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ORDER

1. Heard the Learned Counsel Ms. Sreeja Chakraborty for the applicant. Mr.
H.K. Vasanth, Learned Counsel for respondents 3 and 4, Mr. Rajat Jonathan
Shaw, Learned Counsel appearing for the State of Karnataka and Ms.

Sumathi, Learned Counsel appearing for MoEF&CC.



. Learned Counsel appearing for the applicant states that the respondents 1
and 2, who are the project proponent are served with the papers by e-mail on
18.07.2022. But there is no representation for them today.

. The complaint of the applicant is that there is a construction of road on the
CRZ area of Kasarkod Village which is in violation of Environmental
Clearance already granted to the project proponent.

. The Learned Counsel appearing for the SEIAA and Coastal Zone
Management Authority (CZMA) categorically stated that they have not
authorised the project proponent to construct the road on the route indicated
in the map attached ‘u{reaches the Honnava"o‘

. The map produ‘lby the Learned Counsel fc\‘me applicant clearly

indicates a porthf tI§ road-being laid“across gge agt land and a longer

stretch of the s‘n“on@e coasr leadi @ggg *I’ Honnavar Port at

Kasarkod. The porI“a |tseﬁj% been Qp&rly d‘wrcated on the northern
side of the Kasarkod MIamvhlch appéar toﬁa a sandy beach and it is

classified as CRZ-III “No Development Zone”

. Learned Counsel appearing for the applicant submits that in the said area
there are Olive Ridley Turtle nesting sites and there are instances of the
nesting sites being damaged by the port workers earlier also. She also
submits that the area earmarked for the port is highly erosive and may not be

suitable for the proposed port.



7. Be that as it may, it is elicited from the argument that originally there was a
proposal only for an over bridge leading to the port site which is now
converted to a road on land that is being laid by the project proponent. The
above act of laying road in contra to the conditions laid in the
Environmental Clearance and without the approval of the CZMA should
deprive the project proponent of his Environmental Clearance.

8. The Learned Counsel appearing for the SEIAA and CZMA also stated that
he would advice his authorities:to consider this aspect and take appropriate

action against the project proponent including the cancellation of the

»
-
9. We hope the autMies would follow the proceoﬁfor the same in the

Environmental CIeach.

manner known t’qw. Till Suehrtime, weédirect t@ aMrities to ensure that

- w
no further consmj‘cs'on%bould be f ade eithg&;Q as p’e the Environmental
. \ . (fa . < b
Clearance or in wol“n‘o tﬂgé% T%%H@‘arej. ‘l
10.The Learned Counsels@peé‘gj for the r@bn%ts are directed to file their

appropriate replies before the next hearing.

11.Let the matter appear on the list on 22.08.2022.

............................................................ J.M.
(Smt. Justice Pushpa Sathyanarayana)

....................................... E.M.
(Dr. Satyagopal Korlapati)
O.A. No. 76/2022(SZ) &
I.A. No. 116/2022(SZ)
27th July , 2022. (AM)



