Final Minutes of meeting held on 14-15 Feb 2011

4.1 Environmental Clearance for the Development of Hill Station Township at Village Mulshi and Velhe Talukas, District Pune, Maharashtra by M/s. Lavasa Corporation Ltd [F.No. 21-9/2011-IA.III]


As presented by the project proponent, the Lavasa Corporation Ltd (LCL) has been permitted by the Govt. Of Maharashtra (GoM) to develop a hill station on the lands from 18 villages from Mulshi and Velhe Taluka of Pune District under the provisions of the Special Regulation for Development of Tourist Resorts/Holiday homes/Town ship in Hill Station Type Areas, 1996. The site is situated on the hill slopes of Sahyadri surrounding the back-waters of Warasgaon dam. The altitude of the site is 639.5 m to about 1050 m from the mean sea level. It is about 60 km from Pune city on its south-west. 

2.
The area notified as a hill station has 7700 ha of land, of this, LCL has been permitted by the GoM to privately purchase 6671 ha of land. The LCL has so far purchased 3830 ha of land and is in the process of purchasing the balance land. The LCL’s consultants, HOK International Planning Group has prepared a Master Plan for about 5000 ha area. However in the 1st Phase, the development is to be concentrated on 2000 ha comprising mainly three villages - Dasve, Bhoini and Mugaon.

3.
Lavasa hill station will have different tourism facilities, such as convention centre, country club, space theme park, amusement park, water sports, camping grounds, nature trails, adventure sports etc. The tourism support facilities such as hotels, lodges, service apartment will also be provided. To achieve diversified economic base, it will have commercial and institutional establishments, corporate training centre, retail shopping and service units. It will also have residential accommodation in the form of villas, apartments, studio-apartments, workforce housing and housing for local villagers. The proposed population of the 1st phase development of 2000 ha is estimated to be 1.12 lakh by 2021. When fully developed over 5000 ha or more, Lavasa hill station will have about 2.2 lakh population.  LCL has also obtained permission from the Maharashtra Krishna Valley Development Corp. (MKVDC) and the Irrigation Department of Maharashtra to construct 10 small Bandharas (check-dams) to store 1031 mcft (29 MCM) of water. Total water requirement for domestic and related use will be about 25 mld.  LCL has tied up with the Tata Power Co. to obtain about 50 MW of power and also has arrangement with the MSEDCL for supplementary power. 

4.
The 1st Phase (2000 ha) of the project is scheduled to be completed by 2014-15. Some early development on 632 ha in Dasve village consisting of infrastructure and buildings has already been carried out over a period from March 2004 and 25th Nov 2010. The total estimated cost of infrastructure and common buildings planned in the 1st Phase is estimated to cost about 2824 crores. This cost does not include the cost of residential and non-residential buildings to be financed by the SPVs and customers. 

5.
Senior Officers from the State Government of Maharashtra along with members of SEAC, Maharashtra also attended the meeting to assist the Committee in the appraisal process.  

6.
During the presentation, it was informed that:-

(i)
No Objection Certificate was granted to the Lake City Corporation by Maharashtra Pollution Control Board for an area of 6181.3743 ha vide letter No.BO/TB/RO(HQ)/PUNE/ 63/444 dated 30th May, 2002. 

(ii)
An environmental clearance was issued by Department of Environment, Government of Maharashtra vide letter No.ENV/CLE/ 765/CR.105/TC1 dated 18th March, 2004 for an area of 2000 ha. 

(iii)
Consent to operate was issued for an area of 6181.3743 ha by Maharashtra Pollution Control Board on 5th January, 2005 which is valid upto 30th April, 2014.  

(iv)
First layout plan of the area measuring 585.0 ha in village Dasave, Padalghar and Bhoini of Mulshi Taluka was approved on 31st August, 2006 by Collector, Pune vide order No.PRA/NA/SR/69/2006. 

(v)
Urban Development Department, Government of Maharashtra made an amendment in the Maharashtra Regional and Town Planning Act, 1966 vide dated 7th June, 2007 regarding Special Development Control Regulations for development of Tourist Resort/ Holiday Homes/ Townships.  The amendments were:- 

(a)
The Development contemplated as far as possible shall not involve the cutting of the mountains, however the construction on slopes having gradient between 1:3 to 1:5 shall be allowed preferably by using the stilts. 

(b)
Out of the total permissible residential Floor Space Index (FSI) of 0.30, 25% residential Floor Space Index may be allowed to be utilised for ground + two storied structures.  Remaining FSI shall be allowed to be utilised for ground Floor or ground + one storey structure. (Note: In the layout of Residential area maximum 25% plots may be allowed for Ground + two storied structures, provided that area under such plots shall not exceed 25% of total residential area) 

(vi)
 The Collector, Pune has granted building permission on the plot measuring 10,000 sq. m of the above sanctioned layout constituting S.No.8/1 of Padalghar for construction of Lodge & Hotel for built up area of 1725.42 sq. m vide Order No.PRA/NA/SR/300/2006 dated 30th August, 2007.  

(vii)
The Collector, Pune granted permission to the revised layout plan for an area of 613.94 ha. vide order No.PRA/NA/SR/ 262/2007 dated 7th June, 2008 and also granted building permission for Residential buildings having built up area 1,16,248.68 sq. m (cottages -42 nos., P3 DN -65 nos., P5 DH – 28 nos., P5 UH -6 nos., Villa 12 UH -24 nos., Villa 13 UH -46 nos., Villa 6 UH -135 nos., Villa 8 DH -35 nos., Villa 9 DN -90 nos., total 471 number of buildings.) The above sanction was only for ground + one storey buildings.

(viii)
LCL was declared as Special Planning Authority for the area under their jurisdiction under the Section 40(1)(B) of MR & TP Act, 1966 vide Government Notification dated 12th June, 2008 with certain conditions.  The total area of 3656.28 ha was notified for LCL as Special Planning Authority.

7.
The Committee noted that: 

(i)
The proposal submitted by LCL for Environmental Clearance is for an area of 2000 ha, out of which development and construction activities are concentrated in Dasave village over an area of approx. 700 ha only. 

(ii)
LCL has submitted a proposal to SEIAA, Maharashtra for Environmental Clearance on 5th August, 2009 for an area of 5000 ha which also includes the above 2000 ha. The proposal is pending at SEAC level, Maharashtra. 

(iii)
Maharashtra Krishna Valley Development Corporation (MKVDC) has leased 141.15 ha area on 30 years of lease on 22.09.2002. The land was given for construction of Bandharas to store the water, navigation rights and infrastructure for water sports around the lake.  Further, the development of Town Centre which includes convention centre, club house, hotels, retail shopping and some of the residential apartments are on 12.36 ha of the area leased by MKVDC. 

(iv)
First Environment Impact Assessment report was prepared by National Environmental Engineering Research Institute (NEERI), Nagpur in 2003 and second EIA report is prepared in 2009.

8.
During discussions the following points emerged:- 

(i) A number of Bhandharas (Check dams) are being constructed by LCL in the catchment area for storing water for the project. Normally the check dams are constructed for temporary holding of water mainly for conservation and recharging of ground water. The construction of Bhandharas will affect the flow of water in the natural drainage which will reduce the flow in the main reservoir. This may create water scarcity especially during weak monsoon years.  

(ii) Construction of ‘Bhandharas’ may create additional land submergence in which case the associated effects on the natural movement of aquatic flora & fauna.
(iii) All the artificial lakes created by bandharas will receive cumulative organic loading and sediments through runoff over their life time which will be accumulated unlike the main Warasgaon lake. The quality of the soil carried with the runoff in the water bodies and the river bed/sediments have not been studied. Examine and submit the impacts and mitigation plan.

(iv) The scale and intensity of built up area actvities completed and proposed by LCL (for example – G+5/6 instead of G+1 as applicable for hill station development in original) have been changed later as an exception for Lavasa. The reasons for the same are not mentioned. Such developments by LCL seem to be based on market considerations and no assessment of its resultant impact on the environment and surrounding is undertaken. Currently completed/ under construction works clearly establish need to re-examine special permission given to LCL taking into account the ecological fragility and required constraints in development of hill station.

(v) Since there is no alternative water sources for the proposed hill stations other than that from the Warasgaon dam, what would be the (maximum) carrying capacity of the project in case of monsoon failure for three successive years as observed from the historical rainfall record.

(vi) The water utilisation i.e. conserved through Bhandaras by obstructing the flow channel to Warasgaon reservoir must be a minimum and it should be restricted only for drinking and cooking usages. Examine and submit proposals.

(vii) In hilly slopes, the top cover on buried pipe lines vary widely. If the trench filling is not proper at some places, the pipe may experience abnormal external loads. Drops and steep slopes in the lines are also common in hilly areas. Unless metal pipes (preferably DI pipe) are used, the lines may generate leaks and some time cracks which are difficult to detect over a long time. This also has potential danger for the lake water pollution. The details of pipe material used for gravity and pressure lines and safety measures may be provided.

(viii) The presentation documents/ EIA report submitted by LCL only indicate broad water/ wastewater distribution. Considering the constrains regarding the availability of water, it is necessary to understand the water balance of the project during dry/ normal/ rainy seasons. Submit water balance chart along with conservation and efficiency plans including details of recycle/ reuse of water. LCL has also proposed superior norms of water supply to the Lavasa city. Revise the requirement of water based on global best practice including water savings.

(ix) The constructions, both roads and buildings, at higher elevations at certain places are on slopes steeper than those at the city centre and close to 1:3. Cutting of the hill for such constructions has created much steeper slopes at some places. Efforts have been made to improve the slope stability using wire mesh, PCC walls, geo mats as well as hydroseeding and plantation. Considering the substantial depth of the top soil being mostly devoid of large rocks and deep rooted trees, there could always be some danger of land slides under sever rainfall or cloud burst. Any such occurrence may result in total destruction of the buildings itself and will have potentially grave threat to the buildings down slope. Submit details of design norm for the buildings in such hilly slope with loose top soil as well as slope stability analysis.

(x) Submit details of the mitigation measures to be adopted for the urban runoff containing the non-point sources of pollution through pathogenic organisms from untreated sewage, pesticide & herbicide residues, land fill leachate, litter, oil spills etc. to the nearby water body. 

(xi) Without putting any constraints the treated effluent should be utilised for the whole city to the secondary purposes with the help of new dual pumping system. Examine and submit detailed plan for recycle and reuse of treatment wastewater including decentralized wastewater treatment and reuse to maximize the utilization of treated wastewater to meet its entire non-potable water requirement in tune with global best practices.   

(xii) Examine the possibility to adopt ‘Waste to Energy’ concept in Municipal Solid Waste Management, selecting appropriate sewage treatment technology which generates methane. 

(xiii) Examine and submit detailed energy conservation plan along with use of renewable energy for the project in tune with global best practices aimed at reducing the overall footprint of the proposed project. 

(xiv) The issues related to hazardous material transportation by road in the study area (including transportation of bio-medical wastes) will be taken care of, as per the different provisions of the Motor Vehicles Act(1988) (including CMVR, 1989) have not been examined. 
(xv) ICST3 and Caline-4 models have been used for predicting the impacts due to operation of DG sets and vehicular activities. Various input data (along with output results) used in these models and their sources/reference may be provided for . Reason for not using ARAI or CPCB emission factors for different categories of vehicles in CALINE -4 modelling may be explained. It is not clear whether, On-site meteorlogical data was collected and the same was used in the modeling. Re-examine and submit details.

(xvi) Submit reasons for not carrying out ambient air quality and reporting the same in EIA report, as per the Nov. 16th, 2009. Re-examine the details. 

(xvii) Planning and costing of EMP seems to be arbitrary. Construction and operational components for all five environmental items need not be at 10:1 ratio. Estimates for various activities in each item may be prepared with the rate analysis for realistic EMP.

(xviii) LCL has prepared two EIA reports and a post project environmental monitoring report.  These reports contains monitoring data of summer 2003 and the publication year shown on its cover is 2004, the report on Post-Project environmental monitoring at Lavasa containing monitoring data of summer 2007 with publication shown as March 2008 circulated during the site visit in January 2011.  The third report containing monitoring data of summer 2009 and the publication date mentioned on its front cover as February 2011 circulated before the EAC meeting. 
(xix) There has not been any reference made by the LCL of the above 2011 report at the time of the visit of the Expert Committee to the project site on January 5 to 7, 2011. The conducting of the monitoring in 2009 and the non- presentation of the data at the time of the site visit of the committee in January 2011 is not understandable. Instead the presentation that was made before the committee at the time of its visit to Lavasa was based entirely on the 2008 report. It may be further mentioned here that the report of 2011 does not make any mention of the reports of 2004 and 2008.

(xx) The 2011 report is claimed to have been prepared for the entire project area of 5000 hectares with the present development proposed to be limited to 2000 hectares. The scope of the studies and the monitoring covered in all the three reports is limited to areas within the project site in the 2004 and 2008 reports with a maximum of upto the project boundaries of 5000 hectares in the 2011 report. The assessment, prediction and mitigation of the impacts in the areas surrounding the project boundary specially the catchment areas within the Mose valleys have not been studied at all. This needs to be seen in the context of the requirement of studying an area of 10km radius for individual sites being followed in the appraisal of the developmental projects.

(xxi) The proposed/already executed activities include hill cutting, excavation/stone mining, digging, dumping sites, construction of dams, construction of tunnel etc which are major activities in themselves in the sense of their impacts requiring detailed studies for assessment, identification and mitigation of the impacts.

(xxii) The backwaters of Wasargaon are the main source of water supply for the Pune city. The possible impacts of the activities upstream this waterbody i.e in the Mose valley, are therefore required to be exhaustive to ensure the sustainability of such activities as well as downstream uses of the water. 

(xxiii) There are a large number of contradicting results from 2004 report to 2011 report and even within the different monitoring results contained in the 2011 report itself. Some of the major contradictions are as follows:
(a)
The wind rose diagram of the 2004 report (fig 2.1.2) and that of the 2011 report (fig 3.1.2) do not match. The selection of the locations for the monitoring of the ambient air quality which are required to be based on the wind direction itself, therefore may not be representative. Moreover, there is no location monitored in the proximity outside the project boundaries.

(b)
The noise levels in the study area (given in table 3.2.1 of 2011 report) are already exceeding the day time and night time standards at most of the locations in the residential areas and silent zones including Dasve where the major development has already been carried out. Some of the locations that were monitored have been taken as commercial areas while presenting these results and the observed values are exceeding the day time standards at all locations even after taking them as located in commercial areas.

(c)
The selection of the water quality monitoring stations does not include any location upstream and downstream of the water bodies of the project site. There is no location selected in the proximity in the catchment area outside the project boundary. The presence of heavy metals especially lead (Pb) in the surface and ground water is confirmed in 2004 and 2008 reports and at the same time the 2011 report (table 3.3.5) shows lead as not detectable at all locations. It may be specifically mentioned here that the concentration of lead in surface water given in table 2.3.5 of 2008 report is as high as 0.2mg/l which is 4 times the ISI drinking standard of 0.05 mg/l. The concentration of lead at the intake well DVD I given in 2008 report is 0.16 mg/l whereas the concentration of the lead at the same location is shown as not detectable in the 2011 report inspite of the soil characteristic shown as acidic (easy leachability for metals) in table 3.4.4 and the TCLP confirming the lead leachability from the soil in table 3.4.10 of the same report.

(d)
The values of pH of the surface water given in table 3.3.2 of 2011 report are all above 7 (i.e alkaline side) inspite of the soil extract shown as acidic in table 3.4.4 of this report. The values of the Palmer Pollution Index(PPI) shown in table 3.3.7 in respect of phytoplankton of the 2011 report classifies the water body as Oligotrophic or unpolluted as per the scale given at the bottom of this table where as the values of the Shannon Weaver Diversity Index (SWDI) given in the same table indicate maximum impact of pollution. It may also be mentioned here that the values of SWDI for the Zooplanktons given in table 3.3.9 of the 2011 report are also shown in the range of medium to maximum impact of pollution.

(xxiv) The soil quality in the area requires re-examination. This is also evident from the statements made in the 2004 and 2008 reports.  In the 2004 report (page 3.7) the Soil deposition in the river bed and its carrying over to the reservoir and dissolution of heavy metals from sediments with rise in temperature of the reservoir, whereas in the 2008 report (page 2.3.7) the heavy metal pollution is serious because it can persist for many decades. These metals also create problems in the nutrients utilization in plants and marked reduction in chlorophyll content.

(xxv) The monitoring of soil quality claimed in 2011 report is limited collection of soil samples up to 30 cms depths that too just twelve locations which include three construction sites inspite of very high levels of heavy metals such as Cadmium, Chromium, Lead, Nickel and Cobalt given in the 2004 and 2008 reports. There is a clear evidence of the presence of high levels of heavy metals at all the locations as well as a wide variation of the concentrations of these metals from location to location. In fact the concentrations at some of the locations specially in 2004 report are so high that the corresponding soil in the area is hazardous even as per the existing Hazardous Waste Management Rules. There is no sampling done of the riverbed/sediments and the borehole sediments (in view of the hill cutting/mining/digging for building foundations/dumping sites) involved. Like the air quality and water stations, there is no location selected outside the project area for soil sampling also. The values of the concentration of the heavy metals in soil contained in the 2004 report include Cadmium as high as 93mg/kg, Chromium 743 mg/kg, Lead 1124 mg/kg, Nickel 1019 mg/kg and Cobalt 5006 mg/kg. The concentration of these metals given in the 2011 report are as high as 44mg/kg  cadmium, 147 mg/kg Chromium, 1153 mg/kg Cobalt, 124 mg/kg lead and 998 mg/kg Nickel.

(xxvi) The concentration of iron shown in the results of the 3 reports include as high as 24.7% in the 2004 report and just about 3% in the 2011 report.

(xxvii) The chemical characteristics of the soil given in table 2.4.3 of the 2004 report shows its  pH more than 7 at all locations whereas the same characteristics given in the 2011 report (table 3.4.4 of 2011 report) shows that the soil as acidic(pH less than 5.5 at all location except one which is also 6.6).

(xxviii) The Cation exchange capacities of the soil given table 3.4.5 of 2011 report in terms of Exchangeable Sodium Percentage (ESP) at different locations are nearly 1/10th of the ESP values given in table 2.4.4 of 2004 report.

(xxix) The soil texture data given in table 2.4.2 of the 2004 report and table 3.4.2 of 2011 report do not match even for the same location. The area shown in the 2004 report has loam texture at all the locations whereas there is not a single location shown as exclusive loam texture in the 2011 report.

(xxx) The purpose of the TCLP test (the results of which are given in table 3.4.10 of 2011 report) is not understandable. The soil sample taken and its metal concentration are not given. In fact the results show leachability of lead in water extract inspite of the lead concentration of surface water shown as not detectable at all locations in table 3.3.5 of the same report. It may be mentioned that the USEPA’s TCLP leachate standards mentioned in the table 3.4.10 of this report actually refer to the level where the corresponding constituent is to be taken as hazardous in the waste. These standards have nothing to do with the suitability of soil for land applications. Moreover, there is a difference between the use of an area having metal contaminated soil and the use of the soil excavated from such areas for different applications including for their land disposal. It may be mentioned that the TCLP test is applied to hazardous waste to find out whether the waste requires any treatment or can be disposed directly into a secured landfill, and not for any further use or disposal on any land.

(xxxi) The soil fertility status given in table 3.4.8 of 2011 report classifies it as poor soil with respect to its percent organic carbon content at all locations whereas it is shown as medium to poor fertile soil in table 2.4.7 of the 2004 report.

(xxxii) There is no analysis of other important heavy metals namely, Hexa Valent Chromium, Mercury, Arsenic and Antimony carried out in the study.

(xxxiii) There is no scope for storing the large quantity of treated wastewater in the rainy season or raw sewage in case of STP’s failure. The quantity of such wastewater is estimated (para 4.3.1 of 2011 report) as about 20 MLD from the proposed development of 2000 hectares. This was also evident from the observations made during the inspection of the site which confirmed absence of any facility for storage of the treated wastewater or even the raw sewage (in case of STP failure). The non operation of the STPs without any provision of storing the raw sewage means an inevitable discharge into surface water which will be a serious threat to the water body.
(xxxiv) The justification and background of Lavasa hill station development is mainly for catering to tourists (that is supported by data on tourism potential) that existing hill stations are not able to cope with. The developments such as large scale hospital and education institutions are based on purely market considerations and not based on environmental/ constraints. The proposed hospital and education establishments for inhabitants (permanent residents) and additional emergency medical assistance for tourists is understood. The large scale medical facilities targeting market of global medical tourism and higher education can be scale down. Examine and submit justification for scale of medical and education facilities over and above the local needs.     
(xxxv) Other observations about EIA report:

a) LCL had obtained Consent To Establish and Consent To Operate from MPCB for the project area of 6181.37 ha. But, LCL applied for EC for project area of 2000 ha./5000 ha. Give reasons.

b) EIA report page no. 2.21 – It is reported that “the hill station regulations do not permit construction on slopes steeper than 1:3, thus this acts as a regulatory check”. But, the mechanism for the compliance was not discussed in the EIA report. No maps have been submitted showing the areas which are not suitable i.e. slopes steeper than 1:3. 

c) EIA Report Page No 1.7 – It is reported that “ the ecological surveys of LCL have helped to identify and reserve areas as conservation areas, streams and their buffer zone” – The areas in hectare fall under this category with a suitable map prepared and vetted by the EIA consultant shall be submitted.

d) EIA report page no 2.19 – It is reported that “ it is expected that about 20 MLD sewage and waste water will be generated for area under 2000 ha and 16 MLD sewage and waste water will be generated for area under 3000 ha”. But, LCL had obtained Consent to discharge 9048 KLD. Give reasons.

e) EIA report page no. 2.23 – It is reported that “the quarry is opened and developed considering the relevant features of the MMR 1966 and guidelines”. But, the details have not been discussed and not even the guidelines which LCL has complied. The statement should  be supported with relevant details.

f) Submit details of the Medicinal Plants in the project area and plan of action for their conservation, as for as possible.

g) Table 4.2.2 – Please clarify what is meant by “existing” and “during expansion”

h)  EIA report page no. 4.21 – Justification for consideration of 9 years period only for assessing the over – spillage of water from Warasgaon dam. Give reasons.

i) Table 4.3.2 – Disposal of treated sewage of 14.53 MLD, planned for disposal for landscaping. Submit details.

j) EIA report page no. 4.48 – The details of MPCB authorized vendors for disposing recyclable waste after washing/cleaning. Give details.

k) EIA report page no. 4.49 – Whether any incinerator and autoclave are planned for disposing MSW waste? If so, the capacities may be furnished.

l) EIA report page no. 4.58 – Details of the top soil management of the expected quantity of about 10.36 MCM has not been submitted. Re-examine and submit details.

m) Annexure XVI – Page No 6 – Identified natural disasters are “ Forest Fire/Flood/Landslide/Earthquake” – But, the details are not covered in the ERP. Submit details.

n) It is recommended in the EIA report 2003 that following is required in the EMP, but the details have not been discussed in the latest EIA report.

1. Slope classification and preparation of slope map.

2. Soil erosion intensity mapping.

3. Catchment Area Treatment Plan.

4. The waste water generated at higher MSL should be coupled to the waste water generated at low MSW. It is suggested that all the tertiary treated waste is combined and pumped out of study area during the rainy season(page 5.5) – details to be furnished.

5. Evaluate existing facility vis-à-vis required facility for human health care (page 5.14) and Design and assess the feasibility for implementation of mobile clinic (page 5.15). The status may be furnished.

Overall Conclusions:

(i)     The monitoring data contained in the EIA report cannot be taken as representative of the air, water, soil quality and other aspect of the area. On the contrary it confirms the presence of toxic metals in soil at levels where exhaustive studies are required before deciding developmental activities. 

(ii)     The project involves activities relating to different areas of environmental concern. The EIA is therefore required to be carried out by a team comprising of experts from different disciplines including environmental sciences/engineering, geochemistry, geophysics, soil chemistry, civil engineering, mining/excavation and specific fields related to the water bodies and its sediments and flora and fauna.

(iii) The EIA study is also required to be carried out in all 4 seasons for 2 consecutive years in view of the importance of the findings in regard to deciding of the developmental activities in the area. It may be specially noted here that the project activities include construction of tunnel, aerial ropeways, common municipal solid waste management facilities, stone mining, building and construction as well as township and area development.


In view of the foregoing observations, the proposal is deferred and shall be considered after the above observations are addressed and submitted for reconsideration.  
