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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, 
WESTERN ZONE BENCH AT PUNE 

APPEAL NO. 73 OF 2024 [WZ] 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

SWAPNESH SHERLEKAR AND ORS.        …APPELLANTS 

VERSUS 

THE MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FORESTS & CLIMATE CHANGE 

AND ORS.                                            ...RESPONDENTS 

REJOINDER OF APPELLANTS TO THE REPLY DATED 
30.07.2025 OF PROJECT PROPONENT RESPONDENT NO. 3 

(VEDANTA LIMITED) 

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH: 

1. That the affidavit dated 30.07.2025 in Reply to the present

Appeal has been filed on behalf of the Respondent No. 3

(Vedanta Limited – project proponent)  which is hereinafter

referred to as ‘reply of R3’ for short. At the very outset the

facts and averments in the said reply of R3 which are

inconsistent with the pleadings of the present Appeal are

denied. It is also stated that rejoinder is not being filed for

each and every statement and averment made in the reply of

R3 and nothing may be deemed to be admitted unless the

same is specifically admitted herein, but should be treated as

though the same has been set out seriatim and denied and

disputed specifically.

2. That the Appellants submit the following preliminary

submissions on the reply of R3:
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(i) GREENFIELD vs BROWNFIELD - EAC wrongly accepted

this project as ‘greenfiled’ and ignored the ‘Approved Mining

Plan’ which records that from 1969 to 2017, 1153 bore holes

totaling to length of 97,320.60 m were drilled in the same

mining lease area.

(ii) Pendency of case concerning NEERI report before the

Bombay High Court at Goa doesn’t ouster the Appellate

Jurisdiction of NGT.

(iii) Failure of Respondent No. 3 to address submissions

pertaining to EIA Report preparation in only four (4) days

after issuance of ToR.

(iv) Attempt by Respondent No. 3 to mislead through incorrect

interpretation of statutory provisions.

(v) All issues raised in the present appeal are within the

jurisdiction of this hon’ble tribunal:

(vi) Risk of landslides not scientifically assessed in EIA report.

(vii) The corporate veil must be pierced in the instant matter.

(viii) Respondent no. 3 made false statement about owning road

and also changed transporation route as approved under

the ec.

(ix) No response to why public hearing was held 12 kms away

from the village and why it continued till 0130am on

12.08.2023.

(i) GREENFIELD vs BROWNFIELD - EAC WRONGLY ACCEPTED THIS

PROJECT AS ‘GREENFILED’ AND IGNORED THE APPROVED MINING

PLAN WHICH RECORDS THAT FROM 1969 TO 2017 1153 BORE HOLES

TOTALING TO 97,320.60 m WERE DRILLED IN THE SAME MINING

LEASE AREA:
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3. That in paras 13 to 27 of the reply of R3 has contended that the

environmental clearance process for a greenfield project is more

rigorous than that for a brownfield project, and that they are

“doing better” for the environment by applying for a greenfield

project. In doing so the Respondent No. 3, Vedanta is

misdirecting from the major issue that they have ignored the

2005 EC. The 2005 EC, as the present Appeal contends,

“recorded the fact that the mine would exhaust in ten years, with

an annual production of 2 MTPA. The EC required a mine closure

plan and several other requirements to be met during the

conduct of mining operations. Neither the EAC nor the EC have

reviewed the 2005 EC and the implementation of the conditions

imposed, including declaration of mine closure.”

4. Clearly the designation of the block as a greenfield project allows

Respondent No. 3 to dodge the clear requirements stated in the

2005 EC.

5. The reply of R3 says that “a brownfield project does not have to

undergo the same level of detailed in-depth scrutiny as a

greenfield project,” this is an erasure of the history and context

of the Bicholim mine, which is not only a regular brownfield

project, but one where the environmental irregularities were so

egregious that the Supreme Court of India had to intervene. In

fact, a better implementation of the EIA Notification 2006 in the

present case would have resulted from the compliance of the
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MoEF&CC letter dated 29.04.2020 which requires that the State 

Government concerned shall apply as project proponent seeking 

EC and after obtaining the same transfer it to the successful 

bidder holding Letter of Intent (LoI). The reason being that the 

State would not have suppressed the past mining in the same 

block (mining lease area) since 1941. A true and correct copy of 

the MoEF&CC letter dated 29.04.2020 is hereto marked and 

annexed as ANNEXURE – R3/1.  

6. That the Respondent No. 3 makes the fallacy of

consequentialism. They claim that they are more conscientious

about the environment insofar as greenfield clearances are more

rigorous and therefore more desirable from an environmental

perspective. They appeal to an ostensibly desirable consequence

– more rigorous clearances – in order to justify falsification

(wiping of the pollution/destruction caused due to past mining 

operations) of the history of the mine. The actual reason for why 

they do not wish for the mine to be classified as a brownfield 

project is that this would require them to be in compliance with 

the 2005 EC stipulation about the mine being exhausted and its 

requirement for a mine closure plan. In addition, the past 

environmental degradation caused will have to be addressed.  

7. That it is pertinent to point out that EAC should not have blindly

accepted the project classification as a ‘greenfield project’ by the

Respondent No. 3 and should have scrutinized the ‘approved
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mining plan’ dated 26.05.2023 of the impugned project 

submitted to them as recorded in their minutes of meeting held 

from 21.09.2023 to 22.09.2023 (ANNEXURE-A25 at Pg. 256-

257). The approved mining plan at para 2A.2.1.7 clearly states 

that for exploratory drilling for Core holes between 07.07.1969 

to 19.12.2017 a total of 1153 boreholes were drilled totaling to 

97,320.60 m of drilling by Sesa Mining Corporation Limited in the 

said mining lease area. In addition to this figure/data detailed 

logsheets of each borehole is provided as an MS excel file of 

about 553 pages. True and correct copy of the relevant extracts 

of the Approved Mining Plan dated 26.05.2023 and the two 

logsheet pages showing borehole records are hereto marked and 

annexed as ANNEXURE – R3/2(colly). Hence, it is submitted 

that the EAC failed to consider during its meeting held from 

21.09.2023 to 22.09.2023 that the Approved Mining Plan which 

clearly established that the impugned project cannot be a 

‘greenfield project’ as mining (core hole drilling) is recorded from 

07.07.1969 till 2017, though it started much earlier. 

8. That the Respondent No. 3 has chosen for reasons best know to

them not to bring on record the complete ANNEXURE-R3-2 which

is the 14th EAC meeting agenda. It is pertinent to mention that

the agenda contains three Annexures (ANNEXURE-I, ANNEXURE-

II & ANNEXURE-III) and the entire agenda is totaling to forty

(40) pages. However, the last two pages which is ANNEXURE-III

has not been annexed. A true and correct copy of the said 
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ANNEXURE-III (two pages) is hereto marked and annexed as 

ANNEXURE – R3/3. However, the ANNEXURE-III as attached 

to the 14th EAC meeting agenda is printed in such a manner that 

part of it is deleted. However, the Appellants were able to find 

out that the complete ANNEXURE-III, which is common for all 

EAC meeting agendas (Non-Coal mining sector) is available in 

the agenda to the 11th EAC meeting, which is ANNEXURE – 

R3/4. This ANNEXURE-III is for brownfield projects wherein 

mining details of the past years is submitted to the EAC which is 

corresponding to ToR No. 20. Hence, the contention that a 

brownfield project doesn’t have to undergo the same level of 

detailed in-dept scrutiny as a greenfield project is completely 

misplaced and wrong in light of the above and also ToR 20, 26 & 

71(based on MoEF&CC Circular dated 30.05.2012 – refer Pg. 

382).  

 

9. That the reliance placed on MoEF&CC O.M. dated 31.03.2011 by 

the Respondent No. 3 in para 22 of its reply is completely 

misplaced and based on wrong understanding / interpretation. It 

is submitted that the said O.M. is only applicable to mining 

projects which involve diversion of forestland and in the present 

case there is not such diversion involved.  

 
10. That the contentions in para nos. 31, 32 & 33 of the reply of R3 

pertaining to misleading this Hon’ble Tribunal w.r.t. responses 

given to ToR 20 & 71 by the Respondent No. 3 is completely 

61631



false. It is submitted that the specific quotations of these two 

ToRs with their compliances, given in the Appeal (Paras 17 & 18 

– Pg. 19-20) are taken from the Draft EIA Report TOR

Compliance which is ANNEXURE-R3/5. The said document was 

prepared by the Respondent No. 3 through its EIA consultant and 

the same is uploaded on the MoEF&CC website (parivesh.nic.in) 

as part of the Draft EIA Report.  

(ii) PENDENCY OF CASE CONCERNING NEERI REPORT BEFORE THE

BOMBAY HIGH COURT AT GOA DOESN’T OUSTER APPELLATE

JURISDICTION OF NGT:

11. In response to the contentions of paras 34 to 37 of the reply of

R3, it is submitted that the same are not applicable as the

reliance and reference to the NEERI Report in the present Appeal

is to only highlight the past environmental pollution / devastation

caused to the villages and its ground-water system. No

adjudication of the issues concerning payment of compensation

for the pollution caused and implementation of the

recommendations of NEERI report have been sought in the

present Appeal. In 2010 High Court accepted the NEERI Report

(Order dated 08.07.2010 at Pg. 386-390) and directed

implementation of the recommendations made in the report. The

NEERI report was accepted by the Goa State Pollution Control

Board. The mining companies were provided a hearing on the

report, after which the Board issued certain directions under
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section 33(A) of the Water Act, as recommended by NEERI, to 

the mining companies. That pursuant to the NEERI report a 

meeting was called by the Sr. Hydrogeologist of the Goa 

government on 27.01.2010. A report of the meeting was sent to 

the Goa State Pollution Control Board. Thereafter, the Sr. 

Hydrogeologist produced an assessment/Feasibility Report of the 

mitigation measures recommended by NEERI to address water 

scarcity problem in Mulgao village (June 2010). The 

recommendations made by NEERI for rejuvenation of the water 

supply of the Maulgao village could not be implemented as they 

did not find favour with either the Water Resources Department 

or the Central Ground Water Board. 

 

12. That reliance placed by the Respondent No. 3 to the case of State 

of Andhra Pradesh v. Raghu RRK reported in 2022 (8) SCC 516, 

is misplaced and not applicable, as in this case there were 

conflicting orders passed by the High Court of Andhra Pradesh 

and this Hon’ble Tribunal. The High Court of Andhra Pradesh had 

granted an interim order dated 06.05.2022 staying the 

construction of a resort and on 20.05.2022 this Hon’ble Tribunal 

issued an order staying the High Court’s order dated 06.05.2022. 

In the present case, there is no such conflict as no adjudication 

of the issues arising from the NEERI Report have been sought in 

the present Appeal. The case which is ongoing in the Bombay 

High Court at Goa in PILWP No. 01/2008 is concerning 
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implementation of the recommendations of the NEERI Report 

and payment of compensation by the mining companies towards 

the same. Similarly, the second and last case relied upon by the 

Respondent No. 3 which is judgment dated 04.05.2023 passed 

by this Hon’ble Tribunal in Appeal No. 18/2022 (WZ) titled Pravir 

Prabhakar Fadte v. MoEF&CC is also misplaced and in that case 

this Hon’ble Tribunal held that challenge to EC before NGT is 

maintainable as the same was not pending before the High Court 

(refer Para 36 of the judgment). 

 

13. That the Appellants submit that NEERI Report also highlights the 

failure of the EAC to appraise the issue of cumulative impact 

assessment of the impugned project. The EAC failed to 

appreciate that three mining blocks (including the present mining 

block – I) had been operating earlier, adjacent to each other. The 

first mining block No. III (Monte De Sirigao Mineral Block – 95.67 

Ha) given to Rajaram Bandekar (Sirigao) Mines Pvt. Ltd. has 

been recommended by the same EAC for grant of environmental 

clearance (EC granted on 09.09.2024 for 0.5 MTPA of iron ore). 

The second mining block no. II is Sirigao-Mayem Mineral Block 

(171.24 Hectares) adjacent to MB-III was given to Salgaocar 

Shipping Company Pvt. Ltd. has been recommended by the same 

EAC for grant of environmental clearance (EC granted on 

09.10.2024 for 1 MTPA of iron ore). It is not clear why all three 

mining blocks were not required to conduct a cumulative 
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environmental impact assessment and environment 

management plan in view of the fact that it has already been 

established by several expert committee reports that all the 

leases connected with mineral block nos. 1-3 have had 

cumulative impacts on Mulgao and Shirgao villages in terms of 

destruction of fields, water bodies, roads, river (CRZ river) and 

total disturbance of village settlements located on the said 

leases. If the expert appraisal committee had not come to the 

conclusion that a cumulative impact assessment was required in 

the present circumstances even when there was a specific 

objection to this raised during the public hearing and in the DGPS 

Sketch Plate No. 2 which is the geo referenced cadastral map of 

1:3960 scale at internal page 266 of the Final EIA Report which 

is not a high resolution image, so the same Plate No. 2 showing 

presence of MB-III is taken from Pg. 252 of the Draft EIA Report 

and the cadastral Map of Mining Block III from its Final EIA 

Report showing all three mining blocks are hereto marked and 

annexed as ANNEXURE – R3/6(colly). It is also pertinent to 

mention that the Respondent No. 3 in its Form I has chosen not 

to disclose the cumulative effects due to proximity to other 

projects (MB-III and MB-II). A true and correct copy of the Form-

I of the Respondent No. 3 is hereto marked and annexed as 

ANNEXURE – R3/7. 
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(iii) FAILURE OF RESPONDENT NO. 3 TO ADDRESS SUBMISSIONS 

PERTAINING TO EIA REPORT PREPARATION IN ONLY FOUR 

DAYS AFTER ISSUANCE OF ToR: 

14. The Appellants state that Respondent No. 3 has miserably failed 

in addressing submissions pertaining to the preparation of EIA 

Report merely 4 days after issue of ToR by the MoEF&CC vide 

letter dated 16.06.2023. Furthermore, as evidenced by Pg. 100 

of the Paper Book, the ‘Disclosure of Consultants’ as contained 

in the EIA Report clearly indicates that the EIA Report claims to 

have the involvement of 14 expert members from various 

scientific/functional areas.  

 

15. That the duration of involvement for preparation of the EIA 

Report clearly states that out of 14 members, 9 members were 

involved in EIA Report preparation for the duration between 

15.02.2023 to June 2023, 3 members were involved for the 

period of April 2023, 1 member was involved from March 2023 

to June 2023, and 1 member was involved for the period of May 

2023.  

 
16. That this clearly indicates that no expert involvement was 

provided for the preparation of EIA Report at any point after June 

2023. In this context, the Appellants submit that the ToR dated 

16.06.2023 prescribed 19 specific Terms of Reference covering 

over 8 distinct areas, such as Waste Management, Land and 
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Water Environment, Socio Economic Measures, Greenbelt 

Development, Environment Monitoring, etc.  

 
17. Therefore, it can be stated to a rational certainty that the 

preparation of the EIA Report was not carried out in a 

scientifically rigorous manner with a detailed assessment of all 

the requirements prescribed by the ToR. Furthermore, the 

Undertaking as signed by the EIA Consultant, as on Pg. 97 of the 

Paper Book, clearly evidences that the EIA Consultant as affirmed 

on 20.06.2023 that the “prescribed ToRs have been complied 

with...”. However, the Appellants submit that 19 Specific ToRs 

(issued on 16.06.2023) cannot be said to have been complied 

with merely in a matter of a four (4) days, especially since the 

Specific ToRs prescribe various detailed plans, including action 

plan for year wise backfilling, plan for ecology restoration, 

scheme for mandatory recycle/reuse of water, measures 

required for prevention of seepage into groundwater, 

engineering design for garland drain, greenbelt/afforestation 

development plan, skill development plan for local people, 

environment management plan, and various other such 

measures designed at environmental conservation. 

 
18. As the specific ToRs issued to each project are unique and are 

prescribed exclusively to each project proponent based on the 

peculiar facts and circumstances of the ecology and project 

involved. No EIA Report can be stated to be complete and valid 
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unless it has sufficiently addressed the Specific ToRs issued. 

Accordingly, it cannot be said that the impugned EIA Report 

prepared within 4 days from issue of ToRs is valid. 

19. Accordingly, the Appellants in the present Appeal had submitted

issues regarding serious and glaring lapses in EIA Report

preparation. However, the EAC have failed to take cognizance of

such glaring lapses, thereby indicating a total absence of mind in

assessment of the impugned project. Additionally, the said issues

have also not been addressed in any manner by the Respondent

No. 3 in its reply.

20. It is pertinent to note that out of the four (4) days, two (2) days

were a Saturday (on 17.06.2023) and a Sunday (on

18.06.2023), indicating an even less likelihood of the EIA Report

being prepared within such short duration of two days

(effectively) if one excludes two days of the weekend. That the

Appellants rely on the order of this Hon’ble Tribunal in

Sreeranganathan KP v Union of India 2014 reported in ALL (I)

NGT Reporter (1) (SZ) 1 wherein this Hon’ble Tribunal has

deprecated the practice of collecting data before finalization of

ToR by the EAC, and has held the same to be untenable in the

eyes of law.

21. Accordingly, the Appellants submit that the preparation of the

entire EIA Report within merely four (4) days after issuance of

ToR raises serious concerns which ought to have been appraised
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by the EAC as the compliance with ToRs is of material importance 

as per the EIA Notification, 2006. The Appellants rely on the 

judgment dated 7.04.2016 passed in Appeal No. 39 of 2012 titled 

‘Save Mon Region Federation and Anr. V. Union of India and Ors.’ 

wherein this Hon’ble Tribunal has held that ToRs are material to 

EIA Studies, which leads to the EIA Report. 

(iv)ATTEMPT BY RESPONDENT NO. 3 TO MISLEAD THIS

HON’BLE TRIBUNAL THROUGH INCORRECT

INTERPRETATION OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS:

22. That in Para 28 of reply of R3, it is stated that they are entitled

to a ‘clean slate’, as per Rule 9A(9) of the Minerals (Other than

Atomic and Hydro Carbons Energy Minerals) Concession Rules,

2016 (MCR 2016). Rule 9(A) is in CHAPTER III: MINERAL

CONCESSIONS GRANTED THROUGH AUCTION of the MCR 2016

which clearly provides for,

“Rule 9A: ‘Conditions for issuance of vesting orders and 

for obtaining rights, approvals, clearances, licenses and 

like under section 8B of the Act’.  

(1)… 

…(9) No authority shall reject grant of any rights, 

approvals, clearances, licenses and the like to the 

new lessee on account of past violations or outstanding 

dues of the previous lessee, which may be agitated 

before appropriate forums separately without prejudice 

to any rightful legal claims of the parties.’ 

23. The Appellants submit that in Para 30 of reply of R3, Respondent

No. 3 has stated that “there is a statutory bar on an authority from
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considering past violations of the previous lessess, owing to which 

the EAC was barred from considering past violations”. However, 

the Appellants submit that such interpretation of Rule 9A(9) of the 

MCR, 2016 is wholly incorrect and inconsistent with the provisions 

of parent act i.e. Section 8B of the Mines and Minerals 

(Development and Regulation) Act, 1957 (‘MMDR Act’ for short). 

That, Section 8B of the MMDR Act states as follows:  

“8B. Provision for period and transfer of statutory 
clearances: 

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act or any 
other law for the time being in force, all valid rights, 
approvals, clearances, licences and the like granted to a 
lessee in respect of a mine (other than those granted 
under the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act, 1962 (33 
of 1962) and the rules made thereunder) shall continue 
to be valid even after expiry or termination of lease and 
such rights, approvals, clearances, licences and the like 
shall be transferred to, and vested; subject to the 
conditions provided under such laws; in the 
successful bidder of the mining lease selected through 
auction under this Act:   

  …”    (emphasis supplied) 

 

24. Accordingly, it is submitted that the said Section 8B of MMDR Act 

clearly deals with transfer of statutory clearances from original 

lesses to subsequent lessess, and does not fall within the ambit of 

the present matter, as the present matter does not involve transfer 

of any statutory clearances but rather issuance of fresh EC.  

 

25. That Respondent No. 3 has in no way, form, or manner indicated 

that the any previously issued statutory clearances under MMDR 
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Act to any juristic entity has been transferred to itself, and 

therefore, the invocation of said Section 8B of MMDR Act by 

Respondent No. 3 to claim for themselves a “clean slate” is entirely 

untenable and smacks of a deliberate attempt to mislead this 

Hon’ble Tribunal by an improper interpretation of the said Section 

8B.  

 
26. To say that the EAC is barred under MMDR Act and MCR 2016, from 

considering past violations under the regime of the EIA Notification, 

2006, especially in the context of specific information regarding 

past violations of EC conditions being sought by the EAC in ToR 71, 

is a wholly unfounded and mala fide statement, made with an 

intent to deceive. EAC is governed by the EP Act and the EIA 

Notification, 2006 regime and not the MMDR Act and MCR 2016. 

That such deliberate attempts at misleading this Hon’ble Tribunal 

must be penalized with imposition of exemplary costs. That as held 

by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 12251 of 2018 

Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India and Ors. vide 

order dated 29.03.2019, “that the project proponent must submit 

all information and data without concealing relevant features is a 

basic hypothesis and expectation of the 2006 notification.” 

 

(v) ALL ISSUES RAISED IN THE PRESENT APPEAL ARE WITHIN 

THE JURISDICTION OF THIS HON’BLE TRIBUNAL: 

27. With regards to the contents of paragraph 40-41 of reply of R3, 

Respondent No. 3 has made two submissions viz., that the 
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“assessment of mineral reserves and their conservation is a 

function exclusively within the domain of Ministry of Mines”, and 

the MMDR Act, 1957 and its Rules made thereunder are beyond 

jurisdiction of NGT as the same are not listed in Schedule I of the 

NGT Act, 2010. That the contents of paragraph 40 are rejected as 

being false, misleading, and untenable in law.  

28. That the Appellants submit that Schedule I Acts are only made

relatable to applications filed under Sections 14(1), 15(1)(a), 17,

and 19(4)(j), whereas the present matter is an Appeal filed under

Section 16(h) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010. That

Appellant, relies on the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in

Hanuman Laxman Aroskar (supra), which mandates this

Hon’ble Tribunal to undertake a merits review of appeals filed

before it.

29. Furthermore, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.

4178/2023 titled Santosh Kumar Singh v SEIAA and Ors. vide

order dated 25.07.24, has held that it is “the duty of the NGT to

satisfy itself that all the conditions precedent for the grant of

environmental clearance were complied with. It is the duty of the

NGT to ensure that the environmental clearance is lawfully

granted. One of the duties of the NGT is to uphold and preserve

the right to a healthy environment guaranteed under Article 21 of

the Constitution..”.
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30. That, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 12122-12123 

of 2018 titled Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai v. 

Ankita Sinha and Ors. vide order dated 7.10.21, has made the 

following observations relevant to the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble 

Tribunal: 

“24.5 The NGT is a Tribunal with sui generis 

characteristic, with the special and all-encompassing 

jurisdiction to protect the environment. Besides its 

adjudicatory role as an appellate authority, it is also 

conferred with the responsibility to discharge role of 

supervisory body and to decide substantial questions 

relating to the environment. The necessity of having a 

specialized body, with the expertise to handle 

multidimensional environmental issues allows for an all-

encompassing framework for environmental justice. The 

technical expertise that may be required to address 

evolving environmental concerns would definitely require 

a flexible institutional mechanism for its effective 

exercise.” 

 

31. Accordingly, the Appellants submit that the submissions 

regarding ouster of jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal are 

untenable in law. Therefore, the contents of paragraph 40 are 

clearly an attempt by Respondent No. 3 to circumvent addressing 

the pertinent issues raised by the Appellants regarding 

assessment of mineral reserves present within the impugned 

project area. The Appellants submit that the said response of 

Respondent No. 3 is indicative of a complete absence of valid 
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justifications on the issue of sparse remaining mineral reserves, 

and the submissions regarding MMDR Act, 1957 being beyond 

the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal are a bald attempt at 

misleading this Hon’ble Tribunal, and must be rejected as 

untenable in law.  

 

32. However, notwithstanding the above-mentioned, the Appellant 

submits that the present Appeal in Grounds 23-25 has not sought 

any adjudication on a dispute relating to any provision of the 

MMDR Act, 1957, or any rule made thereunder, but rather has 

quoted provisions of statutory law to assist this Hon’ble Tribunal 

in appraising the contents of the EIA Report prepared for the 

impugned project, and the subsequent grant of the impugned 

EC. Therefore, the Appellants submit that the contents of 

paragraph 40 of reply of R3 ought to be rejected as being entirely 

arbitrary and untenable in law. 

 
33. Similarly with regards to the contents of paragraph 42 of reply 

of R3, the Appellants submit that Respondent No. 3 has yet again 

attempted to mislead this Hon’ble Tribunal by claiming ouster of 

jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal. That the contents of 

paragraph 42 are rejected as being false, misleading, and 

untenable in law for the above-mentioned reasons. 

 
34. With regards to the contents of paragraph 44, the Appellants 

reject the same as being false, misleading, and untenable in law. 
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The Appellant has previously submitted that the said Rule 9A of 

the MCR 2016 exclusively pertains to transfer of permissions 

from original lessee to subsequent lessee, and therefore, the said 

Rule 9A does not apply to the present matter. That the repeated 

reliance on Rule 9A by Respondent No. 3 is indicative of an 

attempt to provide a false and misleading interpretation of 

statutory law, and therefore, the contents of paragraph 44 of 

reply of R3 are liable to be rejected as false, misleading and 

untenable in law.  

 
35. That with regards to the contents of paragraph 46 of the reply of 

R3, the Appellants deny the same as being false, misleading and 

untenable in law. The Appellants submit that Respondent No. 3 

has relied on the order of this Hon’ble Tribunal in Appeal No. 22 

of 2022(WZ), to allege that this Hon’ble Tribunal is not 

competent to adjudicate on the aspect of agricultural tenancy 

especially since the relevant law is not a Schedule I enactment. 

The Appellants submit that the said submissions are patently 

spurious as the Appellants, in the present Appeal, have not 

sought any adjudication on any issue involving a dispute related 

to the provisions of the Goa Agricultural Tenancy Act, 1964, but 

rather have sought to establish / highlight the deliberate 

misrepresentations and submission of false information by 

Respondent No. 3 in the impugned EIA Report which ought to 

have been assessed by the EAC. Thus, the said issues raised by 

the Appellants are entirely distinct from seeking an adjudication 
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on title of land, and therefore the quoted order in said Appeal 

No. 22 of 2022(WZ) has no relevance to the present Appeal. 

 

36. That with regards to the contents of paragraph 47, the Appellants 

reject the same as being false, misleading, and untenable in law. 

The Appellants submit that yet again Respondent No. 3 has 

sought to place reliance on an ouster of jurisdiction of this 

Hon’ble Tribunal claiming that ownership of land is not a matter 

relatable to Schedule I enactments. The Appellants state that the 

said submissions are based on an improper interpretation of the 

issues raised by the Appellant regarding non-permissibility of use 

of lands covered by the Goa Agricultural Tenancy Act, 1964, as 

well as the Goa Land Use Act, 1991 for the impugned project.  

 
37. That the Appellants have submitted that the mining can be 

carried out for 30 years only upon removal of all encumbrances 

present in such area. That village settlements and village lands 

are the only encumbrances within the impugned project area. 

Therefore, as a logical corollary to the above-mentioned, mining 

can only be carried out for 30 years if the issue of consent of the 

land owners is addressed prior to permitting mining for 30 years. 

Accordingly, the contents of paragraph 47 are wholly false, 

misleading, and untenable in law and therefore, rejected by the 

Appellant.  
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(vi) RISK OF LANDSLIDES NOT SCIENTIFICALLY ASSESSED IN 

EIA REPORT. 

38. With regards to the contents of paragraph 55 of reply of R3, 

Respondent No. 3 has attempted to respond to submissions 

made by the Appellants regarding absence of assessment of risk 

of landslides likely to be caused due to mining in the landslide 

prone area of Mulgao village wherein the impugned project is 

located.  

 

39. That in response to such submissions made by the Appellants, 

Respondent No. 3 has relied on the communications made to the 

EAC to establish that assessment of landslides has been 

undertaken in the EIA Report, based on which the EAC in its 24th 

Meeting has granted the impugned EC. The Appellants reject the 

same as being false, misleading, and untenable in law. The 

Appellants submit that a bare perusal of the minutes of the 24th 

Meeting of the EAC reveal glaring anomalies with regards to 

information relevant to landslides likely to be caused due to the 

impugned mining project.  

 
40. That the said minutes of the 24th Meeting, as in Para 11, clearly 

evidence that Respondent No. 3 themselves have submitted 

before the EAC that the maximum capacity of garland drains that 

are to be constructed by Respondent No. 3 will be significantly 

lower than maximum rainfall run-off in 1 day, i.e., the peak 

runoff in a day has been mentioned as 110590 m3, whereas the 
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capacity of the garland drains has been mentioned as 33939 m3, 

indicating that the peak runoff is over 3 times the maximum 

capacity of the garland drains.  

 
41. The contentions raised in paragraph no. 36 to 39 of the Appeal 

have not been satisfactorily answered. It is submitted that there 

is no reply / response by the respondent no. 3 on why the District 

Disaster Management Plan for North Goa, 2023 has not been 

included in the EIA Report and overlooked by the EAC as pointed 

out in para 37 of the Appeal. True and correct copies of the 

relevant extracts of the District Disaster Management Plan for 

North Goa, 2023 along with the relevant extract from the final 

EIA Report of the impugned project showing survey numbers of 

the mining lease are hereto marked and annexed as ANNEXURE 

– R3/8(colly). In response to the statement of Respondent No. 

3 that the EAC sub-committee during its inspection did not notice 

the communidade lake in Survey no. 69/1, it is submitted that 

none of the villagers nor communidade members accompanied 

the sub-committee during inspection and hence, it could not be 

pointed out. Moreover, this was raised during the public hearing 

vide letter dated 31.07.2023 by Village Panchayat Mulgao 

(Annexure-A17 at Pg. 185, Annexure-A18 at Pg. 189 and 

Annexure-A22 at Pg. 196) and should have been deliberated 

upon by the EAC before grant of impugned EC. Accordingly, the 

Appellants submit that the existence of such rudimentary lapses 

in the EIA Report are indicative of a failure to prepare the EIA 

23 1648



Report in the scientifically rigourous manner that is envisioned 

by the EIA Notification, 2006. Furthermore, an oversight by the 

EAC in appropriately appraising the data contained in the EIA 

Report is especially concerning given the specific submissions 

raised by the Appellant regarding likelihood of flooding in the 

area, and indicate a complete absence of independent application 

of mind by the EAC. 

 

(vii) THE CORPORATE VEIL MUST BE PIERCED IN THE INSTANT 

MATTER: 

42. With regards to the contents of paragraph 43 of reply of R3, 

Respondent No. 3 has sought to address the submissions raised 

by the Appellant regarding concealment of mining previously 

done in the same mining lease by a subsidiary company wholly 

owned by Respondent No. 3. That Respondent No. 3 has stated 

that the said submissions of the Appellants is premised on a 

complete ignorance of elementary company law jurisprudence 

and that Respondent No. 3 has disclosed that the mine was 

previously operated by Sesa Mining Corporation Ltd. 

 

43. That the said contents of paragraph 43 are rejected as false, 

misleading, and untenable in law. That the Appellants rely on the 

order of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of U.P. and Ors. 

v. Renusagar Power Co. and Ors. reported in 1988 AIR 

1737, wherein it laid down the law that the lifting of corporate 
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veil is permissible, and can be done if two corporate entities are 

so inextricably linked together, so much so, that the subsidiary 

company has no separate and independent existence apart from 

the parent company.  

 
44. Accordingly, the Appellants submit that the present matter falls 

squarely within the accepted jurisprudence of piercing of the 

corporate veil, and accordingly, it is stated that the detailed past 

history of mining violations caused by Sesa Mining Corporation 

Ltd., being wholly owned and operated by Respondent No. 3, is 

relevant information that ought to have been sought by the EAC 

and submitted by Respondent No. 3. 

 
45. However, deliberate concealment by Respondent No. 3 regarding 

such information, as well as failure of the EAC to independently 

apply its mind to ensuring piercing of the corporate veil in the 

present matter is indicative of glaring lapses in adherence to 

procedure established by EIA Notification, 2006.  

 

(viii) RESPONDENT NO. 3 MADE FALSE STATEMENT ABOUT 

OWNING ROAD AND ALSO CHANGED TRANSPORATION 

ROUTE AS APPROVED UNDER THE EC: 

46. The contentions raised in paras 46 to 52 pertaining to 

adjudication of the issue of ore transportation by the High Court 

results in ousting the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal is wrong 

interpretation of the settled law as explained in para 2.10 of this 
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rejoinder. It is clarified that in para 32 of the present Appeal, the 

incorrect and misleading statement made by the Respondent No. 

3 that the road outside the lese area admeasuring 4.64 kms is 

‘company owned dedicated road’ (refer to para vii. of Annexure 

2 of the impugned EC at pg. 87-88 of the Appeal) is made for the 

limited purpose of cancellation of the impugned EC in terms of 

para 8(vi) of the EIA Notification, 2006 which pertains to 

deliberate concealment of information. That 550m of this 

4.64kms of company owned road is in reality is located in parent 

Survey nos. 162, 184, 164 and 154 of Tiligao Village, Bicholim 

Taluka and is part of tenanted agricultural land. This aspect is 

proved by the latest High Court order dated 13.02.2025 which is 

ANNEXURE-R3/9.  

 

(ix) NO RESPONSE TO WHY PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD 12 

KMS AWAY FROM THE VILLAGE AND WHY IT CONTINUED 

TILL 0130AM ON 12.08.2023: 

47. That the Respondent No. 3 in paras 66 to 72 have chosen not to 

respond to the contention raised in the Appeal as the why the 

public hearing site was chosen to be 12 kms away from the 

affected village site where no arrangement of water or food was 

made and why was it allowed to continue from 1030am on 

11.08.2023 till 0130am on 12.08.2023. Other contentions raised 

in Ground E of the Appeal (Paras 47 to 50) have also not been 

responded to by the Respondent No. 3.  
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48. That in light of the above stated rejoinder and the issues raised 

in the present Appeal, it is most respectfully prayed that this 

Hon’ble Tribunal may kindly grant the prayers sought in the 

present Appeal.  

APPELLANTS 

THROUGH 

 
Mr. Aagney Sail, Mr. Om Anthony D’Costa 

& Mr. Maitreya P. Ghorpade. 
ADVOCATES FOR THE APPELLANTS 

Comtech Services Centre, 604, VI Floor, 
Unitech’s City Centre, MG Road, Panaji, Goa 403001. 
Phone: 09810076618, 08007558624 & 07024102546 

Email: aagneysail@gmail.com, dcostaom@gmail.com & 
maitreya.ghorpade@gmail.com 

 

PLACE: Mapusa, Goa. 

FILED ON: 20.03.2025 
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HOLE_ID SAMP_ID FROM TO GEOLOGY
BIC0016  BIC16_1 0.00 1.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_2 1.00 1.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_3 1.50 2.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0016  BIC16_4 2.00 3.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_5 3.00 3.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_6 3.50 4.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0016  BIC16_7 4.00 4.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_8 4.50 5.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0016  BIC16_9 5.00 6.00 BHQ/BMQ
BIC0016  BIC16_10 6.00 8.00 BHQ/BMQ
BIC0016  BIC16_11 8.00 10.00 SILICEOUS ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_12 10.00 12.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_13 12.00 14.00 SILICEOUS ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_14 14.00 16.00 SILICEOUS ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_15 16.00 18.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_16 18.00 19.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_17 19.00 21.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0016  BIC16_18 21.00 23.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_1 0.00 1.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_2 1.00 2.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_3 2.50 3.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_4 3.50 4.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_5 4.00 4.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_6 4.50 5.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_7 5.00 5.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_8 5.50 6.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_9 6.00 6.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_10 6.50 7.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_11 7.50 8.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_12 8.50 9.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_13 9.50 10.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_14 10.50 11.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_15 11.00 11.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_16 11.50 12.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_17 12.00 12.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_18 12.50 13.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_19 13.50 14.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_20 14.50 15.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_21 15.50 16.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_22 16.50 17.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_23 17.50 18.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_24 18.50 19.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_25 19.50 20.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_26 20.50 21.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_27 21.50 22.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_28 22.50 23.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_29 23.00 23.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_30 23.50 24.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_31 24.00 24.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
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BIC0020  BIC20_32 24.50 25.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_33 25.00 25.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_34 25.50 26.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_35 26.00 26.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_36 26.50 27.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_37 27.00 27.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_38 27.50 28.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_39 28.00 28.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_40 28.50 29.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_41 29.00 29.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_42 29.50 31.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_43 31.00 32.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_44 32.50 33.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_45 33.50 35.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_46 35.50 37.50 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0020  BIC20_47 37.50 39.50 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_1 0.00 1.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_2 1.00 1.50 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_3 1.50 3.00 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_4 3.00 4.00 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_5 4.00 4.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_6 4.50 5.00 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_7 5.00 5.50 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_8 5.50 6.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_9 6.00 7.00 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_10 7.00 8.00 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_11 8.00 9.00 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_12 9.00 11.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_13 11.00 13.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_14 13.00 16.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_15 16.00 17.00 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_16 17.00 18.00 LATERITE
BIC0021  BIC21_17 18.00 20.00 MANGANIFEROUS CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_18 20.00 22.00 MANGANIFEROUS CLAY
BIC0021  BIC21_19 22.00 22.50 POWDERY IRON ORE
BIC0021  BIC21_20 22.50 26.50 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0022  BIC22_1 0.00 3.00 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_2 3.00 5.00 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_3 5.00 6.00 LATERITIC LUMPY ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_4 6.00 7.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_5 7.00 8.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_6 8.00 9.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0022  BIC22_7 9.00 10.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0022  BIC22_8 10.00 11.00 LATERITE
BIC0022  BIC22_9 11.00 12.00 LATERITE
BIC0022  BIC22_10 12.00 13.00 LATERITE
BIC0022  BIC22_11 13.00 14.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0022  BIC22_12 14.00 16.00 PHYLITIC CLAY
BIC0022  BIC22_13 16.00 18.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
BIC0022  BIC22_14 18.00 20.00 FERRUGINOUS CLAY/TRANSITIONAL ORE
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Page 1 of 48 

(NON-COAL MINING SECTOR) 
*** 

AGENDA FOR 14th EAC MEETING OF THE EXPERT APPRAISAL 
COMMITTEE (NON-COAL MINING SECTOR), SCHEDULED TO BE 
HELD DURING 3-4 MAY, 2023 THROUGH VIDEO CONFERENCE. 

Instructions: Project Proponents are requested to strictly follow the 
following instructions: 

1. It is requested that the project proponent or his/her authorized
representative should participate in EAC meeting through Video
Conferencing only (preferably not more than two representatives)
who can make a presentation on their behalf on the salient features
of the project, the related environmental issues, proposed
Environmental Management Plan, commitment made during public
hearing, CER, occupational health plan, plantation plan, method of
mining, beneficiation activities, transportation plan, R&R issues and
also respond to the queries/suggestions of the Committee.

2. NIC, MoEF&CC will moderate the Video Conferencing meeting. The
Guidelines related to connecting VC is annexed herewith. PP will be
ready before 10 minutes of the slot allowed to them. If any problem
faced please contact Mr. Kamal, Moderator, NIC (Mobile No.
8800225087, email- support-ipb@nic.in).

3. As there it a time restriction in Video Conferencing, therefore, PP is
requested to submit the requisite documents along with
presentation through email to all the Committee Members
and Officials of the Ministry by 24.04.2023. There must be
maximum 20 slides for ToR presentation and 30 slides for EC
presentation. The Project Proponent is requested to include a
separate slide for the matter of court case.

4. The presentation should reflect- 
i. Point wise ToR Compliance; 
ii. Contain information regarding total excavation from mines;
iii. Method of mining,
iv. Stage wise mine development preferably at 5-year interval

showing the surface features such as habitations, roads,
railway line, transmission line, water body, nallah, forest or
other eco-sensitive zones, protection against the surface
features

v. Surface features through KML file
vi. beneficiation, crusher,
vii. details of mining lease its validity,
viii. transfer,
ix. impact of mining activities on air, water, soil, noise, flora &

fauna, habitation, socio-economic issues,
x. public hearing issues,
xi. involvement of forest land,
xii. requirement of clearance under Forest Conservation act,

1980,
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Financial 
Year 

Mining 
Lease 
Detail 

(Initial, 
Renewal, 
Transfer) 

with
dateand
Validity

EC Capacity 
(Tonne), 

date, Letter 
No, 

amendment 
etc.

Details 
of FC 

 
 

CTE 

CTO 
under Air 
act (Date, 
validity, 

Capacity) 

CTO under 
Water Act 

(Date, 
validity, 

Capacity) 

 
Mining Plan /Mining 

Scheme 

Proposed 
production 
(Tonne) 

Achieved
Production 
(Tonne)

1993-
94 

       

1994-
95 

       

1995-
96 

       

1996-
97 

       

1997-
98 

       

1998-
99 

       

1999-
00 

       

2000-
01 

       

2001-
02 

       

2002-
03 

       

2003-
04 

       

2004-
05 

       

2005-
06 

       

2006-
07 

       

2007-        
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08 
2008-

09 
2009-

10 
2010-

11 
2011-

12 
2012-

13 
2013-

14 
2014-

15 
2015-

16 
2016-

17 
2017-

18 
2018-

19 
2019-

20 
2020-

21 
2021-

22 
Note: - The Data filled above should be supported by relevant document 
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Plate�no.�2

Geo Referenced Cadastral Map of BLOCK No.III MONTE DE SIRIGAO MINERAL BLOCK, situated 
in Sirigao & Mayem Villages of Bicholim Taluka, North Goa District, Goa State. 
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Foreword 

India has been vulnerable, in varying degrees, to a large number of natural, 

as well as, human-made disasters on account of its unique geo-climatic and 

socioeconomic conditions. It is highly vulnerable to floods, droughts, cyclones, 

earthquakes, landslides, avalanches and forest fires. To cope with such disastrous 

event National Disaster Management Act 2005 mandates district authority to 

prepare disaster management plan at different levels. Goa, situated along Konkan 

coast of India, has a coastline of 131 kms. It has a party hilly terrain with the 

Western Ghats rising to nearly 1200 mtrs. In some parts of the state. In the North, 

the Terekhol River separates Goa and Maharastra. Karnataka lies to the South. 

The Arabian Sea is situated on the west and the Western Ghats in the east. The 

Tiswadi Island lies between the Mandovi and Zuari rivers, which are connected 

on the landward side by a creek. The island is triangular in shape that divides the 

harbour of Goa into two parts - Aguada at the mouth of Mandovi on the North 

and Mormugao at mouth of Zuari on the South. 

 
Furthermore, this plan shall guide NGOs, Volunteer, private agencies and local 

bodies to perform their duties during the disaster. 

 
I hope the implementation of this plan in Pre-disaster and Post-disaster phase will 

reduce the impact of hazard and it shall also act as a reference literature for 

systematic response during the disaster impact period. 

  

 

 

                            (Ms. Mamu, IAS) 

Collector/Chairperson DDMA North Goa 
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Preface 

The District Disaster Management Plan 2023 of North Goa district is prepared 

as per the guidelines provided by National Disaster Management Authority. This 

Plan incorporates the brief details of all the potential hazards of North Goa with 

their severity and frequency of occurrence. The roles and responsibility during 

three phases of disaster management cycle has been described of the officials 

from each department, NGOs, Volunteer and local bodies. Updated details of 

search & relief equipment and vehicles available at district level to Taluka level 

has been incorporated in this plan and all the necessary contact details of 

important officials has been updated. Moreover, the co-ordinates of villages which 

are vulnerable to water inundation or flooding situation have been included in 

this plan for the quick identification of affected villages for airlift purpose. Due 

to current Covid-19 outbreak, the response mechanism during any other 

catastrophic event with complete precaution has been described in this plan as 

per the guidelines provided by NDMA. 

This Plan will be reviewed periodically to update details of all the equipment 

and contact details of officials. 
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Introduction 

1.1 Disasters and their management: 
Disasters are a catastrophe, mishap, calamity or grave occurrence in any 

area, arising from natural or manmade causes, or by accident or negligence which 
results in substantial loss of life or human suffering or damage to, and destruction 
of, property, or damage to, or degradation of, environment, and is of such a nature 
or magnitude as to be beyond the coping capacity of the community of the 
affected area. Disaster Management is a continuous and integrated process of 
planning , organising , coordinating and implementing measures which are 
necessary or expedient for- i) prevention of danger or threat of any disaster; ii) 
mitigation or reduction of risk of any disaster or its severity or consequences; iii) 
capacity building; iv) preparedness to deal with any disaster ; v) prompt response 
to any threatening situation or disaster; v) assessing the severity or magnitude of 
effects of any disaster ; vii) evacuation, rescue and relief ; viii) rehabilitation and 
reconstruction. Section 2 (d & e) of DM Act, 2005). A well-coordinated and 
conceived administrative and community response plays a vital role in alleviating 
the sufferings of the people by providing prompt relief. To accomplish this task, 
the existence of a comprehensive and well-researched Disaster Management Plan 
is of critical importance. The officials and other actors involved in disaster 
response can rely on the instructions and checklists spelt out the Plan and proceed 
efficiently and quickly in disaster management. This has the effect of not only 
speeding up the rescue and relief operations, but also inspiring confidence in the 
affected people. The Disaster Management Plan can, like a shining beacon, 
effectively guide the entire machinery engaged in relief/rescue operation and 
other disaster response activities and instil confidence and faith in the community 
at large to face the calamity courageously in a systematized manner. 

 
1.2 Aims and Objectives of North Goa DDMP 
Following are the broad objectives of the North Goa DDMP  
a) To determine the risk and vulnerabilities associated with various hazards 
b) To identify the hazardous areas and to create appropriate strategies to 

address the issues in these areas 
c) To develop appropriate strategies for effective prevention and mitigation of disasters 
d) To build the capacity of people working in the field of disaster management 
e) To make the citizens aware of the disasters and their impact 
f) To define and assign roles and responsibilities to various stakeholders 

associated with disaster management for pre-disaster and post-disaster 
phases 

g) To develop and maintain arrangements for accessing resources, equipment, 
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supplies, and funding in preparation for disasters 
h) To defines the risks and Vulnerabilities of the citizens of the district to different disasters. 
i) To Identifies the private and public sector parties with prime and 

supporting responsibilities to reduce or negate these 
vulnerabilities 

j) To mainstream disaster management concerns into the developmental planning process 
k) To define actions to be taken by these parties to avoid or mitigate the 

impact of possible disasters in the district 
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Bicholim

No. Nameof
Village/
City

Name of the 
wards likely to 
be affected

No. of Houses & 
Population 
likely to be 
affected 

Location for 
Shelter for 
affected person.

Name of the 
health centres 
in the area.

1 2 3 4 5 6
V
i
l
l
a
g
e

Wada Hous
e

P
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

28 Surla Rumad, Kazan, 
Chavadi

40 220 G.P.S., Surla , 
Govt. High 
School, Surla, 
Tagore 
Educational 
Institue, 
Kothambi, Surla

I.D.Hospital 
Tisk, Usgaon 

29 Vaiguini
m 

Nil Nil Nil G.P.S Vaingini Sub-Health 
Centre, Mayem

30 Velguem Nil Nil Nil Bharti Bandodkar 
Primary School, 
Velguem, Siddarth 
Bandodkar Higher 
Sec. School, 
Velguem

Community 
Health Centre, 
Sanquelim

31 Virdi Kharekazan, 
Gaonkarwada,
Deulwada, 
Sawaiwada, 
GhadiWada

15 60 Multipurpose Hall 
Sanquelim

Communirt 
Health Centre,  
Sanquelim

LANDSLIDES DUE TO MINING

Sr.
No

Name of Village Name of Hamlet Likely to be 
affected 

No. of 
Houses 
likely to be 
affected 

Crops 
likely to 
be 
affected 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
1. Mulgao Mulgao. Sy.No.116 & 117 80 Houses 55 hectars
2. Advalpal Gaonkarwada Sy. No.34/1 to 

34/55,122,125
25 Houses 20 hectars

3. Maem Poira, Kelbaiwada. 30 Houses 25 hectars
4. Pale Ambeshi, Nawarwada, Deulwada. 75 houses 30 hectars
5. Velguem Gaonwada,Rumadwada, 

Gaonkarwada.
55 houses 25 hectars
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19 Pale Shri. Mohan Ganesh Tari
Fair Price Shop-No -37

8698073528

20 Piligao Pilgao V.K. S. S. Society 
Fair Price Shop-No -12

Piligao  363226/ 
9823992654/ 
7798909059

21 Salem Smt.Shilpa Umesh Raut
Fair Price Shop No. 4

Salem  9403749680

Shri. Rahul Rama Naik
Fair Price Shop -46

9545470718

22 Sanquelim Maharashtra V.K. S. Society 
Ltd.   Fair Price Shop -15

Sanquelim 9049598751

23 Sarvan Carapur-Sarvan V.K.S. Society 
Fair Price Shop -16

Sarvan Ph No 
9923391254/

9850462122
24 Sirigao Shri. Tukaram. R. Gaonkar

Fair Price Shop-33
Sirigao Ph. No 

2215571/9767737341
25 Surla Surla Kothambi V.K.S.S. 

Society Ltd.Fair Price Shop 
No-23

Surla Ph. No 2372601
9637943693

Navdurga V K S Society Ltd. 
Fair Price Shop No.24&26

08322372244/909691619
4

Navdurga V K S Society Ltd. 
Fair Price Shop No 42&28

08322372244/909691619
4

26 Virdi Shri Sajro.U.  Parab
Fair Price Shop No-22

Virdi  365027/ 
9922910895

27 Velguem Velguem Mah Consumer Co-op 
Society Ltd Fair Price 

Shop No- 38

Pale  372244
9922988764/9823872397

LIST OF SURVEY NOS. VILLAGE WISE OF LOW LYING AREAS IN 
BICHOLIM TALUKA WHICH REMAIN ALWAYS  UNDER WATER 

DURING MONSOON

Sr.
No.

Name of 
Village

Survey Number

1. Advalpal 40 to 44 , 46,48,89,92,93,
2 Amona 4 to 21,28,30 to 35 68,83,90 to 92 

96,97,99,100,102,103,105,106,110 to 112,115 to 119,122 to 
126, 128 to 184, 191 to 194

3 Aturli 20/1
4 Bicholim 1 to 6, 8 to 36,  37,45 to 48, 49, 55, 92,107, 108, 109, 112,
5 Bordem 2/53,54,66,69,70 & 71, 4, 5/1,2,3, 6/13 17,18,19 & 20 

,38,39,137,138, 139, 140,141/1,2,3,4,5,6, & 7, 142/1,2 & 
143/2

6 Lamgao 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,8, 11,12, 28, 30, 31 to 38, 40 to 43,46, 101to 
114

7 Carapur 2,3,5,6,17,19,21,22,24,30,32,39,51,61,69.
8 Sarvan 11,26,27,28,31,32,34,59,61,62,115,116,132,139,141,142
9 Cotombi 2,3,8,9,10,11,19,20,27,31,40,51,52,53,57,58,59.

10 Cudnem 33,34,54,59,67,68,69,72,78,79,92,93.
11 Curchirem 244.
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20/03/2025, 14:51 Gmail - Rejoinder to Reply of R3 in Appeal No. 73/2024 (WZ) - Next date is 20.03.2025

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=629c258849&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-a:r-6051829148293999066&simpl=msg-a:r-6051829148293999066 1/1

Aagney Sail <aagneysail@gmail.com>

Rejoinder to Reply of R3 in Appeal No. 73/2024 (WZ) - Next date is 20.03.2025

Aagney Sail <aagneysail@gmail.com> Thu, Mar 20, 2025 at 2:47 PM
To: secy-moef@nic.in, ms-gspcb.goa@nic.in, Shankar Swaminathan <shankar@chambers.net.in>,
comp.sect@vedanta.co.in, MK.Reddy@vedanta.co.in, Chief Secretary <cs-goa@nic.in>, Legal Monitoring Cell
<lmc.moefcc@gov.in>, Rahul Garg <rahul.garg@mgklegal.com>, ngt@mgklegla.com

To,


1. THE MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FORESTS & CLIMATE CHANGE,
THROUGH ITS SECRETARY, INDIRA PARYAVARAN BHAVAN, JOR BAGH ROAD, NEW DELHI - 110003,
EMAIL ID – secy-moef@nic.in, ngt@mgklegla.com, rahul.garg@mgklegal.com
CONTACT NO. – 011-24645586. ...RESPONDENT NO. 1


2. THE GOA STATE POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD,
THROUGH ITS MEMBER SECRETARY,
NEAR PILERNE INDUSTRIAL ESTATE,
OPPOSITE SALIGAO SEMINARY,
SALIGAO, BARDEZ, GOA – 403511,
EMAIL ID- ms-gspcb.goa@nic.in
CONTACT NO. - 0832-2407700. ...RESPONDENT NO. 2

3. VEDANTA LIMITED,
20, SESA GHOR, EDC COMPLEX,
PATTO CENTRE, PANAJI, GOA - 403001
EMAIL ID: shankar@chambers.net.in, comp.sect@vedanta.co.in, MK.Reddy@vedanta.co.in
CONTACT NO. - 9483211966, 7875874915, 022-66434500 ...RESPONDENT NO. 3

4. THE STATE OF GOA,
Through its Chief Secretary,
Having office at Secretariat,
Porvorim, Goa - 403521,
Email id: cs-goa@nic.in,
Contact No. - 0832-2419402....RESPONDENT NO. 4


To All concerned,


Please find attached the Rejoinder to the Reply of Respondent No. 3 along with its annexures. An email confirming
the attached file will be highly appreciated. 

Thanking You,

Adv. Aagney Sail
Counsel for Appellants
Mobile: 09810076618(M)

 R3 Rejoinder FINAL.pdf
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