to Nepal 

48.  Shiv Shankar 

Mukherjee 

IFS (Retd.) Former High Commissioner to the United Kingdom 
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49.  Gautam 

Mukhopadhaya 

IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Myanmar 

50.  Surendra Nath IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Finance Commission, Govt. of Madhya 

Pradesh 

51.  P. Joy Oommen IAS (Retd.) Former Chief Secretary, Govt. of Chhattisgarh 

52.  S.K. Pachauri IAS (Retd.) Former Director General, National Productivity Council, 

GoI 

53.  Amitabha 

Pande  

IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Inter-State Council, GoI 

54.  Maxwell 

Pereira 

IPS (Retd.) Former Joint Commissioner of Police, Delhi 

55.  G.K. Pillai IAS (Retd.) Former Home Secretary, GoI 

56.  Gurnihal Singh 

Pirzada 

IAS 

(Resigned) 

Former MD, Punjab State Electronic Development & 

Production Corporation, Govt. of Punjab 

57.  Rajesh Prasad IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to the Netherlands 

58.  Rajdeep Puri IRS 

(Resigned) 

Former Joint Commissioner of Income Tax, GoI 

59.  S.Y. Quraishi IAS (Retd.) Former Chief Election Commissioner 

60.  T.R. 

Raghunandan  

IAS (Retd.) Former Joint Secretary, Ministry of Panchayati Raj, GoI 

61.  N.K. 

Raghupathy  

IAS (Retd.) Former Chairman, Staff Selection Commission, GoI 

 

62.  V.P. Raja IAS (Retd.) Former Chairman, Maharashtra Electricity Regulatory 

Commission 

63.  K. Sujatha Rao IAS (Retd.) Former Health Secretary, GoI 

64.  M.Y. Rao  IAS (Retd.)  

65.  Satwant Reddy  IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Chemicals and Petrochemicals, GoI 

66.  Vijaya Latha 

Reddy 

IFS (Retd.) Former Deputy National Security Adviser, GoI 

67.  Julio Ribeiro  IPS (Retd.) Former Adviser to Governor of Punjab & former 

Ambassador to Romania 

68.  Aruna Roy  IAS 

(Resigned) 

 

69.  Manabendra N. 

Roy  

IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of West Bengal 

70.  A.K. Samanta IPS (Retd.) Former Director General of Police (Intelligence), Govt. of 

West Bengal 

71.  Deepak Sanan IAS (Retd.) Former Principal Adviser (AR) to Chief Minister, Govt. of 

Himachal Pradesh 

72.  G.V. 

Venugopala 

Sarma 

IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Board of Revenue, Govt. of Odisha  

73.  N.C. Saxena  IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Planning Commission, GoI 

74.  A. Selvaraj  IRS (Retd.) Former Chief Commissioner, Income Tax, Chennai, GoI 

75.  Ardhendu Sen  IAS (Retd.) Former Chief Secretary, Govt. of West Bengal 

76.  Abhijit 

Sengupta 

IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, Ministry of Culture, GoI 

77.  Aftab Seth  IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Japan 

78.  Ashok Kumar 

Sharma 

IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Finland and Estonia 

79.  Navrekha 

Sharma  

IFS (Retd.) Former Ambassador to Indonesia 

80.  Raju Sharma  IAS (Retd.) Former Member, Board of Revenue, Govt. of Uttar Pradesh 
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81.  Tara Ajai Singh IAS (Retd.) Former Additional Chief Secretary, Govt. of Karnataka 

82.  Tirlochan Singh IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary, National Commission for Minorities, GoI 

83.  Parveen Talha IRS (Retd.) Former Member, Union Public Service Commission 

84.  Anup Thakur IAS (Retd.) Former Member, National Consumer Disputes Redressal 

Commission 

85.  P.S.S. Thomas IAS (Retd.) Former Secretary General, National Human Rights 

Commission 

86.  Geetha Thoopal IRAS 

(Retd.) 

Former General Manager, Metro Railway, Kolkata 

87.  Ramani 

Venkatesan 

IAS (Retd.) Former Director General, YASHADA, Govt. of Maharashtra 
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116, North Avenue 
New Delhi - 110 001 

Mob: 9605766702 

E-mail: binoyviswam55@gmail.com 

Binoy Viswam 
Member of Parliament 
(Rajya Sabha) 

 

           Member, Standing Committee on Labour, Textiles, and Skill Development 
Member, Consultative Committee on Environment, Forest, and Climate Change 

To           
Shri Narendra Modi ji 
Hon’ble Prime Minister  
Government of India 
             
                                                                                                    Date: 11.11.2022 
Respected Shri Narendra Modi ji, 
 
I write this letter to strongly condemn the in-principle clearance provided by the Ministry of 

Environment, Forest, and Climate Change for the diversion of forest area covering 130.75sq 

km in the Great Nicobar Island.  

 

The Great Nicobar Island is one of the best-preserved tropical forests in the world till date with 

650 species of Flora and 330 species of Fauna including endemic species. With the 

government’s decision to chop down 8.5 lakh trees, a significant part of this pristine forest, 

will be perished forever. This will damage the ecological balance of the region and the future 

of these flora and fauna will be in jeopardy.  

 

The government’s justification of compensatory afforestation is ill-advised as the ecological 

wealth destroyed from this project due to government’s indiscriminate need to deforestation 

cannot be created elsewhere. The time has come for the government to stop this practice of 

treating the environment as a commodity under its ownership and to understand that we are 

merely it’s ‘possessors’. It is our duty to preserve the environment for future generations. The 

government obsession for the ‘Easing of Doing Business’ in this manner will cost the ‘Right 

to Life’ guaranteed by Article 21 of our Constitution. The capital city of Delhi holds testament 

to this sad reality.  

 

 I draw your attention to the BJP Manifesto for General Election 2014 wherein you had 

promised the country to “Set up fool proof mechanisms for protection and preservation of 

wildlife” and “nurture the environment, institutions, people”. India being a country that stood 

in the forefront for the Paris agreement, has a duty to fulfil our commitment to climate justice. 

The world should not ask us that whether this is India’s gift to the ongoing Cairo Summit on 

climate action.  

 

In light of above, I strongly urge you to ensure that the clearance provided is revoked at the 

earliest in the interest of our environment.  

 
                                                                                                    Yours sincerely 

        

         Binoy Viswam 
                          Leader of CPI Parliamentary Party & 

Secretary, National Council  
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29 April 2022 

 

Excellency, 

I write to inform you that in the course of its 106th session, the Committee on the 

Elimination of Racial Discrimination considered information received under its early 

warning and urgent action procedure, related to the situation of (i) Particularly Vulnerable 

Tribal Groups in Andaman and Nicobar Islands and (ii) Chakma and Hajong 

communities in Arunachal Pradesh State in India. 

(i) Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups in Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

According to the information before the Committee, the Government of India has 

developed two mega projects in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands – the “Holistic 

Development of Great Nicobar Island” and the “Sustainable Development of Little 

Andaman Island Vision Document” – which would have a harmful impact on five 

Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups (PVTGs) that inhabit these islands and are already 

on the verge of extinction (Great Andamanese, Jarawas, Onges, Shompens and 

Sentinelese). 

The Committee has been informed that the “Holistic Development of Great 

Nicobar Island” project comprises four major development projects: an International 

Container Transshipment Terminal, a Greenfield International Airport, a Power Plant and 

a Township envisaging 650,000 people to inhabit the island by 2050. It has also been 

informed that the “Sustainable Development of Little Andaman Island Vision Document” 

entails building a new greenfield coastal city in the pristine forest of the island, home to 

the Onge tribes.  

It is also alleged that the project in Nicobar Island will impose a significant 

ecological pressure on the island and its surroundings and that the project in Andaman 

Island will require de-reserving 32% of the forest reserves and de-notifying 31% of the 

tribal reserves, with detrimental consequences for the PVTGs of the islands. It is further 

alleged that these projects violate the existing laws and policies of the State party that 

protects PVTGs and their habitats, i.e., the Shompen Policy of 2015, which establishes 

prioritization of tribal rights over large scale development projects, the Forest 

Conservation Act of 1980, the Andaman and Nicobar Islands Protection of Aboriginal 

Tribe Regulation of 1956 and the Indian Forest Act of 1927.  

 

 

His Excellency Mr. Indra Mani Pandey  

Permanent Representative of India  

to the United Nations Office 

Geneva  

Email: india.geneva@mea.gov.in  
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(ii) The situation of Chakma and Hajong in Arunachal Pradesh State  

According to the information before the Committee, in August 2021, Chief 

Minister of Arunachal Pradesh State announced that the Chakmas and Hajongs, who were 

settled in the State in 1960’s, will be relocated outside the State. The information 

received further indicates that, in order to implement this plan, Deputy Commissioner of 

Changlang district of Arunachal Pradesh informed in November 2021, that a special 

census of Chakmas and Hajongs will be conducted for reporting to the State Government 

of Arunachal Pradesh. 

It is alleged that such special census constitutes an act of racial discrimination and 

profiling directed only to these communities with a view to deporting Chakmas and 

Hajongs from Arunachal Pradesh State. 

The information received also indicates that in 1996, the Supreme Court of India 

declared the Chakmas and Hajongs as citizens and directed the Government of India and 

the State of Arunachal Pradesh to process their citizenship applications, but that these 

applications were never processed (National Human Rights Commission v. State of 

Arunachal Pradesh and Another, 1996 SCC (1) 742). It further notes that in 2015, the 

Supreme Court again directed the Government of India and the State of Arunachal 

Pradesh to process the citizenship applications, but that no application has been processed 

(Committee for C.R. of C.A.P. & Ors vs State of Arunachal Pradesh & Ors [Writ Petition 

(Civil) No.510 of 2007]). 

In accordance with Article 9 (1) of the Convention and article 65 of its Rules of 

Procedure, the Committee would like to request the State party to provide a response to 

the allegations outlined above, by 15 July 2022. In particular, the Committee requests the 

State Party to provide information on: 

(a) The measures adopted to prevent any adverse and irreparable impact of the 

above-mentioned mega projects on the Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups (PVTGs) 

that inhabit the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, including the impact on the ecosystem, 

biodiversity, the livelihood and existence of these PVTGs;  

(b) The steps taken to ensure the strict observance of the existing domestic laws 

and policies relating to the protection of the PVTGs of Andaman and Nicobar Islands as 

well as the State party’s international obligations, in particular those under the ICERD; 

(c) The steps taken to prevent and halt any measures directed at deporting or 

relocating the Chakma and Hajong communities, including the above-mentioned special 

census; 

(d) The measures adopted to prevent and combat racial profiling or racial 

discrimination against the persons belonging to the Chakma and Hajong communities; 

(e) The implementation of the judgements of the Supreme Court of India in the 

cases National Human Rights Commission v. State of Arunachal Pradesh and Another, 

1996 SCC (1) 742 and Committee for C.R. of C.A.P. & Ors vs State of Arunachal 

Pradesh & Ors [Writ Petition (Civil) No.510 of 2007]. 
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Allow me, Excellency, to reiterate the wish of the Committee to continue to 

engage in a constructive dialogue with the Government of India, with a view to ensuring 

the effective implementation of the Convention.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 

Verene Shepherd 

Chair 

Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination 
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,~~~) 

KULOEEP RAl SHARMA 
MEMBER OF F- ~ , • .Y • ~ Nl 
LOK SABHA1 

ANDA.~ AN & NICOBAR ISLAN DS 

~ s4H ?.l f-ii';;~~f~~ 022/ ; \ t 
•ed 22 .10 .2022 

Ref No 

To 

The Hon 'ble Lt Governor 
Andaman and Nicobar Islands 
Port Blair 

SubJect :- Request for resolv ing the grievances of Tribal Council of Lit t le and Great Nicobar Islands - Reg. 
Hon'ble Sir, 

With profou nd respect I would like to inform you that during my tour to Great Nicobar, Campbell Bay on 11 t~ & 12th October 2022 , the representatives of Triba l Council, Little & Great Nicobar met me and raised some burn ing issues mainly mean t for welfare and development of their region are mentioned below for your kind intervention to resolve their grievances at the earliest . The written representation received from them as enclosed herewith ts the self-exp lana tory. 

1. Speed boat to be stationed at Campbell Bay permanently for safe journey of children, senror ci t izens etc. for various purpose including medical t reatment etc. between far nung islands to Campbell Bay. 
2. Construction of foot bridge at Polopat1a village, Little Nicobar 
3. Availability of electricity supply betwee n 5 PM to 5 AM regu larly to all the remote villages. Due to supply of power in a limited time, the tri bal people including Sr. citizens and chi ld ren are faci ng t remendous hardship. 

4. Purchase and supply of a boat to t he Tri bal Council for transshipment of variou s goods from Ca mpbell Bay to vi llages of Afra Bay, Pio -Ulo, Pulo bha , Pulo Paja, Makachua etc. 

5. Transportation of food grains supply on free of cost from Campbell Bay to the various villages adjo ining the Campbell Bay . 

6. Posting of a triba l ANM namely Miss. Roselene at Sub-Cetre, Pulo Panja village to enable her to perform duty as she is tribal girl from same vi llage . 

Contd .. P/2 
G es Law & Justice Member Standing Committee on Personnel, Public rievanc , 

Member Consultative Comcm~:
1
~:re~i~i~:~~~ Cadet Cor s NCC Member Central Adv1s0 ° 

New De lhi 
MP House 
Residence 

Az d Road New Oelhi-110 011 41, Meena Bagh Mautana a , H ddo Port Blair- 744 102, Andaman H/96 Near Haddo C1rcuI' House , Post a A, d n & Nicobar lslands-744 103, Ph (0) 03192-232032 , d J I Ghat Port Blair n ama MB-167, M G Ro3, ung1 434266877 9932086877. 9013997531 (R) 03192-233195. Mob
1 

9 
ku'deep~a, mp@sansad nic in 

E-mai l ~rsharma mp ani@gma, com . 
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KULDEEP RAI SHARMA 
MEMBEROF PARLIAMENT 

(LOK SABHA) ( 7) 
ANDAMAN & NICOBAR ISLANDS 

22.10.2022 MP/ANI/2022/ 1 
Dated.. Ref. No . 

To 

The Hon 'ble Lt Governor 

Andaman and Nicobar Islands 

Raj Niwas, Port Blair 

family at their respective Request for relocation of Tribal 

Villages/Islands as demanded by the Tribal Council of Little and 

Great Nicobar Islands - Reg. 

Subject 

Hon'ble Sir, 

With profound respect I would like to inform you that while I was on 

tour to Great Nicobar, Campbell Bay on 11th 8 12t October 2022, the 

Chairman of Tribal Council, Little & Great Nicobar Islands during interaction 

informed that the Chairman/Chief Captain along with the Headmans of all 

the villages under Great Nicobar Islands jointly submitted an appeal to the 

A&N Administration on 20.08.2022 regarding relocation of the Nicobarese 

of Great Nicobar Islands to their pre Tsunami villages where they were 

originally settled and residing in the respective villages/Islands prior to 

Tsunami 2004. The copy of joint representation dated 20.08.20022 

submitted by them at various levels is forwarded herewith for your kind 

perusal, which is self-explanatory. 

May I requests to your honour to kindly consider their long pending 

grievances for their relocation at their respective villages. 

Yours faithfully, 

(Kuldeep Rai Sharma) 

Copy to: 
The Chairman, Tribal Council, Little and Greate Nicobar Islands 
2. The Deputy Commissioner, Nicobar District, Car Nicobar 

3. The Assistant Commissioner, Campbell Bay 
4. All Village Captains Little & Greate Nicobar Islands, C/ Bay. 

Member. Standing Committee on Personnel, Public Grievances, Law & Justice 

Member Consultative Committee for Home Affairs 

Member Central Advisory Committee for National Cadet Corps (NCC) 
New Delhi 41, Meena Bagh, Maulana Azad Road, New Delhi-110 011 
MP House: H/96, Near Haddo Circui House, Post Haddo, Port Blair- 744 102, Andaman 
Residence. MB-167, M G Road, Jungli Ghat, Port Blair, Andaman & Nicobar Islands-744 103, Ph (O) 031 

(R) 03192-233195, Mob. 9434266877, 9932086877, 9013997531 
krsharma.mp ani@gmail.com, kuldeeprai.mp@sansad.nic.in E-mail 
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To: Inspector General (Wildlife) 
ESZ Division, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change  
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan1, Jor Bhagh Road, Aliganj, New Delhi - 1110003 
 

14 June 2021 

Sir/Madam, 

Subject: In response to the proposed development plans for Little Andaman Island and Great 
Nicobar Island, and the threats to leatherback turtle nesting sites and the stability of ecological 
hotspots.  

1. Key Leatherback nesting sites 

Both Little Andaman Island and Great Nicobar Island host vital and important nesting grounds for 

leatherback turtles, being one of the few global hotspots and India's index leatherback nesting 
sites.   

Within Little Andaman Island, there are two leatherback nesting beaches at South bay and West 
bay. Both the sites are part of the ongoing marine turtle research projects for the past 14 years, 
set up in 2008 by the: 

• Andaman Nicobar Environment Team (ANET),  
• Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore  
• Indian Institute of Science, Bangalore   
• A&N Forest Department.  

These long-term research projects provide evidence that the number of turtles nesting here is 
significant. This information paired with satellite telemetry research has revealed migration 
patterns of leatherback turtles travelling across the Indian ocean every year, making these nesting 

sites globally significant and internationally important for marine ecological health and global 

leatherback numbers in the Indian Ocean and the Western Pacific Ocean.  

Besides Little Andaman Island, Great Nicobar Island holds one of the most important global 
leatherback nesting sites: Galathea Bay, within the Galathea Bay wildlife sanctuary. India's 
National Marine Turtle Action Plan released on February 1, 2021 has listed Galathea Bay as one 
of the ‘Important Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Areas’ and ‘Important Marine Turtle Habitats’ in 
the country and was classified as as an Ecologically Sensitive Area (ESA) under the Coastal 
Regulation Zone one (CRZ)-I with maximum protection. 

The new development plans for these sites pose a significant threat to all these crucial nesting 
sites. 
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In Little Andaman Island, two sites where key components of tourism are being planned are both 
leatherback nesting sites — South Bay along the southern coast of the island and West Bay along 
its western coast. These pristine beaches and nesting sites are extremely sensitive to external 

change and the habitat and ecological parameters will be at risk.  

The Galathea Bay wildlife sanctuary, while being recognized as an important ecological 
hotspot by the scientific community and by government decree has been denotified by the 
Standing Committee of the National Board for Wildlife, at its 60th meeting on January 5 
under the chairmanship of the Environment Minister, for the “construction as well as operational 

phases of the International Shipment Project”.  The scale of the project and the investment 
proposed could signal the end of a crucial leatherback nesting site, and the ecological richness of 
the last remnants of untouched tropical forests and marine ecosystems in India.  

2. Ecological costs of the proposed developmental plans 

On January 18, an Environment Ministry expert committee approved a “zero extent” 
Ecologically Sensitive Zone (ESZ) for the Galathea NP to allow use of land in the south-eastern 
and south-western part of the island for the developmental plan proposed. However, the October 
2020 draft notification for this zero extent ESZ has, in juxtaposition, listed out and acknowledged 

in great detail the park’s ecological uniqueness – that it is a part of a UNESCO World Heritage Site, 
houses a range of forest types, has one of the best preserved tropical rainforests in the world, is 
home to 648 species of flora and hosts 330 species of fauna including rare and endemic ones such 
as the Nicobar wild pig, Nicobar tree shrew, the Great Nicobar crested serpent eagle, Nicobar 

paradise flycatcher and the Nicobar megapode. It also notes that the park is home to the 
indigenous Shompen community. Actions taken, thus, seem to be in contrast to the existing 

scientific knowledge base and evidence on the ecological wealth and importance of the bay and 
surrounding ecosystems.  

The scale of ecological change, and the scale of proposed damages resulting from these changes 
can have an impact on the ecological wellbeing of the beaches and forests as a whole. In Great 
Nicobar Island, the proposed extent of the island to be worked on amounts to nearly 18% of the 
910 sq. km. island, and will cover nearly a quarter of its coastline. The overall plan envisages the 
use of about 244 sq. km. – a major portion being pristine forest and coastal systems. In Little 
Andaman Island the proposed 'sustainable development of Little Andaman' of this virtually 
untouched island, has sought the de-reservation of over 200 sq km of pristine rainforest and also 
of about 140 sq km of the Onge Tribal Reserve.  

In a note dated September 26, 2020, the Divisional Forest Officer, Little Andaman Island, 
raised serious concerns about this vision on grounds of ecological fragility, indigenous rights and 
vulnerability to earthquakes and tsunamis. The note said such large diversion of forest land would 
cause obvious environmental loss leading to irreversible damage (more than 2 million trees 
stand in the forest land sought for these projects), and that habitats of various wild animals 
including endangered sea turtles would be affected.  
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The islands and the coastlines of the Andaman and Nicobar Islands have global significance for 
the health of leatherback populations and to the incredible diversity found within the pristine 
biomes on its protected shores. The wealth and the pivotal ecological role of these islands cannot 

be overstated. Moreover, in a time of global ecological destruction, ethically it is in our hands to 
protect and conserve what little treasures remain, especially when the value of these islands and 

beaches have been recognized for decades by both the government and by science. 

The proposed changes suggested by NITI Aayog's vision documents, and the steps taken towards 
a phased growth plan, run the risk of destabilizing and disintegrating these crucial and sensitive 
ecological zones.  

Thus, in this pivotal time of a pandemic, resource scarcity, and a climate crisis, we turtle 
conservation organizations from around India strongly appeal to you to reconsider the 
proposed plans for now and for the future. Furthermore, we urge that the formerly 
protected Galathea wildlife sanctuary be reinstated with the original levels of protection, 
and be protected and safe guarded for the future of humanity and all life on this planet.   

Sincerely, 

Adhith Swaminathan, Senior Research Assistant, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore 

Akila Balu, Founder Trustee, Student’s Sea Turtle Conservation Network (SSTCN), Chennai 

Arun V, Founder Trustee, Student’s Sea Turtle Conservation Network (SSTCN), Chennai 

Ashis Senapati, Freelancer, Project Swarajya; Adviser of Gahirmatha Marine Turtles and 
Mangrove Conservation Society 

Prof.(Retd) B.C.Choudhury, Member IUCN SSC MTSG Member And Vice Chair for South Asia 
Region 

Bijaya Kumar Kabi, Director, Action for Protection of Wild Animals (APOWA), Odisha 

Dineshgiri D. Goswami, President, Parkruti nature club, Gujarat 

James NJ, Executive Director, Green Habitat, Kerala 

Jignesh M. Gohil, Vice President, Prakruti nature club, Gujarat 

Kartik Shanker, Professor, Centre for Ecological Sciences, Indian Institute of Science (IISc), 
Bangalore 

Mangaraj Panda, Secretary, UAA ODISHA 

M.Ramesh Babu, Ujwla (NGO), Vizianagaram 

Muralidharan.M, Field Director, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore 
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Naveen Namboothri, Director, Dakshin Foundation, Bangalore 

Pradeep Kumar Nath, Founder/President, Visakha Society for Protection and Care of Animals, 
Visakhapatnam   

Romulus Earl Whitaker, Founder, Madras Crocodile Bank Trust, Chennai 

Sudheerkumar P V, Neithal Kadalama Samrakshana Sanghatana, Neeleswaram, Kerala 

Venkatesh Charloo, Founder Trustee, Coastal Impact 

 

Copied to: 

1. Secretary, Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change  
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan1, Jor Bhagh Road, Aliganj, New Delhi - 1110003 
 
2. Special/Additional Secretary  
ESZ Division, Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change  
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan1, Jor Bhagh Road Aliganj, New Delhi - 1110003 
 
3. Adviser (in charge of ESZ)  
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change  
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan1, Jor Bhagh Road, Aliganj, New Delhi - 1110003 
 
4. Director, Ministry of Environment Forest and Climate Change 
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan1, Jor Bhagh Road, Aliganj, New Delhi – 1110003 
 
5. Vice Chairman, NITI-AYOG,  
Sansad Marg, Sansad Marg Area, New Delhi, Delhi 110001. 
 
6. Lieutenant Governor, 
Lt. Governor's Secretariat, Rajniwas, Port Blair - 744101 
Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
 
7. Chief Secretary 
O/o Secretary (GA), Andaman and Nicobar administration, Secretariat,  
Port Blair – 744101, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
 
8. Principal Chief Conservator of Forests & Chief Wildlife Warden  
Office of The Principal Chief Conservator of Forest 
Van Sadan, P.O Haddo, Port Blair – 744102, Andaman & Nicobar Islands 
 
9. The Chairperson, 
Environmental Appraisal Committee (EAC), MoEFCC, 
Indira Paryavaran Bhawan, Jorbagh Road, New Delhi – 110 003 
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