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Environmental assessment 

A review of the development of environmental 
impact assessment in India 

Will Banham and Douglas Brew 

The process of environniental inpact assess- 
nient (EIA) in India has been one of parallel 
evolution with the development of an institu- 
tional capacity to co-ordinate and nronitor the 
environmental policies and procedures going 
hand-in-hand with the forniulation and intple- 
nientation of the necessary legislation and 
regulations. The decrease in the nuniber of 
projects rejected between 1990 and 1994 niight 
indicate a gradual intproventent in the quality 
of EIAs. Ofprojects rejected only 12% were on 
environniental grounds; the others required 
niore in fornurtion, There are indications that 
there is a failure to carry out mitigation nteas- 
ures. It is too early to judge the effect of the new 
legislation introduced in 1994, but the overall 
nuniber of EIAs should increase. 

Keywords: environmental impact assessment, India; project 
appraisal 
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HE CONSERVATION, protection and preser- 
vation of the environment is enshrined within T the Indian Constitution which enjoins the 

“States to take measures to protect and improve the 
environment and to safeguard the forests and wildlife 
of the country”. However, whilst the Constitution was 
one of the first in the world to recognise the im- 
portance of environmental conservation, this aware- 
ness has not prevented India from encountering major 
environmental problems as it strives to achieve its 
development aims. 

India supports 16% of the world’s human popula- 
tion (880 million and growing at 2% a year) on only 
2.4% of the world’s surface area, of which approxi- 
mately one third is unsuitable for agriculture. In ad- 
dition, the whole of India is susceptible to natural 
disaster and extreme climate (ODA, 1994; World 
Bank, 1993). The majority of environmental prob- 
lems facing the country today are related to the effect 
on the environment of this large and growing popula- 
tion and the direct and indirect effects of the policies 
which aimed to achieve economic growth and allevi- 
ate poverty through a programme of rapid industrial- 
isation (ODA, 1994; Valappil et al, 1994). 

As with most countries, India now seeks a form of 
sustainable development which will allow it to de- 
velop whilst maintaining an acceptable quality of 
environment and a stock of natural resources on 
which its fbture growth depends. In 199 1 a Statement 
on Industrial Policy stipulated that the pursuit of the 
objectives of industrial policy will be tempered by the 
need to preserve the environment and ensure the 
efficient use of available resources; the Handbook of 
Environmental Procedures and Guidelines, pub- 
lished in 1994 by the Government of India (GoI), 
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confirms that sustainable development is now the 
cornerstone of all policies and procedures relating to 
industrial or development activities in the country 
(GoI, 1994a). 

The use of environmental impact assessment 
(EIA), to ensure that environmental considerations 
are built into the process of development project 
appraisal and clearance, has been increasing in India 
over the last 15 years. The 1993 Environment Action 
Programme (GoI, 1993a) states that a comprehensive 
ETA framework, along with a system of natural re- 
source accounting, will form the basis for tackling the 
priorities identified in that same document. It also 
states that action will be taken to establish a National 
Centre for Training in ETA as well as evolving a 
network of regional training centres. Clearly, India 
now sees EIA as integral to its environmental policies 
and its attempts to achieve sustainable development 
in the future. 

For India, as for many developing countries, there 
is a lack of published information relating to the use 
of EIA and the degree to which it is helping to achieve 
the desired results. This is due partly to the relatively 
recent adoption of EIA in some countries and partly 
to the difficulties of collecting systematically re- 
corded information from many developing countries 
where institutional structures are still understaffed 
and underfimded. 

This paper contributes in this respect by first re- 
viewing the development of EIA in India up until 
1994, when new legislation was enacted, and then 
describing the current regulations. Data for the period 
from 1990 to 1995 are also presented, which give 
some indication of the scale and nature of EIA in India 
during these years. 

Development of EIA in India 

Institutional structures 

The responsibility for translating the concern for the 
environment into concrete action lies primarily with 
the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MOEF). 
This is a relatively new Ministry which was consti- 
tuted in 1985 having grown out of the Department of 
the Environment which had been set up in 1980. The 
MOEF is based in Delhi and there are six Regional 
Offices in Shillong (North-East), Lucknow (Central), 
Chandigarh (Northern), Bhopal (Western), Banga- 
lore (Southern) and Bhubaneshuvar (Eastern). 

The responsibility for pollution control lies with 
the State Pollution Control Boards (SPCBs) which 
were established in all states after the 1986 Environ- 
ment (Protection) Act (see below) to enforce and 
implement MOEF policies. The SPCBs are co- 
ordinated by the Central Pollution Control Board 
(CPCB), based in Delhi, which sets the Minimum 
National Standards (MINAS) for environmental 
legislation. The CPCB is under the administrative 
control of the MOEF. 

Environmental legislation before 1994 

There has been significant environmental legislation 
in India beginning in the last century (for instance, 
The Indian Fisheries Act 1897) and, as mentioned 
above, the Indian Constitution (1976) was one of the 
first in the world to incorporate environmental con- 
cerns. Nevertheless, the key legislation that affects 
development projects is relatively recent. In chrono- 
logical order it consists of 

0 Wildlife (Protection) Act 1972 
0 Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act 

1974 
0 Water (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Cess 

Act 1977 
0 Forest (Conservation) Act 1980 
0 Air (Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act 198 1 
0 Environment (Protection) Act 1986 

and 
0 Public Liability Insurance Act 1991 

Individual states, while compelled to adopt the above 
legislation as a minimum, may introduce their own 
additional, more stringent, legislation. Alongside this 
legislation there are Land Use Planning and Zoning 
regulations in force at a state level (GoI, 1988; 1994a). 
Despite all this, relatively little was done to incorpo- 
rate environmental concerns into the decision-making 
process for the approval of development projects until 
after the establishment of the Department of the En- 
vironment in 1980 and the creation of the MOEF in 
1985. It is worth noting however, that EIAs had been 
carried out in India as a requirement of foreign donor 
agencies since the late 1970s. 

The key framework legislation as far as EIA is 
concerned is the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 
(GoI, 1986). At the time, the regulations introduced 
under this Act, whilst not directly requiring an EIA 
(referred to as environmental appraisal in India), did 
require certain projects to be assessed to ascertain 
whether an environmental clearance should be ob- 
tained from the Central Government MOEF. Under 
the 1986 regulations, all public sector or centrally 
funded projects, and the largest of the private-sector 
projects (termed “mega” projects) were required to 
obtain environmental clearance. There were 11 cat- 
egories of project which could require an environ- 
mental clearance: 

River valley 
Major irrigation 
Hydropower 

0 Industrial 
Thermalpower 

0 Mining 
0 Ports and harbour 
0 Tourism 

Human settlement 
Projects in ecologically fragile areas 

0 Communication projects 
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proponent (which would almost always be another 
government authority sponsoring a public-sector pro- 
ject). The IAD, via its committees of experts, re- 
viewed projects and, as part of a screening process, 
could decide whether a project required a full EIA, 
usually covering a whole year, or a “rapid” EIA which 
could be completed within one month (GoI, 1994a; 
Valappil et al, 1994; ODA, 1994; Maudgal, 1988). 

Between 1980 and 1989, the MOEF published a 
series of nine, sectorally based, short booklets giving 
guidance on the environmental impacts of certain 
large development projects, as well as a background 
note on the “EIA of development projects”. These 
booklets are brief guidance notes for planners and 
decision-makers, rather than EIA guidelines. 

The lack of clear procedures or methodology for 
EIA, together with a lack of trained EIA practitioners 
and guidelines, limited the effectiveness of EIA under 
the Environment (Protection) Act 1986, despite the 
creation of the Department of Environment in 1980 
and the Ministry of Environment and Forests in 1985. 
In many cases, it appears that the process ofproducing 
the EIR started after the completion of the DPR which 
meant that the potential for feedback into the project- 
design process was minimal. The lack of a legal 
requirement for an EIA also meant that records were 
not properly kept or infomiation made available to the 
public (Valappil et al, 1994; Gopalan, 1992). 

Gopalan (1992) stated that, in India, many EIRs 

+ 

The lack of clear procedures, 
methodology, trained practitioners 
and guidelines, limited the 
effectiveness of EIA under the 
Environment (Protection) Act 1986; 
often the potential for feedback into 
the design process was minimal 

Scoping by Inbestor 
4 

Submission of EIA Report, EMP, DMP 
and DPR to the MOEF 

+ 
Initial scrutiny by S L ~ ~ ~ M O E F  ] 

4 

The decision on whether a project required clearance 
or not was taken by the MOEF using different criteria 
such as the size and the capital cost of the project: in 
some cases a high capital cost alone was sufficient. 
The documents required to obtain environmental 
clearance were an environmental impact report (EIR), 
an environmental management plan (EMP) and a 
disaster management plan (DMP), to be submitted 
along with an environmental questionnaire and the 
detailed project report (DPR) to the MOEF. 

Under these 1986 regulations, an EIA, although it 
was not a statutory requirement, was implicit in the 
requirement for a statement of the environmental 
impacts (EIR) of the project. All the EIRs were pre- 
pared by the Impact Assessment Division (IAD) in 
the MOEF in New Delhi, with the help of the project 

I 1 
Investor submits 
Project Qucstionnaire 
to concerned SPCB 

I Review by SPCB. Is the EMP 
satisfactory? 

I I 

Reject 

Yes 

SPCB issues NOC 

uoes tne rroject 
fall under Schedule 1 Yes 
of EIA Notification’? 

No 

DOEn for Env. in prescribed questionnaire alternative site 

/ . 
Public hearings arranged 

Recommended by EAC 
No 

1 11 Reject 
Yes Environmental clearance issued by Min. of Env. & Forests 

alongwith stipulations 

Figure 1. Indian procedures for obtaining environmental clearance from the MOEF 

Source: Adapted from the Handbook of Environmental Procedures and Guidelines (Gol, 1994) 
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were prepared using checklists in a mechanistic way 
that did not reflect or predict the true environmental 
impacts. Valappil et a1 (1994) reviewed a number of 
EIRs and found the content to be inadequate in most 
cases. The lack of any independent review process (in 
effect the MOEF Environmental Appraisal Commit- 
tees were assessing the work of the Ministry’s own 
Impact Assessment Division) may have been one 
reason why the necessary incentives for quality im- 
provement were not in place. 

Legal and institutional framework since 1994 

The first full legislative requirements for EIA were 
contained in The Environmental Impact Assessment 
Notification, 1994 (GoI, 1994b) which was published 
as adraft in January 1994, reviewed in May 1994, and 
enacted under the Environment (Protection) Act of 
1986. The implementation of this legislation, there- 
fore, is still at an early stage. The procedures, as 
outlined by the MOEF in 1994 are shown in Figure 1. 

The new legislation was accompanied by changes 
in the institutional arrangements for EIA within the 
MOEF. In organisational terms, the MOEF is cur- 
rently split into the Ganga Project Directorate, the 
National Afforestation and Ecodevelopment Board 
and 25 divisions dealing with all the other work of the 
Ministry. The responsibility for EIAs lies with the 
three newly established, sectorally based, Impact As- 
sessment Wings (IAW) within the Impact Assess- 
ment Division (GoI, 1995). Although, only three 
IAWs are formally recognised, overall co-ordinating 
responsibility for the different types of project is 
shared between four Directors/Additional Directors 
in the MOEF in the following way: 

Impact Assessment 
Wing-I 
Impact Assessment 
Wing-11 
Impact Assessment 
Wing-I1 
Impact Assessment 
Wing-111 

River valley, major irriga- 
tion and hydro-electric; 
Industrial, atomic and 
thermal power; 
Mining; 

Transport, ports, tourism, 
harbour, airport, highways 
and communications. 

Any projects on the Schedule 1 list of the 1994 EIA 
Notification, and above the specified thresholds or 
within certain designated environmentally sensitive 
areas, must obtain environmental clearance from the 
MOEF at the Central Government level. In many 
cases, the thresholds used to decide if environmental 
clearance is required are still based only on the capital 
cost of the project. A total of 29 categories of project 
and thresholds are listed in Schedule 1 and these are 
grouped into nine broad categories (similar to the 
previous 11) by sector: 

Industrial 
Mining 
Thermal power plant 

0 River valley 
0 Port, harbour and airport 

Communication 
Atomic energy 

0 Transport (road, rail and highway) 
0 Tourism 

If environmental clearance is required there is a man- 
datory requirement for an EIA unless the relevant 
Impact Assessment Wing (IAW) of the MOEF spe- 
cifically exempts the proposed development. The 
results of the EIA must be submitted together with an 
environmental management plan (EMP). As was 
previously the case, the EIA may only be “rapid” - 
a one month study - as opposed to a full assessment, 
which would be expected to last a f i l l  year and cover 
all three Indian seasons (hot, cool and monsoon). 
The level of EIA required is determined by the 
relevant IAW in the MOEF. The projects covered are 
both public and private sector, which is a sig- 
nificant difference from the previous situation (GoI, 
1994a). 

The primary responsibility for preparing an EIA 
now lies with the project proponent, subject to the 
conditions and guidance of the relevant IAW in the 
MOEF (GoI, 1994a). This is another change from the 
previous system where the responsibility lay primar- 
ily with the old Impact Assessment Division 
(Maudgal, 1988; Valappil et al, 1994) and reflects the 
fact that the new legislation covers private-sector as 
well as public-sector projects. 

The IAWs liaise with the developer in scoping and 
conducting the EIA via the Environmental Appraisal 
Committees (EACs) otherwise known as expert com- 
mittees which have a statutory interdisciplinary mem- 
bership (GoI, 1994a). Previously there was no such 
statutory requirement relating to membership and the 
committees were often seen to be lacking multidisci- 
plinary expertise (Valappil et al, 1994). The MOEF 
Annual Report for 1994-95 states that, so far, EACs 
have been constituted for the following sectors: 

0 Mining 
Industrial 
Thermal power 
River valley, multipurpose irrigation, and 
hydro-electric 

0 Nuclear power and related 
Transport, tourism, and miscellaneous 

Under the EIA notification issued in January 1994, a 
further 56 projects were listed on a separate schedule 
as requiring environmental clearance at the state gov- 
ernment level (the appraisal would be carried out in 
accordance with the Central Government proce- 
dures). If the projects were above a certain threshold 
the environmental clearance would again be required 
from the Central Government. 

This requirement was dropped at the consultation 
stage of the EIA Notification (possibly due to diffi- 
culties of implementation), leaving the assessment of 
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Table 1. Maximum number of EIA reports submitted for 
appraisal to the MOEF (1990-94) 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Mining 18 11 37 37 46 
Industrial 46 29 25 29 48 
Nuclear power 4 1 0 0 1 
Thermal power 16 23 12 17 29 
River valley 41 17 20 19 31 
Other sectors’ 39 35 34 35 35 

Total 164 116 128 137 190 

Note: 1 Other sectors includes: transport, ports, tourism, 
harbours, airports, highways and communications 

MOEF Annual Reports 1990-91 to 1994-95 Source: 

projects not listed in Schedule 1 of the amended EIA 
Notification (issued in May 1994) to the discretion of 
the particular state concerned, subject to its own 
legislative requirements. However, the thresholds, as 
defined in the 1994 EIA Notification, above which a 
project requires Central Government clearance, are 
relatively low, which means that most large- and 
medium-scale development projects will fall under 
Central Government MOEF control. 

Certain site-specific projects also require site 
clearance prior to applying for environmental clear- 
ance. This applies to mining projects, pit-head 
thermal power stations, hydro-power projects, major 
irrigation projects, major ports and harbours and the 
prospecting and exploration for minerals in  areas in 
cxcess of 500 hectares. 

Environmental appraisal 1990-95 

Number of reports 

Table 1 shows the maximum number (based on the 
information available) of EIA reports submitted to the 
MOEF for appraisal between 1990 and 1994 for each 
of six different scctorally defined groups of projects. 
The figure is based on the number of projects submit- 
tcd for environmental clearance during the period. If 
all projects submitted for clcarance had had an EIA, 
the numbers in the table would represent the number 
of EIAs. Howevcr, the true number of EIAs carried 

When developers anticipate public 
protest to a project they will obtain 
environmental clearance even though 
it is not a legal requirement: in this 
situation it is by no means certain 
that the developer will have 
voluntarily conducted an EIA 

6 1 0 1  I 220 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Key: Gross domestic investment in 
billions of rupees (1 980 prices) 
Maximum number of EIA reports 
submitted for appraisal to MOEF ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Figure 2. Trends in gross domestic investment and maxi- 
mum number of EIAs carried out in India 1990-94 

Source:World Bank, 1995; MOEF, 1990-95 

out may well be less than this because, for most of the 
period covered, an EIA was not a statutory require- 
ment but only an implicit one in the procedures for 
environmental clearance. The figure also only refers 
to projects submitted for clearance; many of these 
may have been rejected because a report on the envi- 
ronmental impacts of the project was unsatisfactory 
or even absent, implying that an EIA had never been 
carricd out. 

Furthermore, it is apparently not uncommon for 
projects which have no legal requirement to obtain 
clearance to be submitted anyway. For example, pro- 
jects in areas which are felt, by the developers, to be 
sensitive (such as the Andaman and Nicobar Islands) 
are sometimes passed to the MOEF for clearance 
because the developers anticipate some form of pub- 
lic objection and seek to protect themselves against it. 
In this situation, it is by no means certain that the 
developer will have voluntarily conducted an EIA or 
that the MOEF will have insisted on one being done 
but the project will still appear in the official statistics 
showing numbers of projects submitted for environ- 
mental clearance. Nevertheless, Table 1 at least gives 
an approximate figure for the number of EIAs camed 
out to obtain environmental clearance from the Cen- 
tral Government MOEF. 

The trend in the numbers of EIAs camed out over 
the five-year period falling from 1990 to 1991 and 
then gradually rising again to 1994 cannot be ex- 
plained in terms of changes in the numbers of projects 
legally required to conduct an EIA. Between 1990 and 
1993 the requirements remained the same and the 
effect of the change in legislation in 1994 is unlikely 
to be reflected so soon, because any full (one year) 
EIA started in 1994 would not have been completed 
before 1995 and therefore not included in these data. 

It is possible that an increase in the number of rapid 
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Table 2. Status of projects appraised by the MOEF for 
environmental clearance (1990-94) 

Projects Projects More 
cleared rejected information 

required 

1990 108 (37%) 97 (33%) 85 (29%) 
1991 92 (39%) 63 (27%) 79 (34%) 
1992 101 (49%) 29 (14%) 77 (37%) 
1993 105 (49%) 20 (9%) 89 (42%) 
1994 80 (29%) 37 (13%) 162 (58%) 

Total 486 (40%) 246 (20%) 492 (40%) 

Source: MOEF Annual Reports 1990-91 to 1994-95 

EIAs carried out could have contributed to the 1994 
figure. It seems more likely that the trend reflects the 
levels of investment activity in the Indian economy 
during the period; this dictates the numbers of projects 
being proposed and therefore the number of EIAs. 
Figure 2 shows the level ofgross domestic investment 
in India against the maximum number of EIAs for 
1990-94 and, apart from in 1992, the two measures 
clearly follow the same trend. 

Interesting trends 

Table 2 shows the status of projects appraised by the 
MOEF for clearance in each year of the same five- 
year period from 1990 to 1994. The totals show that, 
on average within any one year, the proportion of 
projects under consideration which are given clear- 
ance is 40%, the proportion rejected is 20% and 
further information is requested for another 40%. The 
ratio of projects cleared to those rejected is therefore 
2: 1. Although this ratio varies a lot over the years, the 
number of projects cleared is always greater than the 
number rejected. 

There are two interesting trends apparent from the 
data in Table 2. First, taking only those projects either 
cleared or rejected within any one year (first two 
columns), there is a decrease in the proportion of 
projects being rejected, for most of the period cov- 
ered. For the years 1990 through to 1993 the propor- 
tion ofprojects rejected was 47%, 41%, 22%and 16% 
respectively. This might indicate a gradual improve- 
ment in the quality of EIAs being carried out, includ- 
ing the incorporation of effective mitigation plans into 
project designs. 

Table 3. Status of projects in different sectors appraised by the MOEF for environmental clearance (1990-94) 

Projects 
cleared 

(I) Mining 

1990 20 (27%) 
1991 21 (41%) 
1992 20 (36%) 
1993 41 (59%) 
1994 13(17%) 

Total 1 15 (35%) 

(111) Nuclear power 

1990 4 (40%) 
1991 3 (50%) 
1992 2 (67%) 
1993 1 (100%) 
1994 0 (0%) 

Total 10 (48%) 

(V) River valley 

1990 15 (33%) 
1991 3 (14%) 
1992 5 (19%) 
1993 13 (46%) 
1994 8 (23%) 

Total 44 (28%) 

Projects 
rejected 

20 (27%) 
12 (24%) 

2 (4%) 
0 (0%) 
5 (7%) 

39 (12%) 

1 (10%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 

26 (58%) 
12 (57%) 
12 (46%) 
11 (39%) 
16 (46%) 

7 7 (50%) 

More 
information 

required 

35 (47%) 
18 (35%) 
33 (60%) 
29 (41 %) 
57 (76%) 

172 (53%) 

5 (50%) 
3 (50%) 
1(33%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (100%) 

10 (48%) 

4 (9%) 

9 (35%) 
6 (29%) 

4 (1 4%) 
11 (31 %) 

34 (22%) 

(11) Industrial 

Projects 
cleared 

1990 22 (37%) 
1991 29 (41 Oh) 
1992 31 (60%) 
1993 17 (46%) 
1994 20 (30%) 

Total 1 19 (42%) 

(IV) Thermal power 

1990 17 (43%) 
1991 16 (43%) 
1992 13 (65%) 
1993 9 (38%) 
1994 15 (35%) 

Total 70 (43%) 

(VI) Others’ 

1990 30 (49%) 
1991 20 (41 %) 
1992 30 (59%) 
1993 24 (44%) 
1994 24 (41 %) 

Total 128 (47%) 

Projects 
rejected 

10(17%) 

13 (25%) 

7(11%) 

46 (1 6%) 

14 (20%) 

2 (5%) 

11 (28%) 
13 (35%) 

0 (0%) 
1 (4%) 
4 (9%) 

29 (1 8%) 

29 (48%) 
12 (24%) 

6(11%) 
2 (4%) 

5 (8%) 

54 (20%) 

More 
information 

required 

27 (46%) 
27 (39%) 
8 (15%) 

18 (49%) 
39 (59%) 

1 19 (42%) 

12 (30%) 
8 (22%) 
7 (35%) 

14 (58%) 
24 (56%) 

65 (40%) 

2 (3%) 
17 (35%) 
19 (37%) 
24 (44%) 
30 (51 %) 

92 (34%) 

Note: 
Source: MOEF Annual Reports 1990-91 to 1994-95 

Other sectors includes: transport, ports, tourism, harbours, airports, highways and communications 
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compared to those cleared, during the same period. 
Table 3 shows the same information as Table 2 but 

for each of six different sectors. Predictably, the over- 
all trends become less clear within each sector but on 
the whole they are still apparent. The exception is for 
river valley projects where the ratio of projects 
cleared and rejected is entirely the reverse (1:1.8 
compared with 2: 1) of the overall average in Table 2. 
The relatively high ratio of rejection for river valley 
projects may be because they are often in environ- 
mentally sensitive areas, the potential negative im- 
pacts are many and varied and they are frequently 
associated with a need for resettlement of significant 
numbers of people should the project go ahead. Each 
ofthese factors may mean that these projects are more 
likely to be rejected, either on merit, or because the 
proponent has failed to furnish the comprehensive 
information which would be required. 

Table 4. Status of projects rejected for environmental 
clearance by  MOEF from 01.06.91 to 30.04.94 

Rejected on merit Rejected for lack 
of information 

Mining 2 
Industrial 2 
Nuclear power 0 
Thermal power 0 
River valley 1 
Other sectors’ 5 

10 
21 
0 
6 

33 
4 

Total 10 74 

Note: 1 Other sectors includes: transport, ports, tourism, 

Source: Ministry of Environment and Forests unpublished 

harbours, airports, highways and communications 

documentation 1995 

With increasing experience, the Impact Assess- 
ment Division within the MOEF who were responsi- 
ble for the EIAs during this period, should have been 
improving the quality of their work, so this trend is 
perhaps not unexpected. It suggests that, as long as 
the EACs were maintaining the criteria by which they 
cleared or rejected projects, the system was working 
and reducing the numbers of projects with significant 
negative environmental impacts. In 1994 the propor- 
tion of projects rejected, compared to those cleared, 
increased again to 32%: this might be connected with 
the change in the EIA regulations in that year, but 
without further information it is difficult say what 
may have caused this. 

The second trend is that there is an increase in the 
proportion of projccts for which more information 
was requested. Again, without further infomiation it 
is difficult to explain this. The IAD, as has been 
mentioned above, was becoming increasingly experi- 
enced at conducting EIAs so there should not have 
been a reduction in the quality or relevance of the 
information provided to the EACs during this period. 
One possible explanation is that the EACs may have 
developed a procedure by which projects submitted 
without the appropriate information were given a 
second chance rather than being rejected immedi- 
ately. This would also go some way to explaining the 
decrease in the proportion of projects rejected, 

Rejected projects 

Table 4 shows the reasons given by the MOEF for 
denying environmental clearance in a period from 
1991 to 1994. Only 12% of rejections were on envi- 
ronmental grounds; the remaining 88% were rejected 
because of a lack of information. This raises anumber 
of issues. First, the very low level of project rejection 
on environmental grounds implies that the vast ma- 
jority of projects for which the proper information is 
submitted have, at least to the satisfaction of the 
relevant EAC, succeeded in identifying the major 
potential impacts and incorporating mitigation meas- 
ures for them in the project design. This would sug- 
gest that the environmental clearance procedures are 
achieving their purpose, as long as the EACs are 
correct in their assessment and the mitigation meas- 
ures are actually being implemented. 

Secondly, the very high proportion of projects 
which were rejected due to a lack of information 
suggests that a significant number of developers 
(whether public or private sector) are having diffi- 
culty conforming to the requirements. This may be 
expected with any new procedure and it may become 
less of a problem in the future. Alternatively, it may 
indicate that the information requirements are too 
demanding and may need to be reconsidered. This 

Table 5. Status of projects monitored by the MOEF Eastern Regional Office 1994-95 

Projects listed Projects monitored’ Full compliance Partial compliance Others2 

Industrial 12 
Thermal power 34 
River valley 19 
Other and nuclear 54 

12 
21 
19 
37 

0 
4 
5 

10 

9 
10 
9 

21 

Total3 119 89 19 21 49 
Notes: Projects listed may not have been monitored because they have been abandoned or simply because they were not 

scheduled for monitoring 
2 Refers to projects which were either still in progress or not yet stalted 
3 No data were available for mining sector projects 

Source: Ministry of Environment and Forests unpublished documentation 1995 
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will depend on whether the Go1 feels that too many 
projects are currently failing to receive environmental 
clearance and that this is retarding the economic 
development of the country. 

Degree of mitigafion 

An indication ofthe degree to which mitigation meas- 
ures are in fact being implemented is given in Table 
5 .  The data refers only to those projects monitored 
within the MOEF Eastern Region during the period 
1994-95 and has been generated from a number of 
unpublished reports sent from the Eastern Regional 
Office to the MOEF in Delhi. 

Partial compliance was recorded where the reports 
made any reference to a failure to filly comply with 
the required mitigation measures, regardless of the 
degree or importance of the non-compliance. Al- 
though these data represent only a limited proportion 
of the projects in India they do indicate that, in at least 
one region, over half of all projects are failing to 
comply filly with the terms laid down as a result of 
the environmental clearance procedures. More infor- 
mation is currently being gathered, as part of a larger 
research study, to detemiine whether this is indeed a 
widespread occurrence in India and if it is resulting 
in significant environmental impacts. 

Conclusions 

The use of EIA and the legal and institutional frame- 
work within which it operates in India have been 
steadily evolving since the 1970s. The process has 
been one of parallel evolution, with the development 
of an institutional capacity to co-ordinate and monitor 
the environmental policies and procedures going 
hand-in-hand with the formulation and implementa- 
tion of the necessary legislation and regulations. 

It is still too early to judge how the most recent 
regulations, introduced in 1994, are working. Because 
an EIA is now a legal requirement for many projects 
in the private sector as well as the public sector, the 
overall numbers of EIAs, relative to economic invest- 
ment, should increase. Perhaps the most significant 
change is that the responsibility for conducting the 
EIA now rests with the developer, which means that 
the MOEF is in a better position to act more inde- 
pendently as a review body able to monitor and influ- 
ence the quality of EIAs. 

Over the past few years the main emphasis has 

been on developing appropriate regulations and the 
institutional procedures necessary to implement 
them. It will be interesting to see if in the fiture more 
attention is given to monitoring and maintaining the 
quality of EIAs and ensuring that proposed mitigation 
measures are actually being implemented. 
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