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The Jury
 
This distinguished jury panel comprised the following esteemed jurists: 

Mr. J. c. Kala: Former Chairman National Environment Appellate Au-
thority, Director General Forests and Secretary to Government of India. Mr 
Kala has served as the head of various institutions of global repute namely the 
Indian Council of Forestry, Research and Education, the Wildlife Institute of 
India, the Indian Institute of Forest Management and on various centres of 
excellence of the Ministry of Environment. Between 1991-1996 he served as 
Joint Secretary to Government of India (Ganga Action Plan and National River 
Conservation Authority and subsequently chared the United Nations (U.N.) 
Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Waste and Chemicals.He is currently 
the Director General of the Insitute of Global Warming and Ecological Studies, 
Amity Univesity Noida. 

Ms. shaNta RaNaDe: a freedom fighter, President Maharashtra Chapter 
of the National Federation for Indian Women). 

Mr. suDhir PaRaNJaPe: Graduated with honors in Physics from the 
University of Chicago and completed his Ph.D in High Energy Theoritical 
Physics also from the same university. He served as a CSIR researcher in TIFR 
with over 10 publications to his credit. Thereafter he completed his B.Ed and 
took up professorial assignments in number of colleges in Mumbai. The last 
prior to retirement being B.G. Ruparel. He has also assisted in training junior 
college teachers in physics. 
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This tribunal would not have been possible without the tireless 
assistance of numerous interns working round the clock at Hu-
man Rights Law Network (HRLN). For the pre-tribunal work, 

we would like to make a special mention of Jordan and Shira, Sergio, *** 
Handling the Jaitapur Desk with its numerous challenges Nayantara Bhat-
kal, Gerald Lee, Ambika Shukla, Naresh Gosavi. We would also like to 
thank all the HRLN staff, especially Mukesh Salvi, Kranti Chinappa, and 
Ammanat Khan. 

Last, but not the least, we would like to express our gratitude to the sup-
porters from several organisations in Mumbai and Maharashtra who will-
ingly participated and extended their solidarity to this tribunal. 
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From Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima to the recent acci-
dent in a nuclear facility in Southern France— the story is the same: A 
certain type of arrogance on the part of the government in taking citi-
zens for granted, acquiring land by force, keeping the public in the dark, 
misrepresenting facts, giving false assurances and so on and so forth. 

In May 2011, I had visited Jaitapur and its neighbouring villages — Mithgavane, 
Madban, and Sakri Nate to name a few. My interaction with the local people from all 
communities drew tremendous response. I could feel the simmering anger against 
the police and other authorities who, despite the killing of social activist and resi-
dent of Sakrinate Village - Tabrez Soyekar and several people being injured, were 
unresponsive to the carnage. They had even avoided registering an offence against 
the police and other officials. On the other hand, false cases had been filed against 
the agitators. 

During my visit, I could see the results of seismic tectonic movement. There were vis-
ible cracks on the Jaitapur plateau the result of such movement. These results made 
it obvious that the governmental propaganda was lying about the region being safe 
from earthquakes. The same was the case with the so-called assurance that there was 
no tsunami threat. The official Environmental Impact Assessment EIA report cur-
sorily mentioned that two creeks—Vijaydurg and Rajapur — were filled up. These 
creek s are on either side of the proposed plant. Truth be told, these creeks are very 
much in existence; they play host to mangrove forests and contain rich marine bio-
diversity and aquatic life and are the very source of livelihood for thousands of local 
fisher folk. 

Jaitapur is famous for Alfonso mangoes and cashew nuts. The population of the re-
gion earns its livelihood cultivating mangoes and cashew nuts and by fishing in the 
coastal waters. The waste generated at the nuclear power plant, inspite of recycling, 
would destroy the livelihood of the entire population. Such waste would remain 
radioactive for a million years. Mr. Kakodkar (retired chairman of Atomic Energy 
Commission of India) promises that the waste will be stored for the next 30 to 40 
years. By then, he hopes to develop some technology to treat it! It seems as if experts 
such as Mr. Kakodkar or our rulers have not learnt from Hiroshima and Nagasaki of 
1945. They also seem to want to pretend to not have learnt anything in 2011 either! 

Their pretended amnesia, however, is directly related to their class interests. It’s high 
time they realise they will have no peace from Haripur in West Bengal and Fatehabad 
in Haryana to Jaitapur in Maharashtra and Koondankulam in Tamil Nadu. For the 
common man is now giving a clarion call to oppose the nuclear menace.            

                                                        — Dhairyasheel Patil 
Sr. Advocate, Former Chairman, 

Bar Council of India 

foreworD
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Under the stewardship of the Nuclear Power Corporation of 
India Ltd (NPCIL), the Indian government is currently pur-
suing a fiercely pro-nuclear policy in the hope of meeting the 
country’s fast-growing energy needs. By the end of the decade 
it aims to have quadrupled the country’s current nuclear ca-

pacity, and to have tripled that further to 63,000 MW by 2032. This astonish-
ing attempt to engineer a ‘nuclear renaissance’ in India will be brought about 
by spending billions on importing reactors from France, Russia and Ameri-
ca to be located at sites like Jaitapur, Mithi Virdi, Kovada, Chutka, Fatehpur, 
Haripur and Koondankulam. To power these new reactors, fuel will have to be 
imported through their entire life. In addition to the ones already in existence 
in Jharkhand and Andhra Pradesh, the expansion at existing plant sites with 
indigenous reactors will call for new uranium mines by the Uranium Corpora-
tion of India Limited (UCIL) in different states across the country. 

At Jaitapur, in Ratnagiri, Maharashtra, the NPCIL has forged ahead with plans 
to install six new 1,650-MW reactors over fifteen years, which together will 
form the largest nuclear power park in the world. This is despite the disrup-
tion that will be caused to the ecosystem in the Konkan region, one of India’s 
richest biodiversity hotspots, a fact which has been overlooked in the Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment (EIA), on the basis of which the project was 
given the go-ahead. Firm, but peaceful, resistance to the project on the part 

iNtroDuctioN

IPT panel from left to right : Dr. Sudhir Paranjape, Mr. J.C. Kala, Ms. Shanta Ranade



9|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

of Jaitapur’s local people is ongoing as they suffer their land being forcibly removed from them in 
order to make way for the new power stations and the loss of livelihood for thousands of families 
dependent on the eco-system for fishing, farming and the like. Democratic opposition to the plans 
has been met with violent repression at the hands of the police, with police firings leading to the 
death of two protesters earlier this year. 

The removal of international restrictions by the Nuclear Suppliers Group now allows foreign coun-
tries to collaborate with India on civil nuclear cooperation projects, despite the fact that the rest of 
the world is already moving away from this source of electricity. Germany, one of the world’s major 
industrial powers, has already committed to phasing out all its nuclear power plants by 2022, with 
Switzerland planning the same, while the people of Italy voted resoundingly against nuclear power 
in a recent referendum. 

Siemens, the multi-national corporation with interests in the nuclear power business has an-
nounced their decision to exit this business and focus on alternative energy technologies. French 
government has instituted a study to decide what will be their energy mix by 2050 and if exiting 
nuclear power is feasible by 2040.   

This international rejection of nuclear power comes as little surprise after the events at Fukushima, 
Japan, on 11th March 2011 when a 9.0 magnitude earthquake and tsunami caused the world’s 
worst nuclear disaster since Chernobyl in the 1980s. So the decision of the Indian government to 
take the leap into nuclear power generation now by making plans to increase production nearly 
fifteen-fold by 2032 must be met with informed scrutiny. 

The tribunal

Facing increasing repression inspite of peaceful protests the Janhit Seva Samitit approached the 
IPT to organise a People’s Tribunal in the local area where the people would be given a chance to 
voice their grievances and listen to experts on the issue. The IPT conducts fair and credible inves-
tigations on a wide array of human rights and environmental justice issues around the country. 
Set up in 1993 at the National Consultation on Human Rights, Environment and the Law, it is 
one of the longest running people’s tribunals in the world. In the two decades since its inception, 
the IPT has conducted over forty enquiries on a range of issues, including several critical national 
investigations such as the inquiry on the misuse of POTA, the impact of the World Bank in India, 
and others. The research, findings and recommendations of the tribunal are published in the form 
a report which is then used to inform public opinion and future litigation. 

Set up in 1993 at the National Consultation on Human Rights, Environment and the Law, it is 
one of the longest running people’s tribunals in the world. In the two decades since its inception, 
the IPT has conducted over forty enquiries on a range of issues, including several critical national 
investigations such as the inquiry on the misuse of POTA, the impact of the World Bank in India, 
and others. The research, findings and recommendations of the tribunal are published in the form 
a report which is then used to inform public opinion and future litigation. 

The structure of the tribunal as follows

•	 The Panel (jury), comprising of Mr. J.C. Kala, Ms. Shanta Ranade, and Dr. Sudhir Paranjpe. 

•	 The experts from India and abroad deposed before the panel or sent there submissions.  



10|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

•	 The affected Groups from the affected villages surrounding the Jaitapur Power Plant, people 
affected by  other other nuclear power plants and mines proposed and existing deposed before 
the Tribunal or sent their    testimonies. 

•	 The endorsing organisations, a large spectrum of organisations, endorsed and supported 
the process.     Thenames are on the cover of this report and can also be viewed on the website 
www.jaitapurspeaks.com. 

•	 The secretariat, comprising of researchers and organisers, who provided administrative and 
logistical support   to the process and assisted with the research and background information. 

The trerms of reference include

1. to investigate the environmental, human and livestock impacts (including livelihood and 
health) of nuclear power plants (proposed and existing) and mines, with a special focus on 
Jaitapur, Maharashtra; 

2. to investigate whether due process of law was followed; and investigate the use/misuse of state 
machinery in land acquisition and construction of the plants/mines; 

3. to investigate whether the rights and intentions of the local people have been violated and 
democratic dissent suppressed by the use of force and  state repression 

4. to investigate the long-term sustainability of nuclear power generation, its costing, its implica-
tions and alternatives. 

The Process

Athree day event was held in Ratanagiri district of Maharashra from 17th-19th September 2011. 
An invitation was extended to all affected groups and orgnisations, the government too was duly 
notified. 

When the IPT sent it’s request to the Collector conduct this investigation in March 2011; initially 
the IPT received no reply but at the local area repression quantified, the police forcibly entered 
village houses at 2:00 a.m. and 3:00 am in the morning pretending to look for ‘certain miscreants;’ 
check posts were put up in all the villages and many local leaders, villagers and migrant workers 
were arrested. A reign of terror was unleashed.Further a rival political party who is in favour of the 
construction of the plant started intimidating the local people, disrupting public meetings. Section 
144 (section of the Indian Police Code which prohibits people from moving in groups of three or 
more) was universally applied in these districts and is hardly ever lifted. Section 144 (section of the 
Indian Police Code which prohibits people from moving in groups of three or more) was univer-
sally applied in these districts and is hardly ever lifted. After a period of a month since notifying the 
Collector, the Collector wrote to the IPT and denied entry of the retired judges and other eminent 
persons to the area. Never in the history of the IPThas this occurred. Afew months later in June 
2011 there was a police firing in the village of Sakrinate and two villagers were killed, many people 
were injured and public property and homes were damaged by the police. A magistratial enquiry 
regarding this firing is currently underway. 

The IPT then made a second attempt to organise the hearing in the area. But as it feared, the same 
reply it approached the High Court. The Court directed the IPT to again approach the Collector. 
This time too we were denied permission, however, the Chief Justice of the Bombay High Court 
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viewed the actions of the Collector very strongly and directed the Government to allow the ‘peo-
ple’s hearing’ to be held, as it was entirely peaceful and a fundamental and democratic right. 

The following report is an interim report of the proceedings and findings of the Tribunal. The first 
part of this report contains expert submissions and presentations. The presentations of Dr. Benja-
men Sovacool, Dr. M.V. Ramana, Dr. E.A.S Sarma question the fundamentals premise of Govern-
ment of India’s foray into nuclear power. These papers cover extensively the issues of safety, cost 
and technology. Dr. V.T. Padmanabhan focuses on the rising and complex issue of earthquakes 
and the greater likelihood of disaster when a nuclear power plant is in a seismic zone. Dr. Puga-
zhendhi paper draws links between the low level radiation from the nuclear power plants and the 
rise of cancer And other endocrine disorders among the local population. Dr. Vivek Monteiro 
presented before the Tribunal scientific arguements contesting the government’s projections of 
Maharashtra energy needs and whether there is need for atomic energy at all. He also brought to 
the notice of the Tibunal the severe lacunae in the Jaitapur Nuclear Power Plant EIA and the need 
to initiate a more indepth EIA as well as a rigourous cost benefit analysis of the entire project. Mr. 
S.S. Yadav presented at the Tribunal a through analysis of the AREVA company, while Pradeep 
Indulkar’s paper reveals the lacunae in the EIAprocess of the Jaitapur Power Plant and lastly Dr. 
Mahesh Shindikar’s paper presents an indepth study of the flora and fauna of the Jaitapur Plateau, 
the amount of endemic speicies many of which are on teh IUCN’s red list and are endangered 
plants. This same plateau was in the EIAdeclared barren and dry. 

The second half of the report has the depositions of the local people as well as the key depositions 
of affected people from the other power plants and mines.  The depositions reveal a shocking lack 
of due process and unrestrained use of repression. Sadly the depositions of Jadugoda and Tarapur 
show shocking abnormalities in health and genetic disorders, the lack of rehabilitation, complete 
disregard of the local population, the story of Tarapur and Jadugoda is a story of failed promises 
and hopes. These depositions are followed by statements of support and linkages of these struggles 
with other projects and development issues from community leaders in Maharashtra. 

The third and last part of the report contains the interim recommendations and conclusions of the 
panel. Followed by the annexures and list of participating organsiations, endorsements and sup-
porters. 
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expert submissions to the iPt

To:  Ms. Deepika D’Souza, Convener, Indian People’s Tribunal (IPT) on Envi-
ronment and Human Rights Secretariat 

Re:  Testimony of Dr. Benjamin K. Sovacool in opposition to the proposed 
10,000 megawatt-equivalent Jaitapur nuclear power plant in Madban, India 

Dear Ms. D’Souza I apologize again for being unable to make it to the Indian Peo-
ple’s Tribunal inquiry into the proposed Jaitapur nuclear power plant. This written 
testimony elaborates on my unequivocal opposition to the project, mainly because 
of the following factors: 

1. It will have severe negative environmental and human impacts. 

2. It is patently unsustainable on economic, political, social, and environmental 
grounds. 

I make these claims having no personal stake in the project. I am currently an assis-
tant professor at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy affiliated to the National 
University of Singapore. I received my PhD. in science and technology studies from 
the Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University in Blacksburg, Virginia, where 
I studied energy technologies and energy systems. I have been either the author 
or editor of six books and have peer-reviewed more than one hundred academic 
articles on various aspects of energy technology, policy, and security, including ten 
academic studies and one academic book on nuclear power. I am, therefore, quali-
fied to speak about both the specific impacts of the Jaitapur nuclear power plant as 
well as the general consequences of nuclear electricity supply. 

My testimony proceeds as follows: It begins by elaborating on the safety and reli-
ability issues with the proposed plant, especially the flaws inherent with the Eu-
ropean Pressurized Reactor (EPR) design. It then discusses the economic con-
sequences of the facility, namely how its large capital cost will result in inflated 
electricity costs for consumers. The final part of the testimony documents envi-
ronmental and social concerns, including those related to uranium mining, climate 
change, and community marginalization. 
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accidents, reliability 
and flows in Design

Due to their complexity, nuclear power plants-especially new 
designs such as the EPR- are prone to unexpected outages, 
incidents, and accidents. My compilation reveals 99 nuclear 
accidents totaling $20.5 billion in damages worldwide from 

1952 to 2009, listed in Appendix A: Ninety-Nine Major Nuclear Power 
Accidents from 1952 to 2010 that is listed at the end of this testimony. 
These numbers translate to more than one incident and $330 million in 
damages every year for the past three decades. When compared to fatali-
ties from other energy sources, nuclear power ranks as the second-most 
fatal source of energy supply (after hydroelectric dams) and higher than 
oil, coal, and natural gas systems. Fifty-seven accidents have occurred 
Since the Chernobyl disaster in 1986, and almost two-thirds (56 out of 
99) of all nuclear accidents have occurred in the United States of Amer-
ica (USA), refuting the notion that accidents are relegated to the past or 
to countries without USA’s modern technologies or industry oversight. 
While only a few accidents globally involved fatalities, those that did, 
collectively killed more people than the commercial US airline accidents 
since 1982. Seven serious accidents have occurred in India; these acci-
dents have amounted to a staggering $935 million in terms of economic 
damages. The details of the accidents in India are listed in Table 1: Major 
Indian Nuclear Power Accidents, 1987 to 2006.  
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table 1: Major indian Nuclear Power accidents, 1987 to 2006

Oddly, there is some evidence that the newest reactors and nuclear systems would be the most 
prone to accidents, because operators (and the industry at large) has less experience with them. 
Dennis Berry, Director Emeritus of Sandia National Laboratories, explained that the problem with 
new reactors and accidents is twofold: Scenarios arise that are impossible to plan for in simulations 
and humans make mistakes. As he put it, “Fabrication, construction, operation, and maintenance 
of new reactors will face a steep learning curve: advanced technologies will have a heightened risk 
of accidents and mistakes. The technology may be proven, but people are not.” Indeed, nuclear 
engineer David Lochbaum has noted that almost all serious nuclear accidents have occurred when 
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operators have little experience with a plant, in essence making newest systems the Riskiest. 

In 1959, the Sodium Reactor Experiment, a nuclear power plant in California, experienced a par-
tial meltdown 14 months after opening. In 1961, the Sl1 Reactor in Idaho was slightly more than 
two years old before a fatal accident killed everyone at the site. The Fermi Unit 1 reactor began 
commercial operation in August 1966, but had a partial meltdown only two months after open-
ing. The St. Laurent des Eaux A1 Reactor in France started in June 1969, but an online refuel-
ing machine malfunctioned and melted 400 pounds of fuel four months later. The Browns Ferry 
Unit 1 reactor in Alabama began commercial operation in August 1974 but experienced a fire that 
severely damaged control equipment six months later. The Three Mile Island Unit 2 began com-
mercial operation in December 1978 but had a partial meltdown three months Chernobyl Unit 4 
commenced operations in August 1984 and suffered the worst nuclear disaster in history on April 
26, 1986 before the two-year anniversary of its operation. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) files list about 3,000 incidents and events involving 
abnormal occurrences and violations of safety regulations per year at American nuclear plants, 
with most of these peaking in the 1970s (when the commercial nuclear fleet was the youngest.2

The EPR design specifically has been prone to massive cost overruns, safety defects, and delays. In 
Olkiluoto, Finland, an island on the Baltic Sea—where the first EPR is being built—the Finnish 
nuclear safety watchdog (Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority STUK) reported 2,100 qual-
ity defects in the plant so far; the project has3 gone over budget by $2.4 billion and is three years 
behind schedule Serious problems arose over the vast concrete foundation of the reactor building, 
which was found too porous and prone to corrosion.4 Although the reactor was originally meant to 
be completed in the summer of 2009, Areva, the French company building it, will no longer make 
predictions on when it will be finished. In Flamanville, France, a “clone” of the Finnish reactor now 
under construction is also behind schedule and over budget. In this rector in Flamanville, nuclear-
safety inspectors discovered cracks in the concrete base and steel reinforcements installed in the 
wrong areas and warned Électricité de France that welders working on reactors components were 
not properly qualified.5 

These factors are worrying (to say the least) given the severity of what a single, serious accident can 
do. The meltdown of a single 500 MW reactor located 30 miles from a single city would cause the 
immediate death of between 3,400 to 45,000 people, injure roughly another 50,000, cause damag-
ers worth $7 billion to property, and6 contaminate an area the size of Tamil Nadu with unsafe levels 
of radiation The estimate was revised upwards—for being too conservative—to 45,000 immediate 
deaths, 70,000 injuries, and $17 billion or more in damages. More recent studies, looking at larger 
reactors in the 1,100 MW range, have noted that as many as 103,000 immediate fatalities could 
occur along with $300 billion in damages.7 If 10 million people were exposed to radiation from 
a nuclear meltdown, about 100,000 would die from acute radiation sickness in six weeks. About 
50,000 would experience acute breathlessness. 

And 240,000 would develop acute hypothyroidism. About 350,000 males would be temporar-
ily sterile, 100,000 women would stop menstruating, 100,000 children would be born mentally 
retarded, and there would be thousands of spontaneous abortions and more than 300,000 cancers 
to develop later.8

ecoNoMic coNsequeNces

Nuclear power plants such as the EPR have long construction lead times and meet with a plethora 
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of uncertainties during the construction process. These uncertainties make planning and financ-
ing difficult, especially when the balance of supply and demand for electricity can change rapidly 
within a short period of time. Long construction times become significant because costs mount 
quickly during construction delays. Halting construction of a nuclear power plant for two years 
adds about 15 percent to the final cost of electricity. 

That explains the proclivity of nuclear reactors to cost overruns and delays? And what makes new 
plants so expensive? 

Part of the explanation lies in their capital-intensive nature.Nuclear power plants are more like 
cathedrals than cellular telephones: they must be individually sited and built on a site-by-site basis. 
Modern nuclear plants are the most expensive and capital-intensive structures ever built and they 
are the lynchpin of an industry that is already the most capital-intensive in most countries. Luis 
Echávarri, head of the Nuclear Energy Agency, reports that initial construction of a new nucle-
ar reactor consumes close to 60 percent of the project’s total investment, compared to9 about 40 
percent for coal power plants and 15 percent for natural gas power plants. From Table 2 Average 
Global Construction Time for Nuclear Reactors, 1976-2007, it can be inferred that the average 
construction time for all global nuclear power plants built between 1976 to 2007 has been greater 
than seven years. 

table 2: average Global construction time for Nuclear reactors, 1976–200710

These long construction times place nuclear power plants at great risk to unforeseen changes in 
electricity demand, interest rates, availability of materials, severe weather, and labour strikes—all 
of which contribute to severe cost overruns. One study estimated nuclear power plant construc-
tion costs from 1966 to 1977, when most light water reactors in the USAwere being built, and 
found that in every case plants cost twice as much as expected or more11. The results of that study 
are presented in Table 3: Estimated and Actual Costs of 75 Nuclear Power Plants in the United 
States. The quoted cost for these 75 plants was $89.1 billion, but the real cost was a monumental 
$283.3 billion12. These numbers paint only a partial picture as they refer to only those plants that 
were actually built; another 130 reactors had $20 billion funneled into them before they were 
abandoned between 1972 and 198413. The Shoreham nuclear power plant adjacent to the Wading 
river in East Shoreham, New York cost ratepayers $6 billion, but was closed by protests in 1989 be-
fore the plant could generate a single kWh of electricity14. In India, Table 4: Original and Revised 
Cost Estimates for Indian Nuclear Reactors, 1972 to 2006 reveals that the completed construction 
costs for its past 10 reactors have been more than 300 percent over budget.
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table 3: estimated and actual costs of 75 Nuclear Power Plants in the united states

Plant Realized Cost 
(Millions of 
1990$)

Estimated Costs 
at Start of Con-
struction (Mil-
lions of 1990$)

Plant Realized 
Cost (Mil-
lions of 
1990$) 

Arkansas Nuclear 1 $375 $624 McGuire 1 $414
Arkansas Nuclea2r $460 $1,081 McGuire 2 $472
Beaver Valley 1 $513 $1,176 Millstone 2 $474 
Beaver Valley 2 $913 $4,099 Millstone 3 $1,046 
Braidwood $762 $2,723 Nine Mile Point 2 $1,008 
Browns Ferry 1 $30a3 $876 North Anna 1 $515 
Browns Ferry 2 $227 $657 North Anna 2 $445 
Browns Ferry 3 $227 $657 Palisades $294 
Brunswick 1 $430 $718 Palo Verde 1 $1,234 
Brunswick 2 $352 $933 Palo Verde 2 $920 
Byron 1 $741 $2,518 Peach Bottom 2 $532 
Byron 2 $552 $2,072 Peach Bottom 3 $423 
Callaway $1,136 $2,999 Perry 1 $981 
Calvert Cliffs 1 $357 $1,142 Rancho Seco $389 
Calvert Cliffs 2 $287 $765 River Bend 1 $718 
Catawba 1 $559 $2,074 Salem 1 $462 
Clinton $710 $4,058 Salem 2 $378 
Cooper $378 $1,053 San Onofre $1,134 
Crystal River 3 $362 $948 San Onofre 3 $1,056 
Davis-Besse 1 $484 $1,359 Sequoyah 1 $524 
Diablo Canyon 1 $445 $3,750 Sequoyah 2 $429 
Diablo Canyon 2 $459 $2,333 Shoreham $300 
Donald C. Cook 1 $657 $1,303 St. Lucie 1 $365 
Duane Arnold $340 $716 St. Lucie 2 $893 
Edwin I. Hatch 1 $417 $951 Surry 1 $419 
Edwin I. Hatch 2 $653 $922 Surry 2 $329 
Fermi 2 $596 $3,783 Susquehanna 1 $1,320 
Fort Calhoun 1 $222 $520 Susquehanna 2 $753 
Grand Gulf 1 $1,105 $3,473 Three Mile Island 1 $323 
Harris 1 $898 $3,999 Three Mile Island 2 $668 
Hope Creek $1,592 $4,598 Trojan $582 
Indian Point $477 $859 Virgil Summer 1 $630 
Joseph M. Farley 1 $387 $1,463 Waterford 3 $617 
Joseph M. Farley 2 $406 $1,228 Wolf Creek 1 $1,143 
Kewaunee $297 $559 WPSS 2 $786 
LaSalle 1 $715 $1,918 Zion 1 $593 
LaSalle 2 $532 $1,255 Zion 2 $430 
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Limerick 1 $921 $3,980 
Total $45,247 

Edwi n I. Hatch 1  $417   $951   Surry 1   $419   $761 

Fermi 2   $596  $3,783 S Susquehanna 1 $1,320  $2,654

FortCalhoun1 $222 $520 Susquehanna2 $753  $2,274

$1,105  $3,473 Three Mile $323 Island 1  $1,008

Harris 1 $898 $3,999 Three Mile $668 $1,287 Island 2

Hope Creek $1,592 $4,598 Torjan $582 $1,145

$477  $859 Virgil  Summer 1 $630  $1,707

Joseph Farley 2  M.  $406  $1,228  Wolf Creek 1  $1,143  $2,835 

Kewaunee   $297  $559  WPSS 2  $786  $4,008 

LaSalle 1   $715  $1,918  Zion 1  $593  $768 

LaSalle 2   $532  $1,255  Zion 2  $430  $752 

Limerick 1   $921  $3,980    

M. $387  $1,463  Waterford 3  $617  $3,303 

    Total  $45,247 $144,650

table 4: original and revised cost estimates for indian Nuclear reactors, 1972 to 200615

Station Original Cost Revised Cost (10 
Year Completed)

Relative Cost Es-
timate (10 million 
rupees)

Increase million 
rupees

339.5 732.7 1972 216
RAPS II 5816 1,205.4 1980 176

617.8 1,188.3 1983 192
MAPS II 706.3 1,270.4 1985 179

2,098.9 7,450 1989 and 1991 354
Kakrapar I and II 3825 13,350 1992 and 1995 349
7307.2 28,960 1999 and 2000 396
RAPS III and IV 7115.7 25,110 2000 353
Tarapur III & IV 24,275.1 62,000 2006 255

Another major problem is that cost estimates are frequently made by project sponsors and vendors 
with a penchant for underestimating the length of delays, setting contingencies too low, and ignor-
ing risks relating to currency exchange, inflation, and public approval—factors exacerbated by a 
strong interest in presenting nuclear projects in terms as favorable as possible.16 One survey of the 
real construction costs of nuclear power facilities at 16 operational reactors in Canada, China, Ja-
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pan, United Kingdom, and the United States found that many of the construction costs quoted by 
industry representatives, promotional bodies, plant vendors, and utilities were unreliable, incon-
sistent, and conservative. These estimates excluded interest during construction and borrowing 
fees as well as the expense of decommissioning and fuel storage.17

Another July 2008 survey from two energy consultants found that the construction costs quoted 
by industry suppliers are misleadingly incomplete because they excluded expenses related to pro-
curing land, building cooling towers and switchyards, interest during construction, inflation, cost 
overruns, and contingency fees18. The study noted that when these excluded items are included, 
they can often double the price of a nuclear power plant. 

Of course, these examples are all historical. What do cost estimates for future nuclear plants, today, 
look like when not made by self-interested vendors and operators? Not good. Researchers from the 
Keystone Center, a nonpartisan think tank, consulted with representatives from 27 nuclear power 
companies and contractors, and concluded in June 20, 2007 that the cost for building new reactors 
would be between $3,600 and $4,000 per installed kW , with interest. Projected operating costs 
for these plants would be remarkably expensive: 30¢/kWh for the first 13 years until construction 
costs are paid followed by 18¢/kWh over the remaining lifetime of the plant. Just a few months 
later, in October 2007, Moody’s Investor Service—a credit-rating agency—projected even higher 
operating costs, an assessment easily explained by the quickly escalating price of metals, forgings, 
other materials, and labor needed to construct reactors, indicating that actual costs have “blown 
past” earlier estimates. They estimated total costs for new plants, including interest, at between 
$5,000 and $6,000 per installed kW. Figure 1 puts nuclear construction costs in context compared 
to other sources of electricity supply, such as renewables, and shows that nuclear power plants are 
the second v most expensive facilities to build on the market, after solar photovoltaic panels. 

figure 4: upper, lower range, and Mean capital cost for Nuclear and  
renewable Power Plants ($2007/installed kw)21
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eNViroNMeNtal aND social coNcerNs

Nuclear power plants and their affiliated infrastructure induce four general types of environmental 
damages: uranium mining, water use, climate change, and medical and health risks.  

Underground, open-pit, and in-situ leaching uranium mining can contaminate water and has re-
sulted in scores of accidents and environmental pollution. In India, researchers from the Bhabha 
Atomic Reserch Center, Mumbai, found that underground uranium mines at Bhatin, Narwapahar, 
and Turamdih, along with the uranium enrichment plant at Jaduguda, discharged mine water and 
mill tailings contaminated with radionuclides such as radon and residual uranium, radium, and 
other pollutants directly into local water supplies. The researchers noted that since the quality of 
Indian uranium ore is relatively low, about 99 percent of the ore processed in the mill emerges as 
waste and tailings22. 

Nuclear cooling systems use more water than any other electricity source, inducing a variety of en-
vironmental impacts including thermal discharges, impingement, and entrainment—to say noth-
ing of how accidents and spills can disperse tritium and other carcinogenic compounds into water 
supplies. Nuclear reactors require massive supplies of water to cool reactor cores and spent nuclear 
fuel rods, and they use the most amount of water as compared to all other electricity-generating 
facilities, including conventional coal and natural gas facilities23. 

Since much of the water used by nuclear plants is turned to steam, substantial amounts are lost 
to the local water cycle entirely. In aggregate, nuclear power plants are the most water-intensive 
of all types of power plantsa fact confirmed by Table 5: Water Intensity of Thermoelectric Power 
Generators.  

table 5: water intensity of Thermoelectric Power Generators24

 

fuel cooling Process withdrawals consumption (gal/kwh) (gal/kw 

Fossil/biomass/waste Once-through 20 to 50 ~0.30 cooling 

Nuclear Closed-loop tower 0.50 to 1.10 0.40 to 0.72  

Solar tower Closed-loop tower ~0.75 ~0.75 

Natural gas combined cycle Closed-loop tower ~0.23 ~0.18 

Coal gasification (IGCC)  Closed-loop tower  ~0.25  ~0.20 

Nuclear power plants also alter the temperatures of lakes, rivers, and streams25. A team of Indian 
scientists studying heated water discharges from the Madras Atomic Power Stationlocated at Ka-
lpakkam, India, noted that substantial additions of sodium hypochlorite to seawater decreased vi-
able counts of bacteria and plankton by 50 percent around the reactor site 26. They also discovered 
that the plume of thermal pollution was greater at the power plant’s coastal location because the 
tidal movements altered its direction and enhanced its magnitude. The researchers documented 
that the power plant directly decreased the dissolved oxygen content of the water, fragmented eco-
system habitats, reduced fish populations, and induced eutrophication. 
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In terms of climate change, the nuclear fuel cycle is energy-intensive: Every part of the cycle has 
its own affiliated greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, the carbon footprint of nuclear facilities 
will only get worse as high-grade uranium ores are used and plants get older—so much so that 
the typical reactor will be about as “clean” as fossil fuels within 30-40 years. Reprocessing and en-
riching uranium requires a substantial amount of electricity, often generated from fossil fuel-fired 
power plants. Uranium milling, mining, leeching, plant construction, and decommissioning—all 
produce substantial amounts of greenhouse gas.gCO2/kWh.  

When one takes into account the carbonequivalent emissions associated with the entire nuclear 
life cycle, nuclear plants contribute significantly to climate change and will contribute even more 
as stockpiles of high-grade uranium are depleted. An assessment of 103 life cycle studies of green-
house gas equivalent emissions for nuclear power plants found that the average CO emissions over 
the typical lifetime of a plant are about 66 grams for every kWh, or the equivalent of some 183 
million metric tons of CO in 200527. A second follow-up peer-reviewed study found that the best 
performing reactors had associated lifecycle emissions of 8 to 58 gCO /kWh and that other reac-
tors emitted more than 110 gCO2/kWh28. 

The carbon equivalent emissions of the nuclear life cycle will only get worse: This is because, over 
time, reprocessed fuel is depleted necessitating a shift to fresh ore, and reactors must utilize lower 
quality ores as higher quality ones are depleted. Table 6: Emissions for the Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Relying on Lower-Grade Uranium Ore clearly illustrates how, with lower-grade uranium ore, the 
emissions profile from nuclear power plants almost doubles from 66 gCO e/kWh to attain levels 
above 112 gCO e/kWh. The Oxford Research Group projects that because of this inevitable shift 
to lower quality uranium ore, if the percentage of world nuclear capacity remains what it is today, by 
2050 nuclear power would generate carbon dioxide per kWh in amounts comparable to those gen-
erated by natural gas-fired power stations29. This bears repeating: at current levels of generation, 
by 2050 nuclear plants will be producing as much greenhouse gas as some fossil fuel plants. With 
very low ore grades in use, some nuclear power plants currently emit the equivalent of 337 gCO2/
kWh, making them already close to the equivalent emissions from gas-fired power plants.30 

table 6: emission for the Nuclear fuel cycle relying on lower-Grade uranium ore

Nuclear Process Estimate (gCO2e/kWh)

Frontend (total)  16.26 to 28.27 

Refining of Yellow Cake and Conversion to UF6  2.42 to 7.49 

Fuel Fabrication  0.58 to 2.32 

Reactor Operation and Maintenance (total)  24.4 

Depleted Uranium Reconversion  2.10 to 6.24 

Packaging Enrichment Waste  0.16 to 0.46 

Packaging Decommissioned Waste  2.25 to 3.11 

Sequestration of Enrichment Waste  0.16 to 0.44 

Sequestration of Enrichment Waste  1.98 to 2.74 
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Spent Fuel Conditioning for Final Disposal  0.35 to 1.40 

Decommissioning (total)  39.5 to 49.1 

Land Reclamation of Uranium Mine (Uranium Grade of 0.06%)  14.3 

For these reasons, an integrated sustainability analysis conducted in Australia found that nuclear 
plants are poor substitutes to other less greenhouse-gas–intensive generators. The analysis demon-
strated that wind turbines have one-third the carbon-equivalent emissions of nuclear power over 
their life cycle and hydroelectric power stations, one-fourth the equivalent emissions31. A separate 
study from Nature found that nuclear power plants emit more than twice the amont of equivalent 
greenhouse gases than solar energy and about 7 times more than wind32. The author’s own calcu-
lations, using exclusively peer-reviewed scientific literature, suggest that nuclear power plants are 
worse than all other types of renewable energy generator; the necessary numbers to substantiate 
this fact are presented in Table 7: Lifecycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Renewable, Fossil Fu-
eled, and Nuclear Sources of Electricity Supply. 

One medical study found that those living within 10 kilometers of the La Hague nuclear repro-
cessing plant in northwest France had a sevenfold increase in risk to the incidence of childhood 
leukemia. A similar study in the United Kingdom found twice as much plutonium in the teeth of 
children living near the Sellafield nuclear reprocessing plant than in those residing further away. 
Even the accident at Three Mile Island (TMI) is not as benign as it originally appeared. One com-
prehensive study divided the 10-mile area around TMI into 69 study tracts; it then assigned radia-
tion dose estimates and correlated them with incidences of leukemia, lung cancer, and all other 
types of cancer. The study found that residents living around TMI had abnormally high rates for 
all the three types of cancer. 

One of the most comprehensive studies to date was conducted by the German Childhood Cancer 
Registry at the University of Mainz, known as the Epidemiological Study on Childhood Cancer 
in the Vicinity of Nuclear Power Plants (or Epidemiologische Studie zu Kinderkrebs in der Umge-
bung von Kernkraftwerken in Germany, abbreviated as KiKK). Researchers there analyzed child-
hood cancers and leukemia in the areas around the country’s 16 commercial nuclear power plants. 
On the basis of their research, they found a “strong” relationship between rates of cancer and prox-
imity to nuclear facilities, especially for those living within five kilometers of a plant. During the 
study period (1980 to 2003), children less than five years old, living within five kilometers of a 
nuclear power plant, were more than twice as likely to develop leukemia as compared to children 
living more than five kilometers away. 

The depressing news is that the authors present many reasons why their findings are conservative, 
and underplay the medical risks from nuclear power. They based their radiation risk model on data 
from the Japanese victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but these survivors were exposed to a single 
flash of high-energy gamma rays from the atomic bombs. Most were also full-grown adults. 

Their model thus focused on external sources of radiation and did not take radioactive fallout into 
account.By contrast, the Germans living close to nuclear power plants are chronically exposed over 
long periods of time, inhale or ingest radioisotopes such as tritium and carbon-14, and encompass 
a population of children and fetuses, making them quite unlike the sample of the Japanese. These 
nuclear power plants also expose their populations to gamma rays in addition to alpha and beta 
emissions. 

Another reason such estimates may be conservative is that new medical evidence firmly suggests 
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that there may be no such thing as a “safe” exposure to radiation. One massive study of 15 countries 
that monitored 407,391 workers for external radiation exposure, with a total follow-up of 5.2 mil-
lion person years, found that even low doses could trigger high rates of cancer40. Put in another 
way, there is no safe threshold at which the human body can tolerate the unnatural levels of radia-
tion produced by nuclear reactors and their components. 

One can actually draw from existing studies to loosely quantify the health risk per nuclear reac-
tor. Evidence from the USA, home to 104 operating nuclear reactors at 65 sites, has documented 
elevated rates of leukemia and brain cancers at nuclear power plants. 

table 7: life cycle Greenhouse Gas emission for renewable, fossil fueled,  
and Nuclear sources of electricity supply

tec hnology capacity/configuration/fuel estimate (gco2e/kwh)

 

 

Hydroelectric  3.1 MW, Reservoir 10  

Biogas  Anaerobic Digestion 11  

Solar Thermal  80 MW, Parabolic Trough 13  

Biomass  Forest Wood Steam Turbine 22  

Biomass  Forest Wood Reciprocating Engine 27  

Solar Photovoltaic  Polycrystalline silicone 32

Geothermal  80 MW, Hot Dry Rock 38  

Nuclear  Various reactor types 66  

Fuel Cell  Hydrogen from gas reforming 664  

Heavy Oil  Various generator and turbine types 778 Various generator 
types with scrubbing  960 Coal
Various generator types without scrubbing 1,050

Finally, nuclear power plants have significant medical and health risks including higher rates of can-
cer, birth abnormalities, and the presence of radioactive compounds such as strontium-90 found 
in the teeth of children living near nuclear power plants. Reactors create more than 100 dangerous-
ly radioactive chemicals, including Strontium¬90, Iodine-131 and Cesium-137, the same toxins 
found in the fallout from nuclear weapons. Some of these contaminants, such as Strontium-90, re-
main radioactive for 600 years, get concentrated in the food chain, are tasteless, odorless, and invis-
ible, and have been found in the teeth of babies living near nuclear facilities. Strontium¬90 mimics 
milk as it enters the body and gets concentrated in bones and lactating breasts. Such concentra-
tion causes bone cancer, leukemia, and breast cancer. Babies and children are 10 to 20 times more 
susceptible to its carcinogenic effects than adults33. Plutonium is so dangerous that one pound 
evenly distributed could cause cancer in every person on Earth; it remains radioactive for 500,000 
years34. It enters through the lungs and mimics iron in the body; migrating to bones, where it can 
induce bone cancer or leukemia; and to the liver, where it can cause primary liver cancer. It crosses 
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the placenta into the embryo and, like the drug thalidomide, causes gross birth deformities. Fur-
ther, plutonium also has a “predilection for the testicles, where it induces genetic mutations in the 
sperm of humans and other animals that are passed on from generation to generation.”35.

One medical study found that those living within 10 kilometers of the La Hague nuclear 283 re-
processing plant in northwest France had a sevenfold increase in risk to the incidence of 284 child-
hood leukemia. Asimilar study found twice as much plutonium in the teeth of children 285 living 
near the Sellafield nuclear reprocessing plant in the United Kingdom than in those further 286 
away.37 Even the accident at Three Mile Island is not as benign as it originally appeared. One 287 
comprehensive study divided the 10-mile area around TMI into 69 study tracts, and then 288 as-
signed radiation dose estimates and correlated them with incidences of leukemia, lung cancer, 289 
and all other types of cancer. The study found that residents living around TMI had abnormally 
290 high rates for all three.38 

One of the most comprehensive studies to date was conducted by the German Childhood Can-
cer 293 Registry at the University of Mainz, known as the Epidemiological Study on Childhood 
Cancer 294 in the Vicinity of Nuclear Power Plants (or Epidemiologische Studie zu Kinderkrebs 
in der 295 Umgebung von Kernkraftwerken in Germany, abbreviated KiKK).39 Researchers there 
looked at 296 childhood cancers and leukemia in the areas around the country’s 16 commercial 
nuclear power 297 plants, and found a strong relationship between rates of cancer and proximity to 
nuclear 298 facilities, especially for those living within five kilometers of a plant. During the study 
period 299 1980 to 2003, children less than five years old living within five kilometers of a nuclear 
power 300 plant were more than twice as likely to develop leukemia compared to children living 
greater 301 than five kilometers away. 

The depressing news is that the authors present many reasons why their findings are 304 conser-
vative, and underplay the medical risks from nuclear power. They based their radiation 305 risk 
model on data from the Japanese victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but these survivors 306 were 
exposed to a single flash of high energy gamma rays from the atomic bombs. Most were 307 also 
full-growth adults. Their model thus focused on external sources of radiation and did not 308 take 
radioactive fallout into account. By contrast, Germans living close to nuclear power plants 309 are 
chronically exposed over long periods of time, inhale or ingest radioisotopes such as tritium 310 
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and carbon-14, and encompass a population of children and fetuses, making them quite unlike 311 
the sample of Japanese. These nuclear power plants also expose their populations to gamma rays 
312 in addition to alpha and beta emissions. 

Another reason such estimates may be conservative is that new medical evidence firmly suggests 
315 that there may be no such thing as a safe exposure to radiation. One massive study of 15 316 
countries that monitored 407,391 workers for external radiation exposure, with a total follow-up 
317 of 5.2 million person years, found that even low doses could trigger high rates of cancer.40 Put 
318 another way, there is no safe threshold at which the human body can tolerate the unnatural 
levels 319 of radiation produced by nuclear reactors and their components. 

One can actually draw from existing studies to loosely quantify the health risk per nuclear 322 re-
actor. Evidence from the United States, home to 104 operating nuclear reactors at 65 sites, has 323 
documented elevated rates of leukemia and brain cancers at nuclear power plants. Joseph Manga-
no from the Radiation and Public Health Project and his colleagues estimate that roughly 18,000 
fewer infant deaths and 6,000 fewer childhood cancers will occur over a period of 20 years if all 
reactors in the USA were closed or that each nuclear plant was associated with 175 deaths and 58 
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cancers41. Applied globally, this implies that the world’s existing 432 reactors are likely to cause 
75,600 deaths and 25,056 cancers every 20 years (26 times the 

th

2,900 that died in the terrorist attacks of September 11 , 2001). 

To conclude, for these sobering technical, economic, environmental, and social reasons, regulators 
in India should abandon the proposed Jaitapur nuclear power plant. EPR nuclear power plants 
are excessively capital-intensive, take years to build, are prone to cost overruns, and are economi-
cally competitive only when significantly subsidized. The history of operating performance shows 
an unacceptable rate of incidents and accidents that will grow in proportion with greater nuclear 
power generation. The consequences of the nuclear fuel cycle with respect to global water supply 
and land are disastrous, with a legacy of contaminating water tables and aquifers with tritium and 
other radioactive compounds. Even climate change, an area the nuclear industry has been quick to 
rally around, presents an issue nuclear power plants are ill suited to address. Within a few decades, 
the carbon footprint of nuclear plants will worsen to be equivalent to some fossil-fueled sources 
of electricity. 

Benjamin K. Sovacool is a Visiting Associate Professor at Vermont Law School and founding Di-
rector of the Energy Justice Program at their Institute for Energy and Environment. He was for-
merly an Assistant Professor and Research Fellow at the National University of Singapore. 

In 2007 Sovacool co-edited Energy and American Society: Thirteen Myths and in 2008 he wrote 
The Dirty Energy Dilemma which won a 2009 Nautilus Award. His other books include Powering 
the Green Economy, The Routledge Handbook of Energy Security, Contesting the Future of Nu-
clear Power, and Climate Change and Global Energy Security. Sovacool has published more than 
90 academic papers and is a regular contributor to The Electricity Journal and Energy Policy. 
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Dr. M. V. RaMaNa

There are many who are more qualified than me to address the spe-
cifics of the Jaitapur project—especially what is happening to the 
communities affected by the project. In my submission, I will ad-
dress the question of the environmental and human impacts from 

nuclear power and its long-term sustainability in general. 

While there are routine releases of radioactive and other effluents from a nuclear 
reactor, in my opinion, the most significant environmental concern associated 
with a reactor is the risk of catastrophic accidents. Of all electricity-generation 
technologies, nuclear power is the only one that is susceptible to catastrophic 
accidents whose effects may reach across space and time. The risk of a cata-
strophic accident has been known ever since the beginning of the nuclear age. 
Chernobyl, the best known instance of such a disaster (April 26, 1986) has not 
only resulted in an estimated 34,000 deaths, rise in cancer related diseases, but 
has also contaminated several thousand square kilometres of land with radio-
active elements like Cesium-137, which will stay hazardous for decades if not 
centuries. Agriculture had to be suspended, over a hundred thousand people 
had to be relocated, and the economy of Belarus was devastated. 

It is often stated that safety issues have been adequately addressed after the 
Chernobyl accident. Nuclear advocates repeatedly point to the absence of cata-
strophic accidents since 1986. However, this cannot be cited as evidence of the 
safety, or more precisely, as evidence of there being no risk of catastrophic ac-
cidents. To put it baldly, just because it had not experienced any accidents, can 
one say that the Chernobyl reactor was safe before April 23, 1986? 

There are at least two reasons for discounting the non-occurrence of catastroph-
ic accidents since 1986. First, as the 2007 report titled Residual Risk published 
by the European Free Alliance in the European Parliament pointed out, “many 
nuclear safety related events occur year after year, all over the world, in all types 
of nuclear plants and in all reactor designs and that there are very serious events 
that go either entirely unnoticed by the broader public or remain significantly 
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under-evaluated when it comes to their potential risk”. Further, many accidents were not escalated 
purely out of chance, often involving the intervention of human operators rather than any technical 
safety feature. Such interventions cannot be taken for granted.Second, at a deeper level, all nuclear 
power plants share some common structural features, though to different extents. Nuclear reactors 
are based on complex processes, operating at high temperatures or pressures, with tightly coupled 
events occurring at a rapid pace. The different sub-systems of a nuclear reactor interact in complex 
ways, making it possible that multiple failures could interact in unexpected ways. Another factor 
is the presence of tightly prescribed steps and unchangeable sequences in operation that must be 
adhered to. Therefore, accidents can escalate quickly, with few alternate pathways to diffuse them. 
Safety interventions, whether by humans or automatic safety equipment, must occur quickly, and 
be adequately planned for. 

The character of these systems makes accidents a “normal” part of their operation, regardless of the 
intent of their operatBoth these factors pose challenges to safety and its demonstration. They also 
make it more difficult to infer safe operation from past record; a system could have relatively minor 
accidents, but many such failures could combine unexpectedly in the future, leading to a much 
larger accident.In studying the safety of nuclear reactors and other hazardous technologies, soci-
ologists and organization theorists have come to the pessimistic conclusion that serious accidents 
are inevitable with such complex high-technology systems.ors and other authorities.     

In such technologies, many major accidents have seemingly insignificant origins. Due to the com-
plexity of the technology used, the physical conditions that occur during the operation of a reactor 
may never be fully comprehended and the understanding that designers or operators have of the 
reactor will always be partial. Operator errors are typically comprehensible only in hindsight. Fur-
ther, because system components and phenomena interact in unanticipated ways, it is not possible 
to predict all possible failure modes. Therefore, it is not possible to either design the reactor to be 
safe against, or build protection systems that compensate for, all failure modes. An obvious corol-
lary is that numerical estimates of probabilities of catastrophic accidents are unreliable. 

Adding redundant safety mechanisms often increases the complexity of the system, thus allow-
ing for unexpected interactions between subsystems and introducing new accident modes. All of 
this means that there is no way to guarantee that reactors and other nuclear facilities will not have 
major accidents. 

One of the safety concerns specific to Jaitapur is that it is a seismically active location. Earthquakes 
affect large parts of the nuclear power plant simultaneously, thereby increasing the likelihood of 
accidents. Nuclear establishments, however, claim that they have designed reactors in such a man-
ner that they can withstand seismic shocks. Indeed, the former secretary of the Atomic Energy 
Regulatory Board AERB went so far as to declare, “I know that the nuclear power plants are the 
most seismically hardened structures in the country. Only the ignorant will call me foolhardy if I 
rush to a nuclear power plant to save myself from an imminent earthquake!” 

Is this assertion justified? The Department of Atomic Energy DAE, like nuclear establishments 
elsewhere, carries out analyses that evaluate the safety of nuclear reactors during earthquakes. 
Typically, these analyses first postulate some earthquake that is deemed the worst possible at that 
site and then subject “safety structures like [the] containment” to “detailed seismic analysis” for 
the hypothesized earthquake. However, because of various uncertainties, it is difficult to have high 
confidence in assertions about worst possible earthquakes. Indeed, experts often disagree about 
this question. 

Why is there so much uncertainty? To start with, it is neither easy nor foolproof to forecast when 
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an earthquake would occur or how intense it would be at any given site. Typically, this is done 
by classifying areas into seismic zones, with zone numbers varying from I to V: A higher number 
implies a higher likelihood of a more damaging earthquake. However, these seismic zone classifica-
tions are revised periodically as more understanding is gained about the geological features—in 
particular the tectonic aspects—and any seismic activity. Future events may cause revisions of 
earlier assessments of the likelihood of earthquakes at a site. For example, following the September 
2001 earthquake that struck various parts of Tamil Nadu, the Geological Survey of India decided 
that peninsular India might have to be categorised as zone III instead of zone II. More dramatically, 
two major earthquakes, at Koyna (1967) and Latur (1993), occurred in areas categorized as zone 
I—supposedly the safest—causing these areas to be revised to zone IV and III respectively. 

Another source of uncertainty is how a nuclear reactor will behave in the event of an earthquake. 
Take, for instance, what happened to the Kashiwazaki-Kariwa nuclear power station due to the 
earthquake that struck Japan on July 16, 2007. During this earthquake, the peak ground accelera-
tion was 2.5 times greater than what was assumed as possible for the “extreme design earthquake”. 
This discrepancy testifies to the problem of not being able to predict the magnitude of earthquakes 
with reliability. Though the full impact is still unclear, the known results of the earthquake included 
a fire and leaks of radioactive water. The larger implications and cause for concern came from sev-
eral small failures that were completely unexpected. 

An example of a completely unexpected event was how radioactive water was released. The earth-
quake caused underground electric cables to be pulled down by ground subsidence. This created 
a large opening in the outer wall of the basement of the reactor—a so-called radiation-controlled 
area that is to be completely shut off from the outside environment. In the words of an official from 
the Tokyo Electric Power Company, “It was beyond our imagination that a space could be made in 
the hole on the outer wall for the electric cables.” Similar problems could arise at the Jaitapur nu-
clear reactors in the event of an earthquake, increasing the probability of a catastrophic accident. 

I now turn to the question of long-term sustainability. By definition, any source of energy that relies 
on a finite resource, namely uranium, cannot be truly sustainable. However, a more pressing chal-
lenge to sustainability is the accumulation of spent nuclear fuel and other forms of nuclear waste at 
various sites around the world, with no clarity on how these might be disposed of. This has become 
an important concern about nuclear power and it has been a significant factor in the decision taken 
by some European countries to phase out nuclear power. The German Federal Environment Min-
istry, for example, says “Aproblem yet to be solved, however, is the management of the radioactive 
wastes from nuclear power plants. Such wastes remain radioactive for millions of years—a danger-
ous legacy for future generations. For this reason, the Federal Government decided to completely 
phase out the production of electricity from nuclear power.” 

The greatest concern comes from the irradiated spent fuel arising out of the nuclear reactor. This 
is because irradiated spent fuel contains the largest quantities of radioactivity produced in the fuel 
chain. There are two ways that countries have dealt with (or planned to deal with) such spent fuel: 
reprocessing (France, India, Japan) and direct disposal (Canada, U.S.A.). Reprocessing, in many 
ways, is the dirtiest part of the nuclear fuel cycle, producing large amounts of solid, liquid, and 
gaseous radioactive waste. 

This is because reprocessing essentially separates the large amount of radioactive substances con-
tained in the spent fuel into three waste streams: low level, intermediate level, and high level. The 
low-level waste is typically released into the biosphere and is, therefore, a conduit for various radio-
active materials to potentially reach human beings. 
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Under both direct disposal and reprocessing, the most radioactive parts (spent fuel in the first case 
and high-level waste in the second) are currently stored in monitored sites. Though all countries 
envision disposing these in underground repositories, no country plans to have a repository in 
operation before 2020, at the earliest, and all repository programmes have encountered problems 
during development. Such geological repositories are, in essence, deep holes in appropriate sur-
rounding media to emplace containers with nuclear waste. 

A variety of media, i.e., surrounding rocks, including granite, salt, and clay have been considered. 
In addition, a number of materials—such as glasses and ceramics—have been explored for the 
purposes of packing the radioactive materials in. Further, materials—typically, various alloys—
have also been considered for the purposes of manufacturing containers to store the radioactive 
materials. 

Nevertheless, all these materials are likely to corrode in the presence of water and thus, release 
radioactive materials into the surroundings; eventually these could percolate into water bodies. 
Different repositories differ only in how long the radioactivity from nuclear waste takes to spread 
into the accessible environment. The question is when, not if. 

The technical problem that has confounded waste disposal in many countries, especially the Unit-
ed States, is the set of large and unavoidable uncertainties in the characterization of important 
physical conditions (e.g., groundwater flow) at proposed sites. These uncertainties are accentuated 
by climate change.    

Given these uncertainties, and consequently the potential risk of radioactive contamination, albeit 
in the far future, potential sites for nuclear waste disposal have been opposed by the public. In the 
United States, where the Yucca Mountain site was identified for geological disposal of all U.S. spent 
fuel and High Level Waste (HLW) in 1987, there have been a number of studies on how members 
of the public viewed the prospect. The results show that public perceptions were overwhelmingly 
negative. For example, when asked to state what images or associations came to mind when they 
heard the words ‘underground nuclear waste storage facility’, a representative sample of Americans 
could hardly think of anything that was not frightening or problematic—a tendency that has been 
termed stigma. If such perceptions continue, attempts to site a geological repository might end up 
having to choose between success and democracy. 

The idea of a geological repository dates back to the 1950s, but turning the idea into reality is still 
not close to being fulfilled. This means that plans to enlarge the production of nuclear electricity in 
the absence of a proven way to deal with the produced wastes is unsustainable. 

Since there is no way of removing the radioactive nature of these wastes, exposure to these wastes 
will continue to be harmful for hundreds of thousands of years. 

They have to be isolated from human contact and possibly monitored if they are not to cause radia-
tion doses. This need for stewardship is unprecedented in human history. This is also clearly iniq-
uitous to future generations since they would bear the consequences while we use the electricity 
generated by these reactors.  

To sum up, the claims that one hears about nuclear energy being environment-friendly are base-
less. The nuclear fuel cycle is polluting albeit in a different way from fossil fuels. Climate change 
may be a grave danger confronting us, but it should not blind us to other environmental hazards 
such as the one mentioned in this paper. 

M. V. Ramana, a physicist by training, is currently appointed jointly with the Nuclear Futures Lab-
oratory and the Program on Science and Global Security, both at Princeton University, and works 
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is Nuclear Power Necessary?

Nuclear power caters only to base load requirements of the grid. In most de-
veloped countries, with the exception of France, the nuclear component of 
the capacity does not exceed a small percentage of the total installed capacity 
and that proportion is declining in view of the risks involved in the use of 
nuclear power technology. 

Electricity generation, whether it is coal-based, gas-based, hydro- or nuclear-
powered, imposes enormous costs on the ecology of a country. All power 
generation projects case a huge loss of livelihood both upstream and down-
stream. If these costs were to be fully factored in, the marginal social cost 
of a kwh or a kw would be very high. As such, the paradigm of electricity 
planning should shift to demand management, efficiency improvements and 
an increased reliance on clean, renewable energy sources. It is necessary to 
distinguish the difference between per capita gross electricity consumption 
(pcgec) and per capita useful electricity consumption (pcuec).

If the emphasis in planning is on the latter, it would enable the planners to 
address the down-the-line inefficiencies in generation, transmission and dis-
tribution (T&D) and end-use appliances and look for alternatives to large 
centralized sources dependent either on depletable resources or risk involv-
ing technologies. If the paradigm of electricity planning changes in this direc-
tion, projects such as Jaitapur would become unnecessary.  

base loaD Vs PeaK loaD GeNeRatioN 

The demand for electricity varies across the day with the energy demand 
peaking in the morning and the evening hours. Coal-based, gas-based, and 
nuclear-based power generation is meant to meet the steady component of 
the demand whereas hydro-based power generation is expected to meet the 
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peak demand. The reason for this is that the base load power plants cannot be switched on and off 
without incurring costs, whereas hydro power plants, based on water stored in reservoirs, can be 
readily switched on to meet the peak demand and switched off when the peak disappears. In the 
Indian context, the base load-generation capacity should be around 50 percent of the total genera-
tion capacity. Anything in excess of this will impose heavy costs on the consumer and pose opera-
tional problems for the grid. During off peak hours, the base load plants are necessarily “backed 
down”, leading to underutilization of the capacity and the consequent costs.  

MahaRashtRa’s electricity NeeD

At present, the installed generation capacity of Maharashtra is 17,500 MW. The bulk of it (85 per-
cent) is base load generation comprising coal-based and other modes of generation. 

The Central Electricity Authority (CEA), which is the highest statutory authority for electricity 
planning in India, has made electricity demand projections for different states, including Maha-
rashtra, up to the year 2021-22 in the 17th Electricity Power Survey (EPS). According to these 
projections, which are usually on the optimistic side, Maharashtra will require 21,954 MW in 
2011-12 and 35,944 MW in 2021-22. If one were to proceed on this basis, the base load generation 
capacity required would be roughly 10,977 MW in 2011-12 and 17,972 MW in 2021-22 at best. 

Maharashtra has already got 14,875 MW of base load generation capacity in place. At best, there-
fore, the state will require only 3,097 MW of base load capacity—that too, only by 2021-22. If at 
all, in the near future, Maharashtra may have to provide some peaking capacity these can be met by 
efficiency improvements referred above, that could cater to both base load adn peak generation. 

On the other hand, in Konkan region, the total coal-based generation capacity that is being planned 
has already touched a staggering 22,093 MW comprising 16,893 MW of coal-based generation and 
6,200 MW of gas-based generation. This excludes Jaithapur, to the extent of 9,900 MW. Clearly, 
the Jaitapur plant is redundant for meeting the electricity needs of Maharashtra even in the long 
run. 

The Planning Commission’s Integrate Energy Policy (IEP) (August, 2006) document has pro-
jected electricity requirements on a very large scale, without fully taking into account the above 
considerations. As a part of these estimates, IEP has projected large capacity additions to nuclear 
power during the next two decades. Considering the inherent technological risks of nuclear pow-
er (apart from its adverse impact on both ecology and livelihoods), the IEP’s projects are highly 
questionable. Even so, it is necessary to quote here an excerpt from the IEP itself on the need for 
imported nuclear reactors. It is as follows: 

“If the import of 6,000MW of LWR reactors does not materialize, the installed nuclear capacity 
by 2031-32 will be 48,000MW instead of 63,000MW. The impact on the various scenarios will, 
however, be marginal and none of the policy conclusions would be affected.” 

Evidently, even the Planning Commission has not anticipated the kind of large-scale import of 
nuclear technology as is being contemplated now. Unfortunately, the government has caved in 
to commercial pressures exerted by foreign reactor manufacturers and committed the country to 
importing such a large number of reactors that are irrelavent to the economy’s needs. 

As a sequel to signing the Indo-US Nuclear deal, India has signed similar deals with France and 
Russia. These deals are largely meant to open up the Indian market to the nuclear manufacturing 
companies in USA, France, and Russia. The aggressive marketing drive launched by these compa-
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nies, with active support from their respective governments, has coaxed Nuclear Power Corpora-
tion of India (NPCIL) to propose a much larger nuclear capacity addition than what even the 
Planning Commission had originally envisaged.  

One should bear in mind that while the financial cost of nuclear power is high, the economic and 
social cost of it is even higher. Many elements of the cost structure cannot be readily quantified. 
For example, the real cost of waste management and its future risks are not known. In addition, 
the cost of radioactive contamination of the areas within the immediate vicinity of a nuclear plant 
and the cost of radiation exposure in the event of an accident are not easily quantifiable. Some of 
these reactors are known to contaminate the sources of ground water and surface water around the 
project site. Such contamination is irreversible. 

Those that support nuclear power often cite the example of France as one country that has gone all 
out to rely largely on it. The operation of Nuclear Power Plants (NPPs)in that country has not been 
as transparent as in the USA. The French nuclear power plants are forced to operate sub-optimally 
in the absence of other power generation facilities required for meeting the peak demand. 

The additional cost burden on this account falls on the French tax-payer. The public opinion in 
favour of nuclear power in France has declined over the years. The Jaithapur project will be no dif-
ferent from this in terms of its costs. 

The Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB) has been constituted under the Atomic Energy 
Act, 1962. It derives its authority from that Act as well as the Environment (Protection) Act, 
1986. However, the AERB has to function under the administrative control of the Depeartment of 
Atomic Energy (DAE) who is mandated to monitor and regulate it. Evidently, the AERB cannot 
function as an independent regulator. 

In view of the close link between the civilian and military uses of atomic energy, the Atomic En-
ergy Act itself has incorporated many clauses that restrict disclosure of information to the public. 
This limits the public accountability of both the DAE and the NPCIL. During the last decade or 
so, the government has recognized the citizen’s right to information as envisaged in Article 19 of 
the Indian Constitution and enacted the Right to Information Act as an instrument for promoting 
good governance. It is, therefore, anachronistic for the restrictive clauses in the Atomic Energy Act 
to continue. 

 

the eNforceMeNt of eNViroNMeNt laws

Enforcement has been lax in the case of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and the various 
rules and regulations issued under it. Usually, the decision to set up a project such as Jaitapur is 
taken first, and land is allotted for it even before the statutory processes under the Act are initiated. 
This makes the project a fait accompli. The guidelines issued by Ministry of Environment and 
Forests (MOEF) in the form of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)Manual in 2001 were 
quite comprehensive and a strict compliance with those guidelines would have helped MOEF in 
assessing the true impact of a given project. For example, the EIAManual states as follows: 

“While verifying the Impacts on ecology delineated in the Impact Assessment statement, the 
reviewer may consider such of the following matters that are relevant to the proposed develop-
ment: 

Primary and secondary impacts, temporary and long-term, unavoidable impacts and risks; syner-
gism; trans boundary effects; possible irreversible changes.” 
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Unfortunately, the EIAconsultants are commissioned by the developers from whom they receive 
their remuneration. As a result, the EIA reports are usually doctored to suit the interests of the 
developer. This report, which should have enabled the public to understand the costs and benefits 
of the rpoject, does not serve its true purpose. Before the public can understand and discuss the 
implications of the project, the public hearing is conducted in haste. It thus becomes a ritual with-
out substance. 

The Union Environment Ministry has issued environment clearance for Jaitapur in great haste to 
time it with the visit of the French President in December, 2010. The fact that the clearance itself is 
subject to thirty odd conditions is sufficient proof to show how incomplete it is. Essential require-
ments such as the radioactive risks and the possibility of the occurrence of an accident and its im-
pact on the people and the environment have been ignored by MOEF while giving its clearance. 

JaitaPur electric Power ProJect  
iN the reGioNal coNtext 

In addition to Jaitapur, another 16,893 MW of new capacity of coal-based power generation and 
6,200 MW of gas-based generation are coming up in the ecologically fragile Konkan area. There 
are three bauxite mines also being taken up for exploitation. These projects are going to contami-
nate Konkan with toxic pollutants. None of the EIA reports have brought out the cumulative envi-
ronmental impact of all these projects taken together. 

In particular, coal-based power plants are known to contaminate the surroundings with uranium 
and thorium-based radioactive isotopes harmful to public health. This aspect has not been evalu-
ated properly. No EIA report has ever made a mention of this. Unless MOEF considers the cu-
mulative impact of all such industries, the existing format of EIAbecomes meaningless. MOEF’s 
clearance for Jaithapur stands vitiated from this point of view. 

PrecautioNary PriNciPle 

The Precautionary Principle is widely accepted by the courts all over the world (APPCB vs Prof. 
M.V. Naidu, AIR 1999 SC 812). If there is any iota of apprehension that a given project is likely to 
violate the law of the land or cause pollution and public health implications, the burden of proving 
that no such statutory violation has taken place or no such pollution would arise squarely rests on 
the government—not on the affected people. In most cases today, the burden is unfairly shifted to 
the people. The Jaitapur case is typical of how the government has ignored the obligation cast on it 
by Article 48Aof the Indian Constitution and the laws made in pursuance of that article. 

 

NeeD for oPeNNess iN coMMuNicatioN with the Public

From the point of view of good governance, AERB/NPC should take the public into confidence 
in dealing with the hidden risks of nuclear technology and communicate with the stakeholders to 
their satisfaction. For example, the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has stated this 
requirement unambiguously as follows: 
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PriNciPles of GooD reGulatioN

In 1977, the NRC issued a document entitled “Principles of Good Regulation,” that has guided 
the agency In conducting its regulatory activities. One of these principles, openness, states that 
“nuclear regulation is the public’s business, and it must be transacted publicly and candidly. 

The public must be informed about and have the opportunity to participate in the regulatory pro-
cesses as required by law. Open channels of communication must be maintained with Congress, 
other government agencies, licensees, and the public, as well as with the international nuclear com-
munity.” 

The Report of the Public Communication Task Force of NRC has clarified the need for adequate 
communication channels with the public as follows:“Efforts to enhance public confidence can be 
achieved through regular involvement of the affected parties. 

The NRC has an obligation to be factual and communicate its role to all of its stakeholders.This 
requires a well-trained staff, practiced in good communication skills, and given adequate resources 
and time to effectively design, prepare for, and carry out communications tasks. In addition, the 
NRC needs to engage the media and the public more fully to educate them both on NRC’s mission, 
roles, and responsibilities relative to nuclear safety. As NRC moves away from a decide-announce-
defend strategy, the agency should consider the communications implications of its regulatory 
decisions before they are made.” 

The nuclear establishment in India could learn from this a great deal. What has happened at 
Jaithapur shows how NPC has consistently kept many aspects of the risks involved in the project 
from the public eye. 

 

safety of Nuclear Power

The risks of a nuclear power facility are widely known. Chernobyl has demonstrated that: 

(i)  There is a finite probability of occurrence of an accident in a nuclear power plant 

(ii)  The consequences of such an accident can be enormous, extensive, and even inter-genera-
tional. 

Till today, the radioactive dust in and around Chernobyl has not settled down, causing continued 
risk to public health in Russia and some other adjacent countries. 

Out of 104 US NPPs, 27 are known to have contaminated both neighbouring ground water and 
surface water bodies with radioactive tritium. The various incidents of tritium contamination in 
the US have been documented by the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). In the case of 
the French reactors to be installed at Jaitapur, similar risks exist. 

Apart from this, the history of nuclear power plants the world over shows occasional occurrences 
of leakage of radioactive material and the consequent exposure of both the NPPworkers and the 
public to radioactivity. 

In addition to the consequences of an accident and its impact on the surrounding population ex-
tending over a large area (e.g., the Chernobyl experience), instances of leakage of radioactive ma-
terial into the surrounding land, water, and air have been documented both in scientific literature 
and by the regulatory agencies the world over. 
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the JaitaPur site

Usually, NPPs should not be set up in heavily populated areas in view of the risks involved. It is 
doubtful whether alternate sites have been considered by the NPC before selecting Jaitapur. Ac-
cording to the Seismic Zone Map of India, Jaitapur falls within Zone IV (high seismicity). This is 
corroborated by the Earthquake Hazard Zoning of India, which describes this area as High Dam-
age Risk Zone. The probability of occurrence of a seismic event is thus high in and around Jatapur. 
Aquake-triggered accident in the NPPproposed to be set up there is quite likely. 

freNch Nuclear Power reactors 

The French company, Areva, is expected to supply six 1,650 MW power reactors for Jaitapur. 
world!These are evidently the new European Pressurised Water Reactors (EPRs) that Areva is 
presently manufacturing. Probably, Jaitapur will become yet another testing ground for these reac-
tors, as Areva is yet to demonstrate the actual operation of an EPR reactor anywhere in the The 
Greens-European Free Alliance (EFA) Group in the European Parliament has commissioned My-
cle Schneider to examine the status of the French nuclear power industry. The outcome of this was 
the report “Nuclear Power in France: Beyond the myth” submitted in December, 2008. The report 
dealt with EPRs at length. Its findings cause concern. 

As of now, four EPRs are under construction: two in France and Finland and two more in China. 
France proposes to set up another EPR. There are proposals for setting up two EPRs in the USA, 
one in the United Kingdom (UK), four in Italy and two (initially) in India at Jaitapur. The USA 
and the UK are presently in the process of assessing the safety aspects of the design of EPR; it is 
doubtful whether EPRs will take off in these two countries. 

In the case of the units in Finland and France, there have been enormous delays in construction, 
huge cost verruns, and major safety concerns. The cost of one EPR of 1,650 MW in Finland is 
now expected to be euro 6.4 billion (Rs. 24 crores/MW). In November, 2009, the nuclear power 
regulatory authorities of France, Finland, and the UK written to Areva about their safety concerns 
over the EPR design. 

1. As per the Central Electrical Authority’s (CEA) 17 EPS projections, there is no case for adding 
any base load generation capacity for Maharashtra during the next decade or so. The Jaithapur 
nuclear plant, being a base load plant, is therefore totally redundant. .If the thrust of electricity 
planning is shifted in favour of efficiency improvements and renewable energy sources, the 
requirements for electricity will decrease significantly. Maharashtra should invest in its trans-
mission and distribution systems to reduce losses and enhance the reliability of supply. The 
Jaitapur NPP will only render electricity highly expensive for consumers in Maharashtra 

2. Nuclear power has several inherent risks for the surrounding population. Radioactive leakages 
are known to   occur even in carefully maintained nuclear power plants. Such leakages can con-
taminate water bodies and  affect people’s health. The risks associated with a likely accident are 
going to be immense. There has been no transparency on this in the communication between 
NPCILand the local people. Further, the Precautionary Principle places the burden in this 
regard on the government and its agencies rather than on the people. 

3. In particular, since the AERB in India is not an independent regulator, public confidence in the 
institution cannot be expected to be high. 

4. The MOEF’s environment clearance is meaningless as it is conditional; it is not based on a 
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cumulative impact  assessment for the region. It is based on an impact assessment process that 
is not fully compliant with MOEF’s  own Manual of 2001. It is a fit case to be contested before 
the newly created Green Tribunal established in  October 2010. 

5. The EPRs being proposed for Jaitapur do not inspire confidence about their safety. India is 
unwittingly offering  itself as a guinea pig for experimentation with such untested reactors. The 
people of Konkan are sure to be affected by this experimentation. 

Post scriPt

The apprehensions about the safety of nuclear power technology that were expressed as part of 
this paper have been corroborated by the horrific nuclear disaster that took place at Fukushima in 
Japan on the 11 of March, 2011—Japan will take years to clean up the radioactive contamination 
all around the Fukushima Daiichi plant and take decades to decommission the plant or cover it 
up with a sarcophagus as is being done in the case of Chernobyl. Following this latest disaster, a 
number of countries led by Germany have already announced an embargo on nuclear power. Even 
in France—an ostensibly pro-nuclear economy—the accident that occurred at Marcoule, which 
resulted in loss of life and radiation exposure of workers, has raised serious doubts in the minds of 
the French people. In August this year, there was a radiation leak at the Kakarpar nuclear power 
plant in Gujarat and four workers were exposed to it. This incident would not have not have been 
made public had not the workers approached the local district collector for compensation and 
relief. The DAE and NPCIL, despite the assurances given by the Prime Minister of India (who 
heads the DAE), function in secrecy. The safety audits carried out in the case of the existing nuclear 
power plants in India and the action taken thereon continue to be kept from public knowledge for 
reasons best known to the NPCIL. 

Jaitapur and most other nuclear plant locations are close to the western and eastern seaboards 
where there is tectonic movement that can trigger seismic events any time and of any magnitude. 
The gaps in the knowledge in this area are so wide that it is difficult for anyone to make an averment 
that a given site is safe. Added to this are the uncertainties in the possibility of accidents occurring 
at the power plants on account of human and mechanical failures. Whatever be the probability 
of an accident, the outcome of a nuclear accident can be enormous.Wiser after the Fukushima 
disaster, the villagers living in the vicinity of the Koondakulam nuclear power plant are now agitat-
ing against allowing the plant to operate. The government should, therefore, review the decisions 
taken about Jaitapur and announce a total freeze on the project activity till all concerns are fully 
looked into by independent experts in consultation with the civil society. 

Dr. E.A.S. Sarma, a Phd. in nuclear physics, was formerly the Secretary in the Ministry of Power of 
the Government of India and Adviser (Energy) in the Planning Commission. Presently, he is the 
convener of Forum for Better Visakha—a civil society forum engaged in campaigning for Right to 
Information Act. 
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V. t. PaDMNabhaN

Scientists and politicians who designed and created the atomic com-
plexes in Fukushima, Japan; Tarapur, India; as well as elsewhere 
were dreamers who sincerely wanted to raise the standard of living 
of their people by generating nuclear electricity, which was, at the 

time, thought to be too cheap to meter. Fission technology was invented in 
the weapon factories of the Manhattan Project in USAin December 1942. 
During the past seven decades, there have been close to a dozen major re-
actor accidents in nuclear submarines and at commercial power stations. 
Studies by epidemiologists, radiobiologists, and nano-toxicologists during 
the last five decades reveal that the health hazards of ionizing radiation are 
several magnitudes higher than the old estimates. Besides, the earth’s system 
is also undergoing dramatic changes. These new insights demand a fresh 
look at the safety of the existing and the proposed nuclear power plants. 
The mid-twentieth century nuclear dreams have already gone sour and may 
become nightmares for our children. The nuclear agenda needs to be reas-
sessed nationally as well as globally. 

 

recaP of the fuKushiMa Nuclear Disaster 
March 11, 2011, 2.46 PM

The Tohoku Chihou Taiheiyo Oki earthquake occurred in the sea, 200 km 
east of the Fukushima Prefecture in North East Japan. The 9.2 magnitude 
quake was followed by a tsunami with a wave height of 15to 24 meters. The 
quake had en energy yield equal to 480 million tons of TNT, which was 30 
times that of the Hiroshima bomb. The tsunami poured approximately 678 
cubic km of sea water into the island and impinged the 6 meter high protec-
tive walls of the Fukushima Daiichhi nuclear complex that housed six reac-
tors and their spent fuel pools. At the time, there were 6415 people—5,500 
of them were contract workers—inside the complex. Three of the reactors 
were operational while the remaining three were shut down for refueling 
and maintenance. 
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The designers of the Fukushima complex were aware of the seismic history of the island and they 
had taken abundant precaution against an earthquake and tsunami. 

According to M. Ragheb (2011), “Official records dating back to 1600 CE inspired the determin-
istic or mechanistic safety analysis design of the plant to withstand the strongest earthquake at 8.6 
magnitude.The 1960 Chilean earthquake (magnitude 9.5) and the subsequent tsunami waves of 
3.3 meter height was used as the reference point for seismic and tsunami resistance.” No other hu-
man venture could be as cautious and caring. However, the 2011 earthquake was twice as powerful 
as the Chilean earthquake, while the tsunami waves were more than three times higher than what 
was given in the blue print of the disaster plan. 

The three operating reactors were shut down immediately after the earthquake. Atransformer that 
supplied electricity to the complex located 10 km away tripped during the earthquake; however, 
it was restored in fifty minutes. In total, there were thirteen diesel generators, eight of them in the 
flooded basement. The generators and the DC battery backups did not function. The nuclear cam-
pus suffered a station black out.  

Unlike a coal-fired thermal power station, a nuclear reactor core will generate heat from the radio-
active decay of fission products even during the shutdown mode. Immediately after the shut down, 
the core will generate seven percent of its design heat energy. For a 1000 MW(e) reactor, that is 
equivalent to 210 MW of thermal energy. Within five hours of the Fukushima shut down, the 
temperature inside the core of reactor number 1 rose to 2800 degree Celcius, which was about 10 
times its operational temperature. This caused an unusually high build up of hydrogen inside the 
reactor. Part of the gas moved through a common pipe to the reactor number 4 that was shut down 
for maintenance. Subsequently, all four reactors experienced explosions and meltdowns.  

The failure of the diesel generators and the batteries at 3.41 PM had sealed the fate of the reac-
tors. The operators notified the crisis only 55 minutes later at 4.36 PM. A nuclear emergency was 
declared at 7.30 PM. People living within 20 km radius of the plant were ordered to evacuate as 
radionuclides had already invaded their living spaces. (These people are still living in temporary 
shelters. More people are waiting to be evacuated as radiation is building up beyond the existing 
evacuation zone.) 

Commenting on the Fukushima catastrophe, Michio Kaku, a well-known physicist and popular 
science writer, observed that the cause of the disaster was grid failure and not the tsunami per 
se. He also warned that the grid could have failed for other reasons as well and many of the 445 
nuclear power plants and their spent fuel pools could experience a similar fate. 

As of November 2011, the final balance sheet of the Daiichi disaster is not yet prepared. The di-
saster still continues as all the reactors and spent fuel pools have suffered structural damage and 
are continually leaking. These structures will be sealed, hopefully, by 2022, approximately 11 years 
from now. The total radioactive burden to the environment from Fukushima so far is equal to ten 
Chernobyls. 100,000 people who were living within a radius of 20 km of the Fukushima nuclear 
complex are now in camps. As contamination spreads, the evacuation area will be extended to 
30 km. 42,000 children in the age groups 4–14 years go to schools wearing radiation dosimeters, 
which are usually worn by radiation workers and military men participating in atomic bomb tests. 

the cherNobyl exPlosioN –aPril 26, 1986

The Fukushima Daiichi disaster is known as Chernobyl on Steroids. The nuclear disaster of April 
26, 1986 in Ukraine had dispersed about a 100 kgs of fission products such as cesium, strontium, 
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and iodine into the earth’s atmosphere. Within a couple of hours of the accident, 150,000 people 
were evacuated from their homes. 

The estimated release of radioactivity from Chernobyl was 1.5E + 19 Becquerel (Bq—a measure 
of radioactivity = one nuclear disintegration per second.). 90 percent of this consisted of short-
lived radionuclides with half lives of less than one year. Important from an environmental health 
perspective are radioisotopes like carbon14 (half life 5730 90 137 137 years), strontium (half life 
29 years), and cesium (half life 30 years). Total cesium from Chernobyl was 7.52E +16 Bq. Cesium 
being chemically similar to potassium, plants and planktons absorb this from soil and water. The 
element thus moves up in the food chain. In animals and humans, cesium is stored in muscles and 
almost all organs. Cesium also travels forward to the next generation through sperms and ova. 
Farming and trading of grains and meat in areas with high contamination levels in large areas of 
Europe are still under restrictions. The Sami, an native tribe, who depend on reindeer meat, are 
among the worst affected.  

All of us—the entire biosphere, land, ice sheets, glaciers, and oceans—are carrying the signature 
of that accident. A million square kilometers of land in Europe has been contaminated with toxic 
fission nanoparticles. In Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia, 10,000 sq km of land—16 times the area of 
Greater Mumbai—has been fenced off from all human activities. This land will remain uninhabit-
able and uncultivable for the next 300 years. According to the United Nation’s Scientific Commit-
tee on Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR) (2011), the radiation dose to the public from 
the operation of a 1000 MW(e) nuclear power plant is 0.4 sievert (Sv or 40 rems) a year. The dose 
from cesium released from the Chernobyl reactor amongst the entire population of the Northern 
Hemisphere is 600,000 Sv, one and a half million times the annual operational dose. A report by 
Yablokov, Nesterenko, and Nesterenko and edited and published by the New York Academy of 
Sciences shows that 950,000 people from Eastern Europe died due radiation from the accident up 
until 2005. The toll from other countries has not been estimated. 

The Chernobyl reactor complex has been covered by a steal and concrete structure—known as a 
sarcophagus—in order to avoid further radiation releases. The sarcophagus is now leaking, mak-
ing it necessary for a new structure to be erected by 2015. Ukraine does not have money for this. 
The International Atomic Energy Agency has appealed to the European Union to support this 
project. 

 

MaiN uNresolVeD safety issues of Nuclear fissioN

Seventy-two years after Elizabeth Meitner observed the fission of Uranium atoms in a Berlin labo-
ratory, and 69 years after the first nuclear pile erected by Enrico Fermi went critical in the Manhat-
tan Project laboratory, humankind and the eco-system of the planet have had to grapple with more 
than a thousand fission reactors and over 250,000 tons of highly radioactive spent fuel. Over seven 
decades of research and 10,000 reactor years later, the health, ecological, and economic costs of 
fission technology now appear to be unmanageable. These are some of the major issues: 

•	 The generation cost has skyrocketed as a series of major accidents have necessitated expensive 
design modifications for prevention of accidents. 

•	 Studies by epidemiologists, nano-toxicologists, and radiobiologists reveal that the biological 
effects of ionizing radiation are higher than the half-century old estimates by several orders of 
magnitude. 

Frequencies of natural calamities like earthquakes, tsunamis, floods, droughts, and cyclones have 
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increased significantly during the past couple of decades. 

Global warming and climate change is expected to cause a reduction in availability of water. Water 
is required not only for generating electricity but also for preventing catastrophic accidents of the 
reactors and the spent fuel pools. 

Once in a century, space weather anomalies like solar flares, coronal mass ejection, and solar pro-
ton	events	are	projected	to	knock	down	the	national	electricity	grids	for	months	and	years.	•	Pro-
liferation of acts of terrorism and the sophistication of the weaponry of the non-state actors. 

 

iMPact of NatuRal calaMities oN Nuclear safety

The rate of natural calamities like floods, droughts, wild fires, earthquakes, tsunamis, and hurri-
canes has registered a steep and significant increase during the past couple of decades. Some of 
these have been attributed to global warming. We will look at two of the more serious natural 
calamities. The first one is the occurrence of earthquakes and the second one is the occurrence of 
spacequakes. The former is fairly well known. However, spacequakes is a 

The United States Geological Services (USGS) has the largest global database on earthquakes. The 
following analysis is based on information obtained from the USGS database. There were 21,503 
earthquakes measuring 5.0 magnitude and above on the Richter scale during 2000–2011. The 
events per day was 3.96 times during 2000–2004, 5.47 times during 2005–2009, 5.89 times during 
2010, and 7.46 times during the current year, this being 2011. The incidence has almost doubled 
in 11 years. 
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NuMber of earthquaKes worlDwiDe betweeN 2000–2011
(as on october 13, 2011)

(Located by the US Geological Survey National Earthquake Information Center)

Magnitude 2000–04 2005–09 2010 2011* 
8.0 to 9.9 5 8 1 1 
7.0 to 7.9 675 772 150 160 
6.0 to 6.9 750 841 173 177 
5.0 to 5.9 6487 9143 1983 1949 
>4.9 7237 9984 2156 2126 
Events per day 3.96 5.47 5.89 7.46

* Till October 13, 2011 

Source: United States Geological Survey (USGS). (2011). Earthquake facts and statistics. Retrieved on 
October 13, 2011; http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/eqarchives/year/eqstats.php 

earthquakes with Magnitude of 5.0 and above—events Per year in the twentieth century

Source: United States Geological Survey (USGS). (2011). Earthquake facts and statistics. Retrieved on 
October 13, 2011; http://earthquake.usgs.gov/earthquakes/eqarchives/year/eqstats.php 
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There were sixteen large earthquakes with magnitude above 8.0 during 2000–2011. Of these, four 
events occurred during the first half of the twentieth century, seven during the second half, and five 
during 2000–2011. The incidence per year is 0.08, 0.14, and 0.45 respectively—indicating a five 
and a half time increase between 2000 and 2001. The data for 1900–1999 also shows a doubling of 
all earthquakes above 5.9 on the Richter scale during the last century. 

The reasons for the increase in earthquakes are not precisely known. In 1989, Gary T. Whiteford, 
Professor of Geography at the University of New Brunswick in Canada, presented the most ex-
haustive study yet on the correlation between nuclear testing and earthquakes at the Second An-
nual Conference on the United Nations and World Peace in Seattle, Washington (Earthquakes and 
Nuclear Testing: Dangerous Patterns and Trends, ). 

Whiteford studied all earthquakes of more than 5.8 magnitude (measured on the Richter scale) 
between 1900–1958 and found that the incidence more than doubled during 1950–1988. He at-
tributed this to the nuclear weapon testing. The connection was dismissed by the US military. This 
dangerous phenomenon has not been analyzed. Whatever the cause, the earth is quaking more 
frequently than in the recent past. This has serious implication to potentially dangerous technolo-
gies including nuclear power. 

While earthquakes are well known, spacequakes, which is a lesser-known phenomenon, is now 
the source of concern among space scientists and nuclear safety establishments. It has been known 
for long that the earth is bombarded by radioactive, subatomic particles from the sun and stars 
from other galaxies. Most of these particles are blocked or deflected by the earth’s magnetosphere. 
An estimated one million tons of particles arrive on earth in a normal year. Similar to a one-in-a-
century flood, there are abnormal eruptions. In the biggest-ever solar event during the last 500 
years, the solar flare of 1859 ejected more than ten billion tons of plasma within a few hours. This 
caused a geomagnetic storm on earth. All the telegraph lines were disrupted across the globe in 
September 1859. This event was also recorded by the magnetograph at the Geomagentic Observa-
tory at Colaba, Mumbai. 

The next major eruption occurred in 1921. Solar events of smaller magnitudes have happened sev-
eral times during the last half a century. Of these, the most well-documented one is the 1989 Que-
bec event. This smaller geomagnetic storm damaged several high-voltage transformers in North 
America. In Canada alone, 5 million people were rendered “powerless” for nine hours. The same 
super storm also damaged a transformer at the Salem Nuclear Power Plant in New Jersey. The sci-
entific keyword space weather was coined in 1990 a year after this event. 

There are 996 satellites orbiting the earth today. These serve almost all the sectors of modern hu-
man lives such as business, entertainment, science, research, weather, and military services. There 
have been several small solar eruptions in the past causing radio black out and destruction or dam-
age or loss of orientation of satellites. 

Space science establishments like NASA, European Space Agency, as well as the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA) have been tracking the sun with the aid of more than two 
dozen satellites for over two decades. These agencies predict that a super solar storm, a one-in-a-
century type, can hit our planet during the solar cycle number 24. The twenty-fourth cycle began 
in 2009 and ended in 2010—the peak solar activities will occur in 2012–2013. Solar storms can 
happen any time during the cycle, but there is higher risk during the solar peak. 

In 2008, the United States National Academy of Sciences (USNAS) published the deliberations 
of an expert committee consisting of scientists from NASA, NOAA, the military, and the utilities. 
Among the conclusions they came to form are that a super storm as big as that of the 1921- or 
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1849-type event can cause widespread irreparable damage to the electricity grid throughout the 
earth. The lead-time for replacement of the transformers weighing more than 100 tons is about 
one year. In the US alone, this will interrupt the power supply in more than three-fourth of the 
regions. Most of that nation’s 104 nuclear power reactors are located in the region likely to be hit 
by the power outage. 

The US Nuclear Regulatory Commission is now considering a private petition seeking additional 
backup arrangements for pumping the coolant water to the reactor cores and the spent fuel pools 
in the event of a prolonged station black out (Foundation for Resilient Societies, n.d.). The exist-
ing back up is adequate for operating the pumps for a maximum of two weeks. Since prolonged 
disruption of the grid will hit the supply chain, the reactors and the spent fuel pools will heat up 
and explode once the supply or diesel exhausts itself. The petitioners are requesting to install wind 
and solar energy systems that will not need constant provision of fuel and human presence. 

Each nuclear power station will require about 10 to 20 KV of electricity to run its safety-related 
pumps and equipments. Setting up alternative power sources are economically and ecologically 
viable. The proposed reactors at Jaitapur and the ready-to-be commissioned ones at Kudankulam 
pose an additional risk. The source of coolant for these reactors will be the desalination plants, 
which will purify sea water. 

These plants are highly electricity intensive. A 1000 MW(e) reactor and its spent fuel pool will 
require about 10 million liters of water a day. A station will have the reserve for about three to four 
days. Water will have to be transported using about 1000 tanker trucks daily. 

coNcluDiNG reMarKs

Natural disasters will impact all aspects of our lives. The effects on nuclear power stations and the 
spent fuel pools are several orders of magnitude higher than other technological infrastructures. 
Thousands of square kilometers of our land will be lost forever due to radiological contamination, 
as has been experienced in Chernobyl. The March 2011 events in Japan affected more than 22,000 
structures. Those damages will have a lasting impact on ecology and human life. Anuclear catastro-
phe is beyond space and time.

Dr. V.T. Padmanbhan is a principal investigator of epidemiological study of genetic effects among 
people exposed high natural background radiation and normal radiation in coastal villages of Kol-
lam and Alapuzha villages of Kerala, India; he reviewed the health studies on genetic and somatic 
effects of ionizing radiation in people exposed to bomb radiation in Hirtoshima-Nagasaki; par-
ticipated in the study of health effects in children born to people exposed to MIC gases in Bhopal 
accident in 1984. He has done a number of studies on occupational health hazards and environ-
mental radiological burden in Indian Rare Earths (IREL), Eloor, Madras Atomic Power Station 
(MAPS). His current area of research is on space weather anomalies and their impacts of nuclear 
power plants and spent fuel pools. 

Organisational Affliations: Member of the scientific panel appointed by Peoples Movement Against 
Nuclear Energy, leading the struggle against the Kudankulam Nuclear Power Plant (KKNPP), 
Tirunelveli, Tamil Nadu; Member European Committee on Radiation Risk, Brussels; Founder 
Member, No Nuke Asia Forum; Member, Oversight Committee on Health Effects of Ionizing Ra-
diation of the Organic Consumers Association, USA.
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Dr. V. PuGazheNDhi 

Respected jury and beloved audience; first of all I should express 
my heartfelt thanks to the organizers for inviting me to relate my 
experiences about the effects of the Kalpakkam Nuclear Power 
Plant on the employees and the people living around the plant. 

In particular, I shall talk about the health impact this power plant has had. 

Before speaking about the effects of the Kalpakkam nuclear plant on its em-
ployees and the people living around, let me begin with some of the basics 
of low-level radiation and health. To fully understand how radiation causes 
damage to the human body, one needs to be familiar with different aspects 
of radiation. 

The first, and perhaps the most important point as far as radiation and 
health is concerned is that there is no safe-dose of radiation, and this is key 
in differentiating radiation from other chemicals that cause bodily damage. 
Scientists state this fact in all scientific forums such as the ICRP, IAEA, 
UNSCEAR, and BEIR. All the major scientific institutions in the world 
agree, unanimously, that there is no safe-dose of radiation. 

Secondly, in the year 2005, it was officially acknowledged that x-rays, gam-
ma-rays, and neutrons can cause cancer. Prior to 2005, there was contro-
versy; nonetheless, in 2005 it was officially acknowledged that x-rays, gam-
ma-rays and neutrons can cause cancer.Carcinogenic potential of an x-ray is 
much more than the carcinogenic potential of an atomic bomb. While it is 
a fascinating scientific fact, common people are not aware of it. While this 
is fascinating, it is also explainable. I repeat that the cancer-causing effect of 
x-rays is much more than the cancer-causing effects of atomic bombs. The 
key to this explanation is to understand how cancer develops in the body. 

They say that cancer is caused by undetected, minute, small damages that 
take place in the DNA at two different places. In the case of atomic bombs, 
the higher radiation causes detectable damage in the human body, and so, 
the body senses it and kills the cells. This is called apoptosis where the oc-
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currence of cancer is prevented. On the other hand, an x-ray causes minute, undetected, small 
damages in the DNAat two different places, and so, the cell becomes cancerous. Understanding 
this point is important because even a very small amount of radiation is harmful. Another fact to 
consider is the the disposal of nuclear waste. We currently do not have any technology by which we 
can safely dispose of nuclear waste. When the Americans first started dumping nuclear waste, they 
did so near the Native American populations. Interestingly, no word for dangerous or hazardous 
actually exists in the Native American language. 

When the nuclear conglomerates were questioned about why they were dumping waste at these 
sites, the only answer given was that people shouldn’t worry and that it would be taken care of. 
However, the same conglomerates had no answer when the people asked them why they were 
dumping the waste there instead of their own backyards. 

The effects of radiation have long durations. Plutonium 239, which is the material for bomb-
making, has a half life 24 thousand years. Iodine 129 has a half life of 1.7 million years. These 
compounds are literally indestructible. Back in the 1990s, in Tarapur, scientists had measured the 
amount of radiation in the marine algae and had found that the level of iodine 129 was 740 times 
more than normal. One would question the problem of iodine present in algae. In effect, algae will 
be eaten by fish and fish will be eaten by human beings. The entire food chain is affected, thereby 
effecting human health. The truth remains that nothing can be done about it. This radiation will 
last for twenty-four thousand years. Future generations will pay the price for the mistakes we make 
today. 

The truth remains that we have, till today, still not completely understood the mechanism of radia-
tion damage in the human body. For example, very recently, all the scientific bodies working on 
radiation had accepted the phenomenon as a bystander effect, which means that radiation travels 
in a straight line and whatever is not there in the path of the radiation can also be affected. 

For instance, some cells or tissue may not be on the path traveled by the radiation; however, it can 
still be affected. Since cells communicate with each other, they exchange chemicals, so the effect 
in one cell can be passed on to the other cell—also known as the bystander effect. This is a recent 
discovery, approximately 5-8 years ago this phenomenon was analyzed and was accepted. 

Moving onto Kalpakkam and the radiation effects on the employees and people living around the 
Kalpakkam Nuclear Power Plant. It usually happens that whenever a nuclear plant is constructed 
they will always say that nuclear plants are safe, people will not have medical problems, and so on. 
Now, I have a clinic which is very close to the Kalpakkam power plant. When I initially started 
reporting that there were some problems like birth defects, which could possibly be because of 
radiation, the department people called me to discuss the situation. During this discussion they 
stated that that I needed to be scientific. One has to understand what is scientific. For instance, 
a medical journal should state or medical people should acknowledge that a particular disease 
is caused by low-level radiation and the problem should be more prevalent near the reactor and 
less as you move away from the reactor. They told me that if and when I had scientific data I could 
present it and accordingly they would respond; they had no problem. However, if the date was not 
scientific and I was simply causing panic amongst the public, then they threatened to take action 
against me. At that point, I simply responded by stating that the same logic should apply to them as 
well. I told them that they were acting like a TADA court. They too had not conducted any studies 
to demonstrate that there were no effects on the people living around as well as on the employees. 
They too had not done any studies nor presented any data. The IAEA norms very clearly state that 
safety is the responsibility of the department. 
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My first scientific study was presented in 2003, where I demonstrated very clearly that the death 
rate because of multiple myeloma—a bone marrow cancer—was statistically significant amongst 
employees and their wards. Now, they had to listen to me because I had “scientific” data. 

This was presented before BARC. Nonetheless, they denied these findings, including the death of 
three people who died of multiply myeloma within a span of one and a half years, which was highly 
statistically significant. In addition, they also denied that one person, of these three, was not an 
employee, and therefore, they refused to comment on her. As far as the other two employees were 
concerned, whatever dosages they had received were well within theAERBlimits. This is what they 
had to say

 

iN fact, haD seVeRal PoiNts to  
MaKe of their DeNial of the Data

1) Firstly, they should have denied that these people have not died of multiple myeloma, you have 
not denied which means that you have not contested the data. 

2)They did not state that medical textbooks or researches say there is no link between low-level 
radiation from the nuclear power plant and this disease. However, I had said very conclusively and 
clearly that multiple myeloma can be caused by low-level radiation. 

3)They did not clearly state that the data presented was not statistically significant. 

4)In countries like the U.S. and Japan, there are specific compensatory laws for multiple myeloma, 
specifically Energy Employees Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act. There is a special 
act in the U.S., which was passed in October 30, 2000 by the then President Bill Clinton. By the 
existence of this very act, is it not clear that multiple myeloma is caused by low-level radiation? 
However, they were absolutely silent on this act. 

5)They had spoken to us only of the external doses; they did not talk of any internal contamina-
tion. And so, I asked if they had measured any internal contamination among the people. But, they 
hadn’t. Even in whatever amounts of external dosages affected people received, when asked if we 
the right to cross-check; there was no response. 

As per the Right to Information Act, we asked about how many people died of multiple myeloma 
or how many were affected by the cancer. They did give us some data, including thyroid cancer 
deaths. However, they were absolutely silent on multiple myeloma. So, even the RTI act didn’t 
work. 

I have not conducted a house-to-house survey as far are multiple myeloma is concerned, I ac-
cidentally came across some cases and I could say that it is statistically significant. However, if I 
were to do a house-to-house survey, there would most certainly be more cases. But, I was denied 
permission to do so.  Let me go on to another study that I had done, which is the Effect of Atomic 
Radiation in Kalpakkam on the Surrounding People. In 2007, I conducted a study where I came 
across a specific disease among fisherfolk women in the reproductive age group called autoim-
mune thyroid. This disease is caused by iodine131. which is a waste product of nuclear power 
plants. This is medically acknowledged and iodine131 causes thyroid cancer, a fact which is well 
known in the medical circles. In the 2007 study, I demonstrated that the fisherfolk women in the 
surrounding area suffered from this particular thyroid disease, also known as autoimmune thyroid 
disease, which can be confirmed by a blood test called antimicrosomal antibody test. This was 
statistically significant. 
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I took into account three populations: the first one was the fisherfolk women who lived within 
the 5 kilometers zone of the nuclear power plant, the second was the fisherfolk women who lived 
in the 40 kilometers zone, and the third was fisherfolk women who lived in 450 kilometers zone. 
I found that the incidence of autoimmune thyroid disease was statistically significant in the year 
2007. I have released another report that thyroid cancer deaths in a village called Sadras, which is 
within the 5 kilometers zone of the nuclear power plant, was found to be statistically significant in 
the year 2010. This paper was published in a popular Tamil magazine. 

Dr. V. Pugazhendhi is a general medical practioner who has been practicing near the Kalpakakkam 
plant for the last 20 years. During the course of his practice, he began noticing high levels of cancer 
as well as endocrine and other radiation-linked diseases. 

This lead him to conduct a series of epidemiological studies, which statistically proved the link 
between low-level radiation from the Kalpakkam Nuclear Power Plant and the rise in multiple 
myeloma as well as autoimmune cancer in the employees and communities living within 5 kms of 
the plant site. 
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Dr. ViVeK MoNteiro

Greetings to everyone present here today. Before I speak to you in 
depth about nuclear power, I would like to state some scientific 
points containing some numbers and calculations. 

The first thing to think about is how much electricity do we re-
ally need? The government is trying to push for the setting up of the Jaitapur 
Nuclear Power Plant using load shedding in Maharashtra as a reason. 

Load shedding takes place for almost 12 to 16 hours a day in villages and small 
towns. I appeared before the MERC in a hearing related to this topic. I asked if 
we could have the same level of load shedding all over Maharashtra, inclusive 
of Mumbai and Pune. If this was the case, we could then reduce the hours of 
load shedding from 12 hours to 4 to 5 hours. Ideally, Mumbai and Pune should 
share in the load shedding. Equitable distribution of electricity can reduce load 
shedding. 

MERC member, Mr. Deo, explained that this was not possible as it was not 
permitted under the existing electricity acts and laws. However, aren’t we the 
people who created these laws? If this proposal does not fit then the laws need 
to be amended. 

Laws have to be made or amended keeping in mind the desired outcomes for 
the public. This is a matter for both politics and science. If we take an average, 
middle-class family with all the appliances like a TV, refridgerator, fans, com-
puter, as well as the Internet, with prudent use, 150 units per month would suf-
fice. Considering this logic, we can calculate the requirement of power for the 
whole of Maharashtra, which has 2 crore families, at 150 units per month per 
family. If we multiply this by a factor of 4 to get the total power requirement, 
including industry and agriculture, we find that the existing generation is suf-
ficient for this. But, why is there a shortfall then? 

Needless to say that there are certain families who use more than 150 units per 
month. There is one particular family in Mumbai to whom the public electricity 
distributors supply electricity costing Rs. 70,00,000 lakhs per month. I refer to 
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the family of Shri Mukesh Ambani. He has a twenty-seven-floor apartment building. About 1 MW 
of power is consumed by this single family. Suppose there were to be 15,000 persons like this in 
Maharashtra, it would be impossible to supply power to any other house in this state because the 
entire power production of the state is about 15,000 MW power. We need to think of more rational 
and equitable methods of distribution of electricity and this is the key to addressing the so-called 
shortage of power. We need to cap the amount of public electricity supplied to each family at 150 
units. Over and above that, people can use generators if they need extra power. 

We have one scientist, former Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) chairman, Dr. Anil Kakodkar, 
who states that in the future we will need 5000 units of power per person per year. Yet another 
scientist, Professor Sukhatme, former IIT director and former chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Regulatory Board (AERB), in a lecture at IIT, Powai, stated that we are currently using 700 units 
per person per year. In addition, he stated that if we want to fulfill our basic needs then we have to 
enhance electricity production to meet a consumption of 2000 units per person in future. These 
are two chief ’s of the AEC and the AERB respectively; however, both have different views, and 
both cannot be correct. Therefore, who is right, Dr. Kakodkar or Dr. Sukhatme? 

This is a question for the government. I have calculated the national requirement of electricity 
to be approximately 1500 units per capita per year based on 150 units per family per month. I 
presented this calculation in a recent lecture at IIT, Powai. At this presentation, the spokesman of 
AEC, Mr. Malhotra, was also an attendee. I asked him if these 1500 units of consumption would 
be enough and if we can try to manage our needs within this amount. If so, would we then need 
atomic energy? He said that if we can do with a consumption of 1500 units then there would be no 
need for atomic energy. 

In science, there is no room for faith and trust. You need to check everything thoroughly and criti-
cally. The same applies to safety; there is no room for trust in safety. That is why everything has 
to be subjected to critical interrogation and proved right or wrong. If we critically examine the 
Jaitapur Project EIA, one is appalled at what goes on in the name of science. The Konkan Bachao 
Samiti, of which I am a member, gave a detailed critique of the EIA to the Maharashtra Govern-
ment and the Minister of Environment and Forests. The complete report, along with supporting 
documents, can be found on the “Jaitapur Speaks” Web site. 

Another point which needs to be highlighted is the 2 lakh crores of rupees for this 10,000 MW 
project. Has there been any scientific cost-benefit analysis of this project? If yes, then it has to be 
published so that everyone will have access to it. If not, then till the analysis is done and presented 
for public scrutiny, the project should be stalled. 

As I have stated earlier, throughout the EIA, NEERI has been most unscientific. NEERI’s record as 
a scientific institute is deplorable and there are many flaws in their analysis. 

NPCIL is also part of this intellectual corruption. They have published a comic book on their Web 
site to show people the effectiveness and safety of atomic energy. They have made the following 
statement “Radiation is man’s friend because we use sonography for medical examination of preg-
nant ladies.” Do we need to explain to NPCIL that the radiation used in sonographies is not nuclear 
radiation but acoustic waves? In 2011, Dr. Kakodkar gave a lecture at which I was present. During 
the entire lecture he did not once mention Chernobyl nor did he mention the question of nuclear 
waste. How can a lecture, by a nuclear scientist, on science and environment not mention nuclear 
waste material and its disposal? I will give you some examples about how the issue of nuclear waste 
material is discussed by NPCIL and NEERI. The Jaitapur Project EIA states that the nuclear waste 
will be buried deep and will be safe for 100 years. In addition, they say that after 300 years there 
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will be no problem whatsoever. 

We questioned the NPCIL about plutonium having a half life of 24,400 years, and so, how would 
that be handled? They answered that this plutonium is a spent fuel and not nuclear waste. We asked 
them if the spent fuel from the Jaitapur plant would be reprocessed. They said yes. Then we asked 
them if they were planning to reprocess this spent fuel, and is so, why there was not a single word of 
reprocessing mentioned in the report of 600 pages. They answered that it was not their responsibil-
ity; it was not within the purview of the NPCIL. Then whose responsibility was it? The NPCILsaid 
that the Indian Government was responsible for this. 

In the same discussion, the NPCIL spokesman stated that a nuclear power plant produces no high 
level nuclear waste. We had written minutes of the discussion. In the written submissions of the 
Konkan Bachao Samiti we had two chapters regarding the spent fuel and the hazards associated 
with it. We have studies of the American Government, the National Academy of Sciences, and 
Congressional Research Services. In these studies, they have mentioned the hazards and risks as-
sociated with the spent fuel accumulation. They have written that this is especially vulnerable to a 
terrorist attack. Risk of terrorist attack is substantial. They also requested their government about 
this. After reading all this information as well as the presented papers, the Government of America 
made some changes in their laws and passed a new legislation in 2005. 

The Fukushima radiation contamination occurred because of the spent fuel, which they used to 
store near the reactors. They had leakage of hydrogen gas from the reactors, which exploded and 
damaged the spent fuel pools and because of that, radiation spread all over Japan. 

The major contamination appears to have occurred because of spent fuel. However, nothing like 
this is discussed 

in the Jaitapur EIA nor in the NPCIL public material. I was banned by the Zillah Adhikari in the 
month of March, and they blame me for having tried to make people oppose the Jaitapur project 
by spreading fears about Hiroshima and Chernobyl. But the statement which they stated as having 
been made by me, was not made by me. Mr. Shashikant Dharne of NPCIL answered the question 
which I had asked about the Chernobyl radiations in the public hearing. I asked Mr. Dharne if it 
was true that the radiation release after the Chernobyl accident was about 300 to 400 times more 
than Hiroshima. He said it was indeed true. I also asked if it were true that only 10 percent of ra-
diation inside the Chernobyl reactor leaked and the remaining was contained by the firefighters. 
He said yes to this as well. I then asked that if it were true that the JNPP project in Madban would 
produce 10 times more power of nuclear in comparison with Chernobyl. Again, he said yes. 

Now, if all these reactors were to be operating, then they will contain radiation more than 30,000 
Hiroshima bombs.

2,00,000 people died in the Hiroshima and Nagasaki nuclear bombings; 25 percent of people were 
killed because of exposure to nuclear radiation. That means 40,000 to 45,000 people were killed 
because of the only because of radiation. Not only the material inside the reactors would be stored 
but also the spent fuel would be stored here for about 12 years. The spent fuel storage contains 
much more radioactivity than the reactors themselves. 

The NPCIL people have not mentioned this spent fuel in their EIA. I asked the Zillah Adhikari 
to review all these facts and figures, which I had mentioned. If these facts and figures were wrong, 
they could put a ban on me. But, if they were right, then the project should be banned I have a few 
last points to make: 

This project cannot pass any scientific test because they do not have any scientific approach. Why 
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are people like Dr. Anil Kakodkar, Manmohan Singh, and Prithviraj Chauhan in favor of this proj-
ect? The only reason is it is political. This project is the first offspring of the Indo-US nuclear deal. 
We need to oppose it politically as well; we should ask the government to subject this project to a 
scientific test. Discussions like these need to be held in engineering colleges, IIT centers, and every 
educational institute. However, NPCIL people are not ready to attend any meeting or discussion 
sessions like this. If all these projects are pushed forward only because of politics then it is time we 
should also think about opposing the project not only scientifically but also politically. If we make 
them realize that they will not only lose the project, they will also lose their political power and 
the position they hold, then I think they will realize the seriousness of our opposition. We should, 
therefore, work scientifically to create large-scale political awareness so that people will get increas-
ingly involved; public opposition is like the nuclear chain reaction. We should also mobilize other 
mass organisations like trade unions, Mahila Sanghatana, students’ federations, and environmental 
activists. 

We should insist that the government perform a proper scientific cost-benefit analysis of this proj-
ect to begin with. 

The following is a summary of the observations and objections on the EIA, which Konkan Bachao 
Samiti presented to the MoEF. 

Summary of Observations and Objections on the EIA for Proposed Jaitapur Nuclear Power Park—
Public Hearing and Concerns about Environmental Clearance to JNPP submitted to Minister of 
Environment and Forests, Shri Jairam Ramesh. 

Preliminary observations and objection on the draft EIA for proposed Jaitapur Nuclear Power 
Park ( JNPP) submitted at the public hearing held at project site on May 16, 2010. A copy of this 
is enclosed for reference. 

Public heariNG Process 

Draft EIA in English was given to only one gram panchayat; the other panchayats were not in-
cluded in the distribution list. 

Marathi version of Volume 1 was given on April 29, 2010 and Volume 2 on May 12, 2010 to the 
same panchayat just four days prior to the public hearing. 

People’s request to postpone the public hearing, made on May 10, 2010, in light of above situation 
as well as the day chosen being a festival day of Akshaya Tritiya to the Collector of Ratnagiri and 
MPCB was turned down. 

The approach to the public hearing was to simply complete one routine formality. 

oN the DRaft eia PrePareD by Neeri 

a) General 

•	 The draft EIA prepared by NEERI, a CSIR organization, is seriously flawed. It is an example of 
a shoddy and disgraceful, unscientific exercise in the name of science. 

•	 NEERI has painted a rosy scenario of the proposed JNPP on each and every account. This is 
contrary to reality and the facts experienced and studied in depth across the world. The tone 
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of the entire report is as if it were written by NPCILand simply stamped by NEERI on instruc-
tions. 

•	 The contents of the draft EIA strongly point to the incompetence of NEERI and its associate 
consultant institutions in dealing with EIAof a nuclear power plant. 

•	 Some of the studies have been carried out by agencies. For example, the Health Physics De-
partment, BARC, which is a part of DAE. Here, there is a clear conflict of interest. 

b) specific  socio -economic 

•	 NEERI has reported prediction of qualitative impacts on socio-economic environment (Chap-
ter 4) in the draft EIA. In all, fourteen parameters are considered, but surprisingly there is not a 
single negative impact. This shows how concocted and illegitimate the EIAis in essence. 

•	 NEERI underestimates the risk of accidents that would result from an earthquake at the Jaita-
pur site. 

•	 NEERI does not appear to consider what happened to the Kashi wazaki - Kariwa nuclear pow-
er station due to the earthquake that struck Japan on July 16, 2007. 

•	 NEERI simply accepts the site selection committee’s recommendations without any critical 
review of this vital factor of seismicity for such a huge nuclear power park. 

RaDioloGical aND other risK factors aND iMPacts

•	 NEERI has not carried out an independent examination of environmental impacts of radiation 
from the proposed JNPP. 

•	 NEERI report mentions about reactor design consideration that takes care of radiological dis-
charges through air and water in terms of measuring units of exposure dosage, for example, 
milliSieverts. 

•	 NEERI neglects the radiation dose that would result from fuel reprocessing. 

•	 NEERI does not take into account the potential health impacts of routine radiation and other 
releases from the nuclear reactors. 

•	 NEERI and its associate agency, College of Fisheries, Ratnagiri, have issued a blanket certifi-
cate that there will be no impact on fish and marine ecology due to temperature rise of sea 
water. It does not consider the negative impacts of huge suction of sea water on the fish, their 
eggs, and small marine organisms at all. 

•	 NEERI says that any radioactive release, routine or otherwise, will be well within norms de-
fined by AERB. However, it fails to comprehend the fact of bio-concentration of the released 
radioactive elements into fish, food grains over a period impacting the food chain, and subse-
quently health of people. 

aNalysis of alterNatiVes

•	 NEERI miserably fails in the analysis of alternatives. Its assessment of the topic is too narrow. It 
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fails to evaluate various possibilities. For example, meeting the electrical power needs without 
construction of a new capacity by initiating various measures of conservation including effi-
ciency improvements that would negate the need for a new plant altogether. It fails to examine 
alternative technologies such as hydro, solar, solar-thermal hybrid, wind, etc. 

DesiGN safety risKs aND their iMPacts

•	 NEERI relies heavily on AERB norms, which are not part of the draft EIA report, where AERB 
itself is constituted by and functions under the authority of DAE. So the independence of 
AERB is questionable. 

•	 In absence of design approval from AERB, who is to review and approve preliminary safe-
ty analysis reports for various scenarios of design basis and beyond design basis cccidents, 
NEERI certifies that the plant is provided with adequate safety features. 

•	 NEERI has not carried out a probabilistic safety assessment like the one done by the United 
Kingdom agency as a part of their EIAfor the European pressurized reactor by Areva. 

•	 NEERI does not address initiating events like intentional mal-operation or sabotage and mali-
cious events such as intentional aircraft crash and terrorist attacks which will lead to radioac-
tive release. The UK EIA covers these aspects and infers that current design of the nuclear plant 
of Areva does not address them. NEERI does not take such vital aspects into consideration.  

•	 The risk arising out of possible terrorist attacks on spent fuel storage is not addressed. US stud-
ies show that this is a substantial risk. 

•	 The draft EIA discusses the long-term storage of radioactive waste. But the period considered 
is only 100 years.

terM RaDioactiV waste stoRaGe—abseNce of bacK  
eND to the ProJect site selectioN—seisMicity

•	 With radioactive waste, 100 years is a negligibly short period. Some of the elements in the 
nuclear plant waste remain highly radioactive for more than 10,000 years. NEERI does not 
take these aspects into consideration. 

•	 In regard to the long-term storage of radioactive waste, NEERI does not take cognizance of 
nonavailability of long-term geological repository in India or elsewhere in the world. 

•	 NEERI does not take into consideration the facts and experience in the US and France and 
other locations where buried nuclear waste has leaked and leached into ground water nor does 
it question suitability of site of laterite plateau and heavy rainfall for nuclear power plant and 
storage of radioactive waste. 

•	 There is no mention in the entire EIA of the important issue of reprocessing of spent fuel. A 
close examination of the EIAshows that the project does not have a back end at this point in 
time. 
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DecoMMissioNiNG of Nuclear Power PlaNt 

•	 Current international norms and practices require nuclear projects to prepare and provide for 
decommissioning of the facility as an integral part of the project. NEERI does not recognize 
this, and in absence of such a plan, it certifies that impact of decommissioning in public do-
main will be negligible. 

•	 In the US and Europe, decommissioning costs have to be computed and recovered as part of 
electricity tariff. In the case of JNPP, EIA admits that such a plan is not ready and a suitable 
plan will be worked out. Preparing EIAwith such a major gap is grossly wrong. 

cost of Power

•	 There is no information of capital cost of JNPP and other necessary parameters, which are 
essential to compute tariff. It is clear that no cost-benefit analysis has been performed for this 
huge project. This shows complete absence of due process and dereliction of duty. 

•	 NEERI wrongly considers average tariff of currently running nuclear power plants in context 
of JNPP. It completely overlooks that new plants are proposed to be imported and will be run 
on imported fuel; whereas, running plants of NPCILare indigenous ones and have a number 
of subsidies. 

•	 NEERI fails to consider the World Bank statement that nuclear plants in the power sector 
would not be economic, they are large elephants. 

•	 Nuclear power plants are meant to be base-load providers. The proper electricity cost com-
putation based on factual inputs for an imported commercial plant run on imported fuel is 
absolutely essential to assess the economic consequences. NEERI miserably fails to do this. 

 

ecoloGical iMPacts

•	 The work of assessing the status of biodiversity was outsourced by NEERI to the College of 
Forestry, Dapoli, directing them “to prepare a detailed report on the status of wildlife and bio-
diversity at the proposed site of NPP and in 25 km radial area around.” However, no data has 
been presented separately for the project site. The study presented does not use the standard, 
habitat classification system to present ecological study. 

•	 90 percent of the land is considered to be unproductive wasteland, and hence, it is claimed 
that excavation of these lands for the erection of the nuclear power plants and the ancillary 
and other buildings would not have any adverse impact. It overlooks the fact that the project 
site—a lateritic plateau—is rich in biodiversity. 

•	 The College of Forestry completely overlooks the fact that lateritic plateaus are specialized 
habitats with high endemism, threatened flora, and specialized vegetation type. 

•	 The lateritic plateau habitats are colonized entirely by ephemeral flora and fauna. This calls for 
frequent and periodical sampling. College of Forestry probably lacks this understanding of 
biological significance of lateritic plateaus, and hence, no special efforts have been made in the 
sampling and the study. 

•	 NEERI recommends creation of a green belt as proposed by NPCIL. This is due to lack of 



62|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

understanding that the ecology of the rocky plateau is not conducive for tree cover on a large 
scale. 

This gives a fair idea of the short-comings in the draft EIAprepared by NEERI and its associate 
consultants. Also, it gives an insight into how unscientific the whole exercise is. 

We are sure you will agree that environmental issues about the world’s largest nuclear power proj-
ect cannot be treated casually and must receive adequate scientific scrutiny in the interest of the 
country.NEERI has not performed this function; probably on the mistaken notion that its role is 
only to give clearance to government projects and show compliance with regulations. 

Since NEERI has failed, it is imperative that the Expert Appraisal Committee (EAC) must now 
perform this crucial function of giving proper scientific scrutiny to the JNPP. 

Once again, I earnestly request you to ensure that the EAC should invite representatives of affected 
people, their organizations, and also those experts who have submitted their objections and give 
them a hearing and allow them to respond to explanations given out by the project proponent be-
fore finalizing their recommendations or any decision in the matter. This will make the process of 
environmental clearance scientific, democratic, and transparent. This may not be required under 
law, but it is necessary in the above circumstances, and we are requesting your intervention for this 
purpose. 

This gigantic NPP project is a very sensitive issue with long-term negative impacts from the en-
vironmental and national security perspective as well as many other issues. We earnestly request 
your personal and critical intervention in this matter to ensure it is not left to routine, formal envi-
ronmental clearance of a project. 

We also believe that you would agree that it is essential to carry out an assessment of the carry-
ing capacity of the narrow Konkan strip—one of the 34 global hotspots of biodiversity—where 
the State Government has accorded permission to eight coal-based power plants with a capacity 
of 21,000 MW in addition to the subject nuclear power park and several mining projects. MoEF 
needs to initiate a cumulative environmental impact study for the Konkan districts before giving 
clearance to any of these projects individually. 

We look forward to the scientific truth as well as sanity to prevail under your leadership on the 
issue of nuclear power and prevent future generations of India being pushed into a quagmire of 
hazardous radioactivity over thousands of years. 

Dr. Vivek Monteiro obtained his Masters of Sceince from California Insititute of Technology, Pasadena, 
California, in physics in 1970 and his PhD in theoretical physics from the State University of New York 
at Stony Brook, New York in 1974. Since 1977, he has been a full-time worker in the trade union move-
ment. He is currently the Secretary of the Centre of Indian Trade Unions, Maharashtra. He has worked 
extensively on issues concerning power, such as the legal challenge to the Enron project. He is a member of 
the Konkan Bachao Samiti (KBS) and has represented the KBS in discussions and meetings with MoEF 
and NPCIL. 
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Shri. J. C. Kala 

Shri. S. M. Paranjape 

Smt. Shanta Ranade 

Date : 18th  September, 2011 

Subject : The impact on the surrounding environment and specially on the biodiversity of Western 
Ghats and Marine Ecology due to proposed Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project. 

Sir, 

I take this opportunity to submit my objections and try to seek your urgent attention on some vital 
facts and issues related to this Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project, which will have critical impact on 
the surrounding eco sensitive environment and specially on the biodiversity of Madban plateau 
and of Western Ghats. 

I earnestly request you to seriously consider my objections and the facts and issues I raised with 
the attached representation. 

Thanking you, 

Pradeep Indulkar 29, Kaushik, Shreenagar, Thane – 400 604 Tel : 9821 546417 

Facts And Issues Related To Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project ( JNPP) 

Pradeep Indulkar 

obJectioN oN the size of stuDy area

The Environment Impact Assessment of JNPP chose a radius of 25 Km around the project site as 
the study area. Though this was done as per the usual notification of MoEF, considering the gigan-
tic proportion of the said nuclear project and the fatal and reaching impact of a nuclear accident 
the study too should have been widened to atleast 100km radius from the project area. (In the 
worst nuclear disaster at Chernobyl nothing was left alive in the radius of 30 Km. The fallout circle 
of that accident was of radius of 500 Km). We request your attention to the article 4.4.3.1 Radio-
logical Aspects for Nuclear Power Plant at Jaitapur which says that, “While siting nuclear power 
plants, three areas are defined as exclusion zone, sterilized zone and monitoring zone. Exclusion 
zone extends up to 1.6 Km, which will be under the exclusive control of the power station where 
no public habitation is allowed. The sterilized zone is the annulus between 1.6 Km and 5 Km radius 
from the reactors where natural growth is permitted but new expansion of activities which lead to 
enhance population growth are regulated. Whereas, the area from project site to 30 Km zone is 
the monitoring zone. The areas under plant zone, exclusion zone and sterilized zone for the JNPP 
Project are shown in Fig. 4.11.” 

If as per the EIA, the area from project site up to 30 Km is the monitoring zone then the study 
area should be much bigger and should not be less than 3 times the monitoring zone i.e. 100 Km 
in radius from project site. In which case, many important wildlife areas will come in study are: 
Malvan Marine Sanctuary (56 Km), Chandoli National Park, proposed Tiger Project (80 Km), 
Radhanagari National Park (60 Km), Western Ghats (80 Km). 

Also there are other power plants within 100 Km radius like, Koyna Hydroelectric Project (100 
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Km), Ratnagiri Gas and Power Project, former ENRON (100 Km), Jindal at Jaigad (60 Km), Fi-
nolex at Pavas (40 Km). It is understood that two Airports are proposed within 50 Km from the 
project site of JNPP and their land acquisition process has already commenced, one each at Rat-
nagiri (40 Km) and another at Malvan (65 Km). All these critical factors must be included in the 
study of this project, which is not the case with the present EIA. Hence we request you to take a 
serious note of this point considering uniqueness of the project. 

four staGes of iMPact 

Given the technology and scope of this project there are four stages which will have varying im-
pacts on the surrounding environment. 

1. Construction Stage 

2. Operational Stage 

3. Decommissioning Stage 

4. Disaster Stage 

The study of the project in EIAdoes not throw enough light on the various impacts in different 
stages. 

 

1. coNstructioN staGe

a. excavation of plateau to the extent of 120 million cubic meters of land and sub-strata and 
dumping of the same in the adjacent deep sea 

The report says that 11 million cubic meter land will be excavated from the site, but actual calcula-
tions show that it will be 120 million cubic meter. The report says that: “Impact of cutting of hill is 
given in Section 4.5.5.3 of Chapter 

4. Excavated material will be used in construction of breakwater and plant and any clay material or 
silt would be dumped in the sea beyond 20 m depth contour sufficiently away from outfall loca-
tions. The details of coastal land proposed for the Jaitapur Nuclear Power Plant ( JNPP) is given 
in Section 4.2.3.1 of Chapter 4 under Land Environment. NPCIL will provide proper drainage 
design for the area for post-JNPP construction phase along with the necessary safeguard mea-
sures to avoid flooding. However, detailed flood analysis including Tsunami studies carried out by 
CWPRS, Pune has been given in Section 2.2.6 of Chapter 2. 

4.5.5.3 Disposal of excavated material from main Plant, Intake Channel and Hot Water Discharge 
Tunnels. It is estimated that approximately around 11 million m3 of excavated material will be 
generated from the main plant, intake structure, and outfall tunnel. It is planned to utilize the same 
in construction of breakwater, plant construction and other areas depending upon the quality of 
the excavated material. 

If there is any clay material/silt etc. in the excavated material, the same would be dumped in the 
sea beyond 20 m depth contour, sufficiently away from the outfall locations. It is observed that the 
sea currents off Jaitapur are generally parallel to the coastline throughout the year. The currents are 
towards north during November-January and are towards South during March-September. There-
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fore, the dumped material is expected to be transported in the deep sea with the sea currents and 
not move to the coastline. The dredged spoil would be dumped in the deep sea over a large area 
to avoid formation of heaps, so that effect of dumping of excavated material on the environment 
would be minimum. 

The impact of construction of jetty on marine environment will be insignificant. The details are 
given in Section 4.5.5.2 of Chapter 4.” 

The Jaitapur sea is a rich catchment area of fishes and the EIAsays about it in the article Shore 
Fauna as: 

shore fauna 

The faunistic shore components of the different localities of the study area represented five phyla 
viz. Arthopoda (Cl. Crustacea), Bryozoa, Mollusca (Bivalve and gastropods), Coelenterata (Cor-
als and sea anemones) and Chordata (Fish and birds) (Volume –II, Annexure –VIII, Table 3). 
The Jaitapur creek locality was dominated by Babylonia spirata, Trochus radiatus and Bursa sp. in 
terms of number. The Bivalve species namely Arca sp. and Paphia sp. were moderate in abundance. 
Other mollusks were sporadic in occurrence. Among the Crustaceans the crab Graspus striaga-
sus was most abundant followed by Thalamita and xanthid species. Under the phylum Chordata, 
single specimen of a bird species and rare occurrence of cichlid and gobid fish species was ob-
served. No other phyla were represented in this locality. In the JC locality the occurrence of sea 
slug (Volvotella sp.) and coral Peorietes sp. was sporadic. These were not recorded in other areas of 
observation. This locality displayed lowest faunistic diversity. Among them the gastropods Turbo 
burneus and the Littorina sp. were the most abundant; while the bryozoan colonies and the oyster 
species Crossostea gryphodes were in moderate numbers, other members of the fauna including 
four species of fish were scanty in abundance. The southernmost locality near Madban notably 
represented maximum diversity of fauna, the shore being mixture of sandy as well as rocky compo-
nents. The fauna was dominated by the large numbers of oyster and acorn barnacle settled as the 
rocky substratum, followed by the species of Littorina (gastropod) and Matuta (crab). The Donax 
sp. was the dominant Bivalve in the sandy stretch of this locality. The moderate occurrence of the 
spats of Bivalve Perna viridis, the gastropod Murex and the crab species of Charybdis was notable. 
The goose barnacle Lepas sp. a sea anemone species and the Bivalve Modiolus were observed to 
be the least common. A lot of tube formations with the sand and shell piece were recorded in the 
rocky segment. 

fisheries scenario 

The coastal stretch Jaitapur-Madban forms an important component of the district of Ratnagiri. 
Representing the southern segment, it has sea fishing as prominent traditional activity. About 35% 
of the population is engaged in active fishing both at Jaitapur and Madban. In this coastal region 
two fish landing centers are commercially important viz. Sakharinate and Tulsunde. 

The proportion of mechanized to non-mechanized vessel is nearly 1:1. The fish production trend 
analysis of the above marine fish landing centers (Volume – II, Annexure – VIII, Table 11) indi-
cates fluctuating pattern. The fish quantity landed showing decline in the last two years 2004-05 
and 2005-06. Pelagic varieties – sardine and mackerels and the demersal forms like shrimp, catfish, 
ribbon fish mainly contribute to the marine fish production of the region. The main fishing gear 
consists of trawl, gill net, purse seines and shore seines to a lesser extent. Oysters from the creek 
and rocks around form an important commodity in monsoon period ( Jun-Sept). There are two 
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shrimp culture ponds currently in operation at Jaitapur and Dhaulwali with 3.20 and 2.0 ha. area 
respectively. A production of about 1.0 ton/ha has been reported from the above. The main find-
ings of the study, are summarized below: 

1. The bottom and surface sea water temperature varied from 25 to 26.5 C indicating well-mixed 
water due to ocean currents. 

2. The seawater pH showed narrow fluctuation with values of 8.39-8.78. 

3. The levels of Dissolved Oxygen (DO) at the surface varied in the range 6.28-6.92 mg/l. Typi-
cally the DO declined with depth with a lowest value of 4.6 mg/l at the bottom water. 

4. The nutrients in sea water especially phosphate and nitrate are very low, indicate absence of 
pollution and low  productivity of the seawater in the study area. Therefore, planktons are very 
less in amount. 

5. The fish catch is low near the shore, which increases towards seaside with increase in depth. 

6. The sensitive species in the study area like mangroves, present in the Jaitapur along the creek 
are quite far away  (approximately 5 Km) from the influencing area of the thermal plume from 
the project. 

7. The thermal dispersion studies carried out by CWPRS shows that the maximum temperature 
rise of 4-5 C will be confined to a limited area and hence will not adversely affect the native 
flora and fauna under normal ambient conditions. The field study on micro-algae distribu-
tion showed that power plant induced effect on phytoplankton is only localized. The coastal 
waters showed no indication of altered species composition or reduced phytoplankton stand-
ing stock. The reduction in phytoplankton observed during the transit of water through the 
cooling circuit (caused by thermal and chlorine stress) was not observed beyond the mixing 
point, due to rapid and effective mixing of the discharge with the coastal water.” The article IV 
of 11.4.1.1 of summery of EIA says that the fish catch is low near the shore, which increases 
towards seaside with increase in depth. While as the same report further quotes, “Baseline 
Marine Ecological Assessment of Sea around Proposed JNPP says that about 35% of the popu-
lation is engaged in active fishing both at Jaitapur and Madban.” The latter statement disproves 
the former statement that the fish catch is low near the shore because the said 35% population 
of Madban and Jaitapur never ventures in deep sea and instead make their livelihood by car-
rying shore fishing. In this coastal region two fish landing centers are commercially important 
viz. Sakharinate and Tulsunde and these centers consistently show a stiff increase in fish pro-
duction in the last 10 yearsBut unfortunately there is no detail study of the impact of dumping 
of such huge amount of land/debris in deep sea. In fact considering the rich biodiversity of the 
aquatic flora and fauna, MoEF should not give permission to dump such a huge amount of soil 
and sub-strata in deep sea as this will not only ruin the flora and fauna but it will severely kill 
the prosperous fishing industry on the western coast of Maharashtra. In fact the impact on sea 
will be so serious that no marine eco system in the entire world might have subjected to such 
rapacious act.axz. 

b. transportation of construction material and actual construction 

The report says that the construction material will be transported from the nearby towns like Va-
tul, Satara etc. These towns are around 60 to 100 Km away from the project site. The project site is 
surrounded by the world famous orchids of Alphonso mangoes and farms. All the transportation 
will be through the Western Ghats. The CO , CO emission due to vehicles and the increment in 
SPM due to leakages in material during transportation and while actual construction will have to 
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be studied in considerable depth, which is presently missing in the EIA report. The report just says 
that it will not have any impact on the surrounding environment, and thus hides the horrible ill 
effects which simply cannot be accepted by any rational mind. Considering the huge construction 
area the figures given in the report do not seem realistic: 

 

Prediction of impacts

Following vehicles movement is considered for impact due to vehicular emissions: Trucks – 125; 
Excavator – 2; Loaders – 6; Drills – 3; Water Tanks – 3; Jeeps – 5; Dozer – 2; Grader – 1. Diesel 
is the main fuel used in these vehicles. US EPA emission factors are used for computing the pol-
lutant emission rates. Prediction of impacts for CO and NOx was made on 8 hourly bases up to a 
distance of 500 m on either side of the roads of project site. The GLCs of CO and NOx are found 
to be less than 10 μg/m3 and 5 μg/m3 respectively. Thus, there is no significant impact due to ve-
hicular emissions within the study area against stipulated standards of 80 μg/m3 and 2000 μg/m3 
for NOx and CO respectively. The background concentration of NOx at project site is 8 μg/m3, so 
resultant concentration of NOx would be 13 μg/m3 which is well below the stipulated standards 
(MoEF, 2009).” 

As can be seen from the above paragraph of EIA, Trucks – 125; Excavator – 2; Loaders – 6; Drills 
– 3; Water Tanks – 3; Jeeps – 5; Dozer – 2; Grader – 1 is all that is required to truck away this huge 
land mass 120 million cubic meter (11 million cubic meter, as per EIA) which is nothing but a 
travesty of truth, no sane mind can accept. The mitigation measures mentioned in the report are 
just a formality and do not measure up to the scale of this project. In the case of dumping in sea no 
measures are suggested at all. 

 

2. oPeRatioNal staGe

a. Noise pollution 

During operation, this project will make considerable noise pollution. The report has given a map 
of noise levels in surrounding area during operation.The diagram clearly shows that the noise level 
during operation of the project will be as high as 45 dB in the radius of 3-4 Km from the project 
site. There will be continuous noise of machinery deployed at project. The report says talks about 
the impact of noise on human beings, but the impact of this noise on the surrounding fauna is not 
studied at all. Due to such high level of continuous noise, small creatures like mammals, birds, 
insects, amphibians etc. may get disturbed and will disappear forever from the area of around 4-5 
Km radius from project. 

b. using sea water for cooling 

The report says that around 52,000 million litre of sea water will be used per day for condenser 
cooling for six reactors of 1650 MW each. The temperature of outlet will be 7 C greater than the 
intake. This outlet will increase the sea temperature by 5 C. First of all the report does not give any 
strong base for this statement. Why the outlet will increase only 7 C and why the sea temperature 
will increase by 5 C and affect the area of 0.28 Km only, has not been explained at all. 

No thermal calculations to that effect have been produced nor calorific value of fuel or of resultant 
steam which needs cooling has been discussed. Even if this EIAstatements are to be accepted, this 
is going to have two major impacts on sea. 
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a. impact on phytoplankton 

Phytoplankton are the foundation of the aquatic food web, the primary producers, feeding every-
thing from microscopic, animal-like zooplankton to multi-ton whales. Small fish and invertebrates 
also graze on the plant-like organisms, and then those smaller animals are eaten by bigger ones. 
Worldwide, this “biological carbon pump” transfers about 10 gigatonnes of carbon from the atmo-
sphere to the deep ocean each year and thus aides in carbon sequestration. Even small changes in 
the growth of phytoplankton may affect atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations, which would 
feed back to global surface temperatures. Phytoplankton compose the basis of all life in the world’s 
oceans. In the report Phytoplankton is thus mentioned: 3.6.4.1 Assessment of biological quality 
of water phytoplankton – “The data on phytoplankton community in surface fresh water, seawater, 
estuarine water and groundwater for summer season, post monsoon season and winter season is 
shown in Tables 3.6.17 to Table 3.6.22. Plankton Population The variety wise abundance of phyto-
plankton is presented in Table 6 (Volume –II, Annexure –VIII). It is seen that the diatom species 
of Bacillaria dominates the phytoplankton in all the localities of which peak value was noted at J4 
(9500 no/l) followed by J8. The other species of diatom viz. Navicula, Nitzschia and Chaetoceros 
were next in abundance.” 

The operation of the plant will harm the phytoplankton population in two ways. One due to actual 
intake of 52,000 million litre of sea water which will be chlorinated and come in the contact of pri-
mary circuit of cooling and secondly due to temperature rise of sea. The number of phytoplankton 
population which will be destroyed due to chlorination and heat transfer will be around 7124x10 
per day as the average number of phytoplankton in sea water is 137 per ml. Phytoplankton shows 
major decline with rise in temperature. When the population of phytoplankton is reduced almost 
the entire food chain is affected. This clearly shows that during operational stage the power plant 
will significantly affect the biodiversity of the sea. 

b. impact on marine fauna 

About the impact of rise in sea temperature on marine fauna the report says that:Effect of pre-
dicted water temperature on fish – “Maximum rise in temperature of marine water near JNPP is 
predicted to be upto 33 C to 34 C after discharge of cooling water. Literature review indicates that 
at this temperature (Table 4.4), fish will not generally face any acute stress. Moreover, the influ-
ence of temperature is restricted to a maximum of 2 m depth due to low density of warm water 
(Hameed et al., 2007). The fish may easily escape the undesirable temperature by moving to deep 
sea water near JNPP. The literature survey was carried out and the temperature tolerance ranges for 
the genera and groups of aquatic organisms recorded in Jaitapur coastal seawater has been given in 
Table 4.4. According to DAE-BRNS Report 2004, the fish can tolerate ΔT of 10 C, while NEERI 
(EIA Report 1993) reported temperature tolerance of fish from Dahanu upto 38 C. Other reports 
on Indian marine fish indicate that fish is insignificantly affected at 35 C temperature. DAE-BRNS 
Report, 2004 reported that most aquatic forms in tropical water can tolerate temperature upto 40 
C and that fish species mostly tolerate ΔT of 10 C. According many Indian authors (Bhattacharya, 
1981, 1982, 1984; Bhattacharya and Kewalramani, 1973, 1975, 1976, Biebl, 1962), zooplankton 
fauna and algae tolerate temperature upto 33-36 C temperature. Bivalve and gastropoda tolerate 
temperature upto 47.5 C and 36.3 C (Fingerman & Fairbanks, 1956; Evans, 1948; Henderson, 
1929). It is observed from this table that most of the indigenous organisms start getting affected 
above 36-38 C temperature of sea water.” 

But the survey report of National Institute of Oceanography, which was commissioned for NPCI-
Lin the year 1989 for the same region and for same project says in their conclusion and recommen-
dations on page no. 32 that: “Bioassay studies showed that slight change in ambient temperature 
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immediately upsets the behaviour and physiology of the biota and thus the heated effluents from 
nuclear power plant can be lethal to the resident biota. Any change in temperature is likely to affect 
the primary productivity, phytoplankton bloom, fish larvae, functional physiology and reproduc-
tion of the biota around this region.” 

c. impact of water vapour 

When the 52,000 million litres of sea water will be used per day for condenser cooling at least 2% 
of which will have to get vapourised. It translates into around 10 million litres of water will get 
vapourised per day. This will increase the temperature and humidity in the surrounding area. The 
surrounding area is full of Mango orchids and many critical flora and fauna. No study has been 
done of this facet in EIAof the project. 

d. radioactive leakages, discharges and accidents 

The accidents and radioactive leakages are common in the nuclear power plants all over the world. 
Due to which it is found that in the area of around 100 Km radius, the abnormally high incidence 
of cancer of thyroid and leukemia among kids is very common. This is also one of the reasons for 
our demand of enlarging the EIA study area up to 100 Km radius from the project site. 

3. DecoMMissioNiNG staGe 

This stage of the project is the most important stage as the entire material is contaminated with 
radioactivity and some of which is highly radioactive. There is huge amount of radioactive waste 
at the project site, which has to be disposed off, but the project report does not talk much on this 
stage. Report surprisingly devotes a single para to this issue of paramount importance and says: 4.3 
Impacts during decommissioning phase – “At the end of the operating life of the operating units, 
which would be around 60 years for EPR type NPPs, proposed to be established at Jaitapur site, a 
detail decommissioning plan will be worked out. The process of decommissioning will start after 
the final shutdown of the plant and end with the release of the site for a responsible organization 
as authorized by AERB or for unrestricted use by the public. The decommissioning plan will be 
prepared by NPCIL and approved by AERB and will be implemented as stated above. The plan 
will ensure that there will not be any radioactive releases in the public domain/environment, thus 
impact in the public domain due to decommissioning of the unit will be negligible. 

4. Disaster staGe 

The worst nuclear disaster in the world so far is Chernobyl. Its fall out circle was of radius of around 
500 Km. The capacity of the Chernobyl Power Plant was 1,000 MW, whereas the capacity of JNPP 
is 10,000 MW. So the disaster impact would be much more than Chernobyl. There could be many 
reasons for disaster, one of which is terrorist attack. Whatever mitigation measures are shown in 
the project report in case of emergency are too short and laughable, as many cities like Ratnagiri, 
Kolhapur, Panjim, Pune and Mumbai too can come in the disaster circle of JNPP. 



70|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

other Most critical fiNDiNGs froM the  
bioDiVersity rePort –aNNexure Vii

a. 1 flora 

Among the tree components, it is observed that there are more species with a low IVI. The species 
namely Terminalia paniculata has had the highest IVI (27.69) and five species namely Firmiana 
colorata, Dillenia pentagyna, Manilkara hexandra, Gardenia latifolia and nnona reticulata had the 
lowest IVI (0.19). Further, more than 80% of trees, 50% of shrubs, 60% of climbers and 20% of 
herbs had IVI value less than 10. Please note this situation. Most of the plants havimportant me-
dicinal values. 

a.2 Threatened species -flora 

In the flora, following recorded species were found to be placed in Red List under different threat 
categories as indicated against them (After Singh et al. 2000). Kokan dipkadi Dipcadi concanense 
– Critically Endangered Karete Cucumis setosus – Endangered Dhal terda Impatiens pulcherrima 
– Vulnerable Phonda terda Impatiens tomentosa – Vulnerable Raan halad Curcuma amada – Vul-
nerable Dudhi Euphorbia concanensis – Vulnerable 

a.3 Grassland ecosystem – endemic species 

The grassland ecosystem around the project site contained 36 species of which: Arundinella met-
zii Glyphocloa acuminata Glyphocloa ratnagirica Glyphochloa santapaui Ischaemum diplopogon 
Ischaemum impressum Icshaemum kingii are endemic to this region. Hence need to be conserved.

a.4 habitat of wildlife 

The major habitats of wildlife present in the study area are grassland, forest, mangroves, coastal 
scrubland. There are coastal scrublands lining along the rough sea-coast where the beaches are ab-
sent. These comprise of low vegetation and support small mammalian species and several bird spe-
cies. The birds like cormorants, jungle crows use this habitat for roosting and from here they go on 
feeding onto the seashore. Mammals like civets, mongooses use this habitat for spending daytime 
and then they venture into nearby grasslands for foraging in the nights. This habitat is replaced near 
habitations by orchards of coconut and areca nut and also by the plantations of Casuarina. These 
orchards and plantations also support important bird species like the endangered White Bellied 
sea eagle. 

The mangroves are found all along the lower reaches of the creeks. They form a typically wetland 
habitat supporting small fields, canids, bats and wetland birds. This is a typical roosting of habitat 
of several heron, egret species and also for rallids. The herons and egrets go to open water bodies 
for feeding whereas the rallids get a good supply of food in the mangrove forest itself. The bats are 
attracted to the fruits of the mangrove species and they also get to roost in the nearby coastal caves. 
Therefore bats assemble in these areas in large numbers. Grasslands like the site on which the plant 
site is proposed is the second common habitat of wildlife in the study area. The grasslands support 
birds like raptors, larks and small granivores. The key raptors are Brahminy kites, Harriers, Black 
kites etc. They depend on the rodent population and the serpents of this region. Other predators 
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competing for the same food are wolves and foxes. 

a.5 Mammals 

The species diversity of mammals i.e. 23 species is quite comparable with any area of same size. 
Given that Takalkar (2002) has mentioned only 19 species of mammals for the entire Ratnagiri-
Chiplun sub-division. Both these numbers don’t include many species of rats and bats which are 
rare and difficult to identify despite the fact that they form the bulk (upto 75%) of the mammalian 
fauna of any place. The status of mammals in the study area suggests that more than 50% species 
are classified as ‘Lower Risk’ by IUCN in its Red List. That means there is no immediate threat to 
their existence. Locally also, observations indicate, these species are abundant. Some species like 
leopard, Muntjac, wolf etc which are placed in Schedule-I of the Wildlife (Protection) Act, 1972 
(WPA) are of major concern. The wolf, being an animal of grasslands, is recorded from such habi-
tats in the study area. Its habitat is also present on the actual site of the JNPP. Many more habitats 
are available to wolves all along the coastline in the form of plateau grasslands. Its prey is also dis-
tributed there, but there have to be corridors for migration of species, which will not be the case 
after the JNPPgets completed. 

MiGRatory birDs 

Out of the 34 species found at site, 22 species are migrants. Twelve of them are local migrants i.e. 
migrating only a short distance. But the remaining six are winter migrants i.e. migrating from other 
parts of the country or even other countries. Some other winter migrant species not observed in 
the sampling but recorded from the study area are Common Redshank (Tringa tetanus), Green 
Shank (Tringa nebularia) and Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) etc. The status was obtained from Pande 
et al (2003). These are basically small migratory species settling in the vicinity of mostly fresh-
water bodies. They also do not migrate in large flocks like cranes. 

There are seven endemic and six threatened species of flora at the site of JNPP. Four mammals 
and four birds from Schedule I and five mammals from Schedule II of WPA are found at the site 
of JNPP. Please note that the Schedule I of Wildlife (Protection) Act 1972 consists of rare and en-
dangered species which are totally protected. Schedule II consists of large game species for which 
licenses can be issued in special circumstances. Considering the above facts the proposed project 
is going to uproot very critical flora and fauna which is of considerable importance from environ-
mental point of view. There are seven locally endemic species of grasses at the site of the project. 
If we lose them we will lose the creatures which depend on these species of grasses for habitation. 
The EIA has not studied the disturbance of the flora and fauna. 

MaNGroVe ecosysteM 

Though the EIA says that there are no mangroves found at the site, but report of Final Investment 
Proposal on World Bank-Aided National Cyclone Risk Mitigation Project – 2008 says that the 
area of villages Jaitapur, Varalivada and Karel, from where the land is acquired for JNPP, was pro-
posed for re-generation of mangroves. The report is available at: http://mdmu.maharashtra.gov.
in/pages/nationalcyclone/InvestmentPraposal.pdf. 

It means that there were mangroves on the land which is supposedly acquired for the project. The 
survey report of National Institute of Oceanography also shows that there was existence of man-
groves at and around the project site in 1989-90. 
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creeK aND sea 

There are two major creeks along side of this project site. One is Vijaydurg creek at southern side 
and Jaitapur creek at northern side of the project. The EIA report has not at all studied any of these 
creeks.  The report has not even studied the sea around this project site. All the readings they used 
for 2D modeling of the sea are 20 years old. The hydraulic calibration of the model is based on 
these 20 year old readings. The thermodynamic calibration of the model is not done as per the 
real readings of the sea, as those readings were not available. So the thermodynamic calibration is 
based on past experience or similar studies from literature. The 3D modeling of the sea is not at all 
done though the contract was given to CWPRS. Please refer chapter 4 of Annexure V(b) CWPRS 
report. 

As the reading for the water currents of the aforesaid creeks were not available even in year 1989-
90 the report says that both of these creeks are assumed to be closed. As the project is going to 
process huge amount of sea water every day and the temperature of the sea water is increasing by 
7 C as per EIAreport, a proper study of the sea should have been done. The two major creeks are 
assumed closed is the major flaw of this EIA report on the basis of which the environmental clear-
ance was given to this project. 

4.3 Thermal model calibration 

In the existing situation, no thermal data at the site was available. Hence the thermal model can-
not be calibrated against observed data. However, based on past experience and referring similar 
studies from literature (Ref. 7), the calibrating parameters of the thermal model i.e. dispersion 
coefficients in x and y directions, namely, Dx and Dy were selected (Ref.7). 

Other than this the nuclear power plants are harmful even in normal working conditions to the 
surrounding human habitats. Few reports of health hazards of nuclear power plants are attached 
with this representation. 

In view of all above, points to the fact that the Indian government in its efforts to push through 
Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project has bulldozed all the moral and scientific principles of decision 
making just to push this project through nothwithstanding the cost or impact on the human popu-
lation or ecosystem. In doing so the only casualty is the truth and nothing but the truth. Hope you 
will factor this in your strong recommendation by scrapping Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project and 
oblige. 

Thanks, 

Pradeep indulkar 

Pradeep Indulkar is an associate member of the Insitute of Engineers. He has been working and studying 
on the Jaitapur region for the last two years. He worked in  BARC for over 12 years.  
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Dr. Mahesh shiNDiKar

Energy is a need and nuclear energy is a want. Wants are modifica-
tion of needs. Apparently, some confusion exists in India’s recent 
Energy Policy. Despite many known inherent weaknesses, the nu-
clear energy is being pushed with great intensity. The policy needs 

to be cautious in approach; careful enough to recognize needs from wants. 
Energy can be generated through many sources. Nuclear energy is only one 
of the many options available to society. The proposed Jaitapur Nuclear Pow-
er Park ( JNPP) at Madban (Ratnagiri, Maharashtra) is a typical example, 
criticised for not following mandatory guidelines and scientific approach. 
In addition, the project site and its surrounding areas constitute a stable and 
productive ecosystem that can be threatened due to project related activities. 
Present commentary discusses the status and significance of plateau in the 
framework of scientific facts and criticism. 

Availability of energy is one of the major requirements for progress. Energy 
crisis in India is chronic and plagued by a number of problems. Despite oth-
er options, the new energy policy claims a quantum jump for energy crisis 
management through establishment of many nuclear and thermal plants. 

As a part of the new nuclear power expansion programme, the Government 
of India gave in principle approval in 2005 to set up a giant nuclear plant of 
10,000 MWe, (6 plants x 1650 MWNP) the largest ever in the world, at Mad-
ban, located 40 Km from Ratnagiri (Ratnagiri district, Maharashtra), called 
as Jaitapur Nuclear Power Park ( JNPP). The nuclear power park is proposed 
to be built in two phases over 15 to 18 years. The first phase will be two reac-
tors totaling 3300 MWe . 1 
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Nuclear energy is projected to be clean in the sense of emissions. However, there are serious safety 
and waste management problems associated with this technology and management of the nucle-
ar wastes and residues, causing unwarranted environmental implications.2 The Jaitapur Nuclear 
Power Park ( JNPP) is the latest example, strongly opposed by the ecosystem people, Non-Gov-
ernmental Organizations (NGOs) and experts. This issue raises two basic questions about the so 
called energy policy and developmental programmes a) Is our nation really prepared for such a 
kind of developmental projects and if so b) what went wrong with JNPP? In the present commu-
nication, we have tried to understand the crux of this problem in a holistic way.  

PreseNt status

The issues related to JNPP are very complex. It was opposed for various reasons. Some of the note-
worthy criticism about the project is as follows: 

a)  According to Dr. A. Gopalakrishnan, an expert on nuclear energy and former Chairman 
of Atomic Energy  Regulatory Board, the present design is neither scientifically tested nor 
proved for its safety. The EPR (European Pressurised Reactors) design, safety and costs are 
questionable and faulty.3,4,5 Questions related to nuclear waste storage and disposal yet to be 
satisfactorily answered.  

b)  Prof. Madhav Gadgil who headed the Western Ghats Ecology Expert Panel has clearly indi-
cated his  disapproval for constructing the project in an ecologically sensitive area. Consider-
ing the biodiversity rich plateau as a  waste land according to him is a horrendous lie.6 

c)  Dr. E.A.S. Sarma, former Secretary Power, condemned the single minded pursuit of a nuclear 
energy policy.  According to him it is “inherently risk prone”. India’s concern should be about 
the electricity that is lost during the transmission time. We are not even organised ourselves 
to check the wastages and thefts  transmission. Bringing an unknown and unproven technol-
ogy is just like opening flood gates for a disaster and endless suffering.7 

d)  The entire village Panchayats surrounding the project area have unanimously rejected JNPP. 
In disgust, many democratically elected members haveresigned. According to a local NGO 
Janhit Seva Samiti  the project not only displaces many families but also jeopardises the lives 
of approximately 12,000 fishermen.8 

e)  According to Green Peace information the French company AREVA, who has been com-
missioned to build the reactors, has a notorious track record. Finland and Japan are two ex-
amples. Their briefing (accessible on  Inernet) clearly says that JNPPis a nuclear problem and 
not an energy solution and the EPR is dangerously  flawed.9 

f)  According to Tejal Kanitkar, an energy specialist the price of electricity produced from Jaita-
pur plant cannot be competitive as projected. The energy tariff will be a burden to consum-
ers.10

g)  According to Peoples Science Movement, Safety problems and cover ups are common with 
nuclear energy projects. Weak regulatory authority may complicate problems further, result-
ing into serious,  unpredictable problems of a cumulative nature.11 

h)  An authentic and well-studied report by National Institute of Oceanography (NIO), exclu-
sively prepared on Jitapur recognises clearly three important points 1) Unpolluted waters 2) 
High levels of productivity,  good amounts of fish and prawn production and 3) Sensitivity 
of marine and coastal sea life to the increase in water temperature.12
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i)  Jaitapur region falls under category 4 seismic zone and is prone to Tsunami.13

j)  In addition to these abovementioned problems, the destruction of plateaux of Western Ghats 
and Konkan in the states of Maharashtra and Goa in the name of development is another 
concern put forward by biodiversity specialists and ecologists. In Maharashtra, they occur 
prominently between 16 -21 N latitude and are important for the overall14-17 economy and 
prosperity of local communities . Madban represents one of the largest coastal plateaux of 
Maharashtra. 

Tableland like Plateaux of Konkan and Northern Western Ghats are unique. They are protruded 
rocky out crops with flat tops and steep cliffs. The characteristics, size and structure of plateaus 
vary and have their own uniqueness. They also vary in plant and animal composition depending 
upon a number of factors such as type of rock formation, altitude, climate, micro habitats, human 
intervention etc. 

Plateaus of Maharashtra have been commercially exploited since ancient times. Many coastal pla-
teaus are lateritic in nature. The red lateritic rock is cut into pieces of various sizes and these bricks 
are the most sort after material that replaces kilned bricks in the housing construction of the en-
tire coastal zone. Plateaus during British rule acquired barren land status. Accordingly, they were 
denoted as waste land or barren land in various government manuals including the government 
Gazetteer.18 Thus many of them were conveniently converted as base camps for training British 
Army. Things have not changed even in the post-Independence era. Exploitation of plateaus has 
increased many folds, mainly due to minerals such as iron and bauxite. Industrial development is 
a recent phenomenon, encouraged due to low price and less development costs. The government 
supported JNPP at Madban plateau falls into this category. 

Recent studies in different disciplines such as taxonomy, ecology and anthropology has thrown 
new light and contradicted this general assumption about Plateaux. These studies in fact opened 
up new vistas. We now know that Plateaux are unique and important ecosystems and needs to be 
protected for many other reasons. Some of them are highlighted below. 

Plateaus are botanists’ paradise: Plateaux are characterised by unique biodiversity and high levels 
of flowering plant endemism. Plateaus provide ideal habitat for more than 162 endemic taxa of 
Western Ghats. Among them, about 35 taxa need only Plateaux for their survival. Structurally pla-
teau tops, plateau cliffs and the water bodies are the three kinds of meso habitats. 

Plateaux offer more micro habitats: We studied Kas plateau and the Kas lake. It harbours more than 
78 flowering plant endemics, four local endemics and 11 threatened species. It is not surprising 
that plateaus give shelter to more than 25% of the endemic species that are found in the Maharash-
tra state. 

Rock outcrops harbour a number of different plant communities with ephemeral flush vegetation 
being mainly composed by numerous annual species. These plateaus are islands of relict vegeta-
tion: The plant life of plateaus shows strong affinities with African and Madagascar flora. India and 
Africa share the centres or sub-centres of origin for many predominant plateau genera.20 

Plateaux extend an interactive platform for wild animals: Wildlife take shelter in the forest covered 
cliff sides and utilize the benefit of table top food resources such as fodder, tuberous roots, crabs 
or insects. Plateaus with luxuriant herbal cover during monsoon, forms an excellent habitat for 
wildlife, particularly deer, porcupines, wild boars, langurs and predators like the wolf, jackal and 
Indian fox. Plateaux are providers of many Ecosystem services: They are common grazing grounds 
for local village cattle, essential food source (crabs, torrent fishes, black napped hare, pangolin and 
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wild boar), sources of aquifers and habitat for wild life. Also abound in wild relatives of crop plants 
(Curcuma spp., Oryza rufipogon, Zingiber spp.). They are also important for recreational pur-
poses. 

Plateaux are backbones for a sustainable local economy: Low lying areas (depressions) of plateaus 
are generally used for cultivating rice in Konkan region. Many agriculture practices in such regions 
are sustainable in nature. These resources are important for the survival of local dairies. Dairies and 
subsequently the peasant economies. 

They also are regions of social and cultural value: Sacred groves of Gothane plateaux are culturally 
important. Wild flowers such as Wild turmerics (Curcuma spp.), Groundsels (Scenecio spp.), Bal-
sams (Impatiens spp.) and Dipacadi spp. are common decorating objects for local deities during 
celebrations and festivals. 

Ethno botanical importance: The people from Kas plateau region use the dried flowers of Habe-
naria panchaganiensis as a remedy for cough and cold. The juice from the crushed pseudo bulbs of 
Dendrobium barbatulum is used to cure ear ache. 

Plateaux are rich in minerals and other resources: Plateaux provide minerals such as iron and baux-
ite; also stone bricks, sand and red soil paint 

the MaDbaN ecosysteM 

Madban literally means “coconut grove”. The Madban village where JNPP is proposed is situated 
along the coast line of Ratnagiri district in Maharashtra state between (16 28’-16 40’ N and 73 
18’-73 24’E). The panoramic village is sandwiched between two environmentally and economi-
cally important creeks – the Rajapur and the Vijay Durg (Map-1 Annexure C). Alarge plateau 
protruding into the Arabian Sea popularly known as Madban lies between these two creeks, was an 
important port for local ships till a few decades back, is the focal point of the present controversy. 
The Madban region is geographically isolated due to the Arabian Sea on the west and Western 
Ghats on the east. As a result, the lives of people, their economy and their cultural activities are 
strongly dependent on locally available natural resources. The plateau, the creeks, the surrounding 
forests, people and the environment although separate units, have entangled relationships. More-
over Madban plateau is a part of Ratnagiri-Rajapur lateritic plateau amongst 25 identified micro-
centers or micro reserves or potential pockets of endemic flora of northern Western Ghats and 
Konkan region. 26 

The Madban Plateau is surrounded by four villages. 1) Madban 2) Karel 3) Niveli and 4) Mithga-
vane. The area has been rated with high diversity index by a recent scientific investigation based on 
the comprehensive assessment of the opisthobranch fauna. The JNPP will have impact on Ambol-
gad (Site Index 2), which is the second best site under this study for its species diversity and abun-
dance. Besides opisthobranch, it is home to number of inter-tidal fauna such as sea cucumbers, sea 
anemones, sea urchins, brittle star etc. Sea adjoining Ambolgad is very rich for fisheries. Musakazi 
is an important fishing village and jetty which is less than a kilometer from the project site.27  

The three important components of Madban plateau ecosystem – species, habitats and environ-
ment, their processes and activities including that of human beings function within the boundaries 
defined by ecosystem carrying capacity. The Madban ecosystem offers many macro habitats start-
ing from the sea and they are 1) marine 2) coastal 3) beaches 4) creek 5) mudflats 6) plateau cliff 
7) plateau tops 8) forested hill slopes and 9) village surroundings.   



78|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

The plateau and the creeks together provide major employment for local inhabitants. Harvesting 
of natural resources is naturally prudent and sustainable. The rich fertile soils of the valley allow 
peasants to grow rice during rainy season while the creek banks are ideally used for coconut and 
beetle nut cultivation. A characteristic slope from the west to the east allows rain waters to flow 
towards north east and reach a local stream. The silt brought during the rainy season develops a 
mudflat along the banks before the waters join a small creek. The shallow fresh water zone of the 
stream as it reaches the creek offers the best place for villagers to catch fish. Catching and selling 
fish is an important occupation and generates substantial income for many families. 

The creek is a naturally protected shelter belt. As a result the banks of the creek have evolved into 
dense mangrove forest with Sonneratia as a dominant species. More than six species of mangroves 
occur in this region.28 These mangrove patches provide suitable habitat for wild animals like 
Smooth-Coated Otter (Lutrogale perspicillata).  

The mouths of the creeks offer lots of marine diversity useful for food and business. According to 
Directorate of Fisheries, Maharashtra state, the marine fish catch of Jaitapur and its surroundings 
(Nate, Deogad and Vijay Durg) is rich in fishery resources. The catch varies from year to year, from 
325-11893 metric tons, mackerel being the dominant fish.29 

Herbs dominate the plateau landscape. Four herbaceous genera namely Scenecio, Glyphochloa, 
Eriocaulon and Utricularia rule the entire plateau territory. Many species of these genera are en-
demic and threatened. Drosera indica, Rotala densiflora, Flemingia tuberosa, Exacum sp., Orni-
thogalum concanense, Oryza rufipogon, Drimia sp. Crinum sp., Cyanotis sp. able to develop into 
small patches and try to break the monopoly of dominant genera. Different species of Eriocaulon 
and Glyphocloa cover rocky surfaces. Utricularias form large gregarious patches in marshy areas 
with a thin layer of soil. The coast facing cliffs are covered with evergreen forests with occasional 
breaks of Pandanus. 

The dependence of these people on plateaus for economic and other reasons is deep and crucial. 
Depending on the type of substratum, soil cover and utilization the plateau can be classified into 
three regions by the villagers. They are: a) Grazing lands: Large tracts of the plateau are covered by 
rocky substratum without any soil cover. These areas  are used for cattle grazing, especially during 
the monsoon and post monsoon season. b) Fodder lands: While the areas covered with a thin layer 
of soil are kept for fodder, fodder is harvested during  winter. c) Cultivable land: Farmers grow rice 
in the central depressed region where good amount of soil is available Agricultural activities carried 
out by indigenous people provide deep insights and traditional wisdom of sustainable practices. 
They allow three plants to grow and survive with paddy crop for curious reasons. They do not weed 
them out. They protect them. They are Ornithogalum concanense (Gulchedi), Flemingia tuberosa 
(Kachodi) and Oryza rufipogon (Dev-bath). For the villagers Gulchedi is important to make gar-
lands and women use them for their head decoration. Kachodi is important because it has edible 
tubers. They are harvested only with rice. So that fallen seeds germinate during next season. The 
wild rice is preserved because it is considered as a gift of God. The grains they believe should go 
to Gods. Ornithogalum concanense is a critically endangered local endemic. Flemingia tuberosa 
is a threatened endemic. Oryza rufipogon is the wild relative of the modern rice. The Scenaecios 
and the Balsams that grow in plenty are used to decorate the elephant God (Ganesha) during the 
festival of Vinayaka chaturthi. 

Alist of endemic and threatened taxa found on the plateau top, cliff and surrounding forest are pre-
sented in (Table 1), tentatively indicates the richness. The survey was conducted for a very short 
time. Repeated floristic explorations may yield many more endemic taxa. 
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Land utilization for different activities is prudent in nature. Natural resource harvesting is mixed 
with conservation ethics which of course is a part of their cultural frame work. The entire land use 
and natural resource harvesting model is simple, sustainable and appropriate. The plateau is also 
very important for these villagers since it also provides gravel and sand that is required for their 
house construction. The red soil that is available in selected areas of plateau is used as wall paint. 

The plateau which is common grazing ground for about 400 cattle belongs to three villages. In 
brief, the lives of people, economy and their cultural activities are entangled with plateau and the 
creeks. If one is effected the others too will be disturbed. Ecologically it is not worth disturbing one 
of the largest coastline plateaus of Maharashtra with such a wide diversity of species. 

DiscussioN 

Ecosystems are shared resources. Their resources are not only shared by humans, but also by a 
gamut of other living organisms. 

Madban is one of the largest coastline Plateaux of Maharashtra. Together with two creeks, the 
Rajapur and Vijaya Durg, it forms a unique life supporting system. The services provided by this 
ecosystem are many. Total estimation of these in terms of money is not available. Even then one 
can assume that they are worthier than the single service provided by the JNPP. Government can-
not simply ignore the fact that the world of Madban ecosystem people is entangled in their plateau 
paradise. What society really needs at this juncture is a ‘Blue Ocean Strategy’ for energy planning. 

The researchers on the other hand are at the cross roads; exploring a different kind of ecosystems 
and trying to appreciate their functional role in local economies. More scientific understanding 
in future may be able to decipher other services of plateaux that may be substantially important 
for future generations. Also, understanding ecological relationships and carrying capacity in due 
course of time will enable us to develop a working model and general guidelines for sustainable uti-
lization of plateaux. Destroying plateaus for temporary benefits before they are understood might 
cause immense damage to these sensitive local ecosystems. 

Confusing policies and unilateral economic decisions will only add fuel to the already burning 
problems of Konkan and environment in general. Nuclear radiation can be disastrous, end up de-
stroying ecosystems, habitats in addition to threatening life of thousands of people. The side effects 
are long lasting, maybe for generations. Adopting an unknown nuclear energy technology from 
a partner with questionable credentials may prove disastrous not only to the Konkan region of 
Maharashtra, but to the entire nation. The recent nuclear disaster in Japan is a lesson to all of us. 
It is still not too late. Our political wisdom must obey the rules of science and follow the path of 
fairness, transparency, rationality, logic and evidence. Putting a stop to the Jaitapur Nuclear Power 
Park at Madban will be the first step in this direction. 

table 1: list of plants observed the madban plateau  
with its endemicity and threatened status

No. botanical name endemic to india 
(National en-
demic) 

endemic to Ma-
harashtra (re-
gional endemic) 

Threatened cat-
egory (we should 
mention as eN, 
cr, Vul, r) 

1. Arundinella metzii Ho-
schst. ex Miq 

+ 
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2. * Begonia crenata 
Drynad 

+ 

3. *Barleria involucrata 
Nees var.elata C.B. 
Clarke 

+ 

4. * Camptorrhiza indica 
S.R. Yadav et al. 

+ 

5. Ceropegia anantii S.R. 
Yadav et al. (Doubtful) 

+ 

6. Crinum elenorae Blatt 
(Doubtful) 

+ + 

7. Cucumis setosus Cogn + 
8. Curcuma neilgherrensis 

Wt. (non endemic) 
+ 

9. *Ornithogalum concan-
ense (Dalzell) J.C. Man-
ning & Goldblatt 

+ + 

10. * Ensete superbum 
Cheesm. (non endemic) 

+ 
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31. *Pseudoxytenanthera ritcheyi 
(Munro) Naithani 

+ 

32. P. stocksii (Munro) Naithani + 
33. Senecio bombayensis N.P. 

Balakr 
+ 

34. * Senecio belgaumensis 
(Wight) C.B. Clarke 

+ 

35. * Smithia setulosa Dalzell + 
36. * Utricularia albocaerulea 

Dalzell 
+ 

* Collected just in few surveys, others compiled from KKV , BNHS reports. 

—The authors of this paper are researchers and professors 
specialising in botany and in the study biodiversity on plateaus. 

The current paper has been sent for peer review and  
publishing in a scientific magazine.  
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s. s. yaDaV

Namaskar to everyone from Jaitapur and sir from Tarapur. I was 
told by an editor to write about this Jaitapur project, so I did 
some research and I realised that valid points against the project 
have been made, but nothing has been said about the company 

initiating the project. So I probed the history of this company on the internet 
and I discovered that these people have made a grave mistake by awarding the 
contract to this company. How was this company given the contract when their 
financial position is so shaky? A similar thing happened in Dhabol when Enron 
was awarded the contract: soon after, the company declared bankruptcy. The 
president of Enron committed suicide as he was sentenced to 50 years impris-
onment. Result: the project lay incomplete for years. 

In 1958, the richest capitalist from France Mr.Sneller started a company called 
Pharmatone which tied up with another company called Westinghouse to 
install fuse reactors in Brazil and Belgium. In the first 20 years Pharmatone 
earned a vast amount of money but the company was slowly and steadily loot-
ed by the directors, and you know what happens in capitalism where the profits 
are for those in power while losses are borne by common people like us; the 
same thing happened with Pharmatone after Sneller destroyed the company. 
Then Pharmatone’s shares were bought by the French government. In fact, the 
French government bought three such companies and somehow ran them for 
10 years. These three companies were later merged to form Areva. 

The opposition to Areva abroad is tremendous. In order to cover up for the bad 
press, a few top-level MBA students from the Ahmedabad IIM were recruited: 
Prateek Bhatia, Manav Patel, AbhishekDeora and Komalpreet Singh. These 
guys drew up a 72-page report called IIPM Gota (http://www.slideshare.net/
abhishekdevra/areva-paris) where they lavishly praised the company. I am tell-
ing you this because this is on the internet and my research is dependent on 
this report. Anyone who wants to see the report can easily download it. The re-
port mentions that the company is strong and reliable and includes the balance 
sheet of the company. That was a big mistake. The balance sheet is the mirror of 
the company. I will describe just seven things in the balance sheet which point 
out how this government is trying to take us for a ride. 
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In 2008, this company had a debt of €5499 million; in 2009, if the company was doing as well as 
claimed, this should have decreased, but it actually rose to €6185 million. This is patently wrong... 
How can you give any contract to a company which is neck-deep in debt? 

Secondly, these boys have hidden very important facts: in 2008, the company sold off fixed assets 
of €347 million and then the very next year another €381 million worth of fixed assets was dis-
posed of. This means that they liquidated the company’s gold or property. There is nothing wrong 
with that if it was reinvested and new property was bought. But if this was used to meet current 
liabilities and expenses then it was very risky for the company. 

The third point is that the profit margin in 2009 increased by a mere 5.4%, and this was not because 
of any improved performance; it was only because of the difference in the Euro exchange rate. The 
Euro value dropped and therefore the company’s profit went up by 5.4%, which in any case is very 
slight. 

The fourth important point is about the Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation and Amor-
tization (EBITDA) 

margin. EBITDAis the margin arrived at before deducting from the total profit. It is a little difficult 
to understand but it must be noted that the EBITDA margin is very important. If the EBITDA 
margin increases it means that they are spending more money on interest; that is, not only has the 
loan gone up but so has the interest rate. And someone who takes loan from the market at a high 
rate, that person’s company is nothing but third class. Areva’s EBITDA margin was 13% in 2008, 
which itself is considered very high in normal accounting practice, and in spite of that the following 
year it shot up to 19% --almost 66% higher. This clearly indicates that the company is on its way to 
ruin. 

My fifth point is that in 2008 the company had total assets of €34644 million; in 2009 this dra-
matically grew to €36050 million. But they bungled up big time by putting the huge amount of 
€5649 million as assets under the head ‘Business held for sale’. This item is a sham as I have not 
seen any such account; and including it in the company’s assets is an outright fraud. Moreover, 
the fixed assets shown are €21875 million out of which intangible assets and goodwill amount to 
€8021 million. This must not be included under fixed assets which normally refer to gold, silver, 
cash, property and things like that. These are very important and real assets while intangible assets 
merely indicate your value in the market. If the company crashes, then their value is a big zero. This 
is nothing but an accounting fraud of the worst kind, and ignoring such frauds these students gave 
this company a clean chit. 

Accountancy is a difficult subject that cannot be understood by all. But one thing you must un-
derstand is that Areva, going by what is reflected in its balance sheet, has committed a huge fraud. 
Besides, Areva is a limited company owned by the government of France and registered in the US 
and UK; we cannot take action against a French company on Indian soil.  And such a fraudulent 
company is being given the contract to construct this nuclear power energy park. 

We cannot trust this company and anything produced by such a fraudulent company will put us all 
at risk. I would like to say more but due to lack of time I will conclude my deposition. Thank you. 

—Mr. S.S. Yadav writes regularly on economics and related subjects in  
Marathi and English dailies. A retired professor of Patkar College,  

Mumbai Founder member of Dalit Panthers and currently 
 a member of the Republican Party of India 
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welcome, on behalf of Mitgavane grampanchayat; on behalf of Shri Dev Vandanesh-
war’s sacred shrine; on behalf of Janhit SevaSamiti; on behalf of the local MLA; and 
on behalf of the entire Rajapurtaluka; I welcome all the luminaries. Esteemed guests, 
I request all to maintain silence in the oration hall; since this programme is being held 
in Shri Dev Vandaneshwar’s premises, we request you to maintain the sacredness and 
dignity of this place. 

Nirvinghnam KurmayadevamSarva Karyayesu Sarvada. The discussion session is 
commencing, the Bombay High Court has set certain limits in terms of participation, 
we expect all the dignitaries and brothers and sisters of the village to abide by these 
limits; we will not breach the orders of the High Court. I would like to request Smt. 
Ranade Madam present on the dais to commence this function with lighting the lamp. 
I hope that the proceedings here impact not just us but the entire community, vil-
lage, state, country and the whole world. With this I conclude my welcome speech. Jai 
Hind, Jai Maharashtra. 

Dr. Milind Desai
Janhit seva samite, Mitgavane Village

friends, we have come from Kerala, with a sense of urgency we would like to draw 
your attention to the indefinite hunger strike that is in progress in Koodankulam in 
Tirunelveli district of Tamil Nadu. nuclear plant is going to be commissioned shortly 
and 121 people are on hunger strike there; the government does not seem to take any 
notice, news about it has also been largely local, it has to be known everywhere, and 
we have to do everything possible within our means to make these people abandon 
the Koondakulam nuclear plant. Even as we speak, the condition of 28 satyagrahis is 
very bad, they have been on fast since the last six days; they are very weak and are now 
on a drip. We have to raise two demands at the national level: first, we have to save 
the lives of the satyagrahis; second, we must impress upon the government that they 
have to abandon this nuclear power plant as it affects the very livelihood of thousands 
of fisherfolk who live around the plant, it also endangers the lives of millions in the 
thickly populated areas of Tirunelveli, Kanyakumari, Nagarcoil and thiruvanthapuan.

K ramchandran
Public health fourm Kera
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firstly, on behalf of Ratnagiri district, Rajapurtaluka, Dashakrushigrampanchayat 
and on behalf all the fishermen, farmers, orchard owners, I would like to welcome 
people from Jharkhand, Kerala, Tamil Nadu --including those from Koodankulam -- 
and other people who have come from afar. When the decision to set up the Jaitapur 
plant was taken by the government they never took the locals or grampanchayats in 
confidence about the project. In 2006, they directly sent us land acquisition notices 
and because of that we realised what was going to happen here; and we the gram-
panchayat of Madban stood in the sun for three days and did not allow the measure-
ments to be carried out. But later, when our farmers went to the fields, these people 
called 55 of our people under the pretext of talking to them and then arrested them; 
this was when they started showing their true colours. We are not experts in the field, 
but we invited people who are experts, like Surendra Gadekar and Sandimitra Gad-
ekar, both scientists of nuclear physics, to join our campaign in 2006. They brought 
with them the CD of the Rawatbhata nuclear power plant study. 

We showed and distributed the CDs to people, we created an awareness among the 
people, but the authorities questioned our motives.We were deliberately given misin-
formation by the government, we were told that there are pregnant women working 
in their Tarapur project, but when I went to Tarapur there was a notice banning the 
entry of pregnant women. 

All our agitations have been peaceful. The first one was when we went to Rajapurtehsil 
office in 2006 with PrakashWagdhare, Amdar and Narggarkar conducting the morcha 
in a peaceful manner. We have always respected and followed Gandhi’s non-violent 
principles but the authorities don’t believe in him and merely sport Gandhi caps for 
show; in fact, they are wary of our peaceful agitation because they know it will prove 
problematic for them. The jail¬bharo we did on 29th October was very peaceful, the 
government could not do anything; not even one stone was 

th

hurled. Our next agitation was on 4 December, before which we even sent them a let-
ter informing them about it. My friend will speak in detail about it. In a democracy it 
is not wrong to do peaceful protests, yet the persons were arrested. 

We are being harassed 300 out of 365 days. I was given an arrest warrant at 11:30 in 
the night, the police can do whatever it wants and put us in jail, but we follow the laws 
and regulations. We tell the police that they are not just law-enforcers but also servants 
of the people, after all our demand is not to make hooch liquor! And pray, what is our 
crime? Each and every one has the right to protect the environment. If you call that 
a crime, then I am a criminal and I will do it again. The Constitution guarantees us 
freedom of speech, but if we gather at temple meetings you ban us; and if you consider 
this a crime, then yes I am guilty. I was unwell yet these people took me to the police 

Pravin Gavankar
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station and kept me hungry; I had not committed any murder for sure. This kind of 
injustice is done to us by these people.  

In 2007, we had a meeting at the collector’s office in the presence of the local MLA. As 
a follow-up to that, all ministers concerned were to meet and deliberate on the issue; 
however that meeting has still not taken place. More than 470 farmers raised objec-
tions; but Revenue Minister Narayan Rane’s response: ‘Without acquiring the land of 
poor farmers, how will this country progress?’ If that is so, our question is: Why not 
acquire land from the ministers? 

We also want the country to prosper, and since you have hundreds of acres of land, 
why don’t you give some of your land to the poor farmers? At a meeting with the Chief 
Minister, thousands of farmers unequivocally raised their hands against the project 
and against acquisition of their land. 

Milind Desai stood here and said that this government should be ashamed of itself; is 
‘ashamed’ an unparliamentary word? But these people are absolutely shameless and 
devoid of any self-respect; they put us in jail late that night. The forced land acquisi-
tion happened in 2006, the question that needs to be asked: how could they acquire 
the land forcefully? 

My son, who has never killed a fly in his life, is charged with Section 307 (attempt 
to murder); seven people including me, sarpanch, up-sarpanch, we are tadipar (ex-
terned). Where are we to go? And these people are so corrupt they just want to im-
plement the project at any cost, they have become agents of America. What is the 
state of the government today? Everywhere there is injustice, inflation, corruption..
Maharashtra lost Rs 35,000 crore in the Enron project, and if this project happens 
then our whole country will go down the drain. If the grampanchayat, zillaparishad, 
panchayatsamiti do not want the project, why are you not listening to them? They 
formed a panel with Mr.Madhavrao Gadgil, but even before the panel’s report came 
out, the project was given the green signal. 

Yes, we want electricity but we need to learn a simple lesson from the 5 Standard Sci-
ence textbook: if you can use water, wind, solar power to generate electricity then God 
will bless you. But if you are deforesting land, making soil unfertile and burning coal 
then you will be cursed. 

When I went to Ralegaon Siddhi I saw a lot of windmills there; why can’t we do the 
same, I thought. But then I realised,how will they get commission from the wind? 
That is the point, it is just for money. But today people are aware of the disadvantages 
of nuclear power plants. 

We will fight for this in a peaceful manner and should be allowed a peaceful protest 
by the government. We will not let this project come up at any cost. I have spoken for 
long, so I will stop here. Jai Hind, Jai Maharashtra. 
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rajan salviji
local Mla shiv sena

chhatrapati shivaji Maharaj, Shiv Sena Pramukh Hon’ble Balasaheb Thackeray; 
Shiv Sena President Honorable Uddhavji Thackeray; all the dignitaries from Maha-
rashtra and all over the country; people of the press; sisters, ladies and friends. I thank 
all those who have come from different parts of the state and country to Jaitapur, 
Ratnagiri district, to support us. As Pravin Gavankar and Ulkaji have presented their 
points in detail, I will dwell only on the main issues. The Konkan region is blessed 
with untold natural beauty which the Centre is trying to ruin. 

The local population is 100% opposed to this project greenlighted by the central gov-
ernment. Because of this project our Konkan mango farmer, other farmers, and our 
fishermen will be wiped out. There was a janasunavni by the Goverment for this proj-
ect and there too 100% of the people clearly stated that this project should be aban-
doned. But it is still being foisted on us. There have been various fasts, agitations and 
jail-bharo protests at the local level; despite this the government has not withdrawn 
the project. I would like to say that our Maharashtra needs 12,000 megawatts of elec-
tricity right now: 7000 MW is produced in Maharashtra and the deficit is just 5000 
MW. From Sindhudurg to Raigad, on the Konkan coastline there are about 17 pro-
posed projects adding to 43000 MW is going to be generated through these projects; 
Jindal is producing 1200 MW, therefore in this region we are producing 5443MW. So 
where is the need for this nuclear power plant? 

The second point is about the safety after an earthquake. The Jaitapur project is situ-
ated in an earthquake-prone zone: in the last 20 years almost 83 tremors have been 
recorded in Jaitapur, and one was a big earthquake measuring 5.5 on the Richter scale. 
Recently, there was a giant earthquake in Japan and the entire country shook. If this 
Jaitapur project goes ahead, then in future the whole of Konkan from Goa to Mum-
bai could be destroyed. The central government had appointed a committee to assess 
the environmental impact of the project but before seeing this report they started the 
project, this point should be noted. Along with the farmers, the fishermen will also be 
devastated: for this project about 600 crore litres of water will be drawn from the sea 
every day. After use, this water -- contaminated with chemicals and metal dust -- will 
be discharged into the sea killing billions of fish and destroying their eggs. The next 
point is about the waste: the Jaitapur project will generate 18,000 tonnes of waste ev-
ery day and due to this diseases like cancer will become rampant. 

The government should promote sustainable energy sources like wind and solar pow-
er; instead of nuclear power it would be better if it gave importance to a hydro power 
plant. It has been estimated that Ratnagiri district can produce 7600 MW and Sind-
hudurg district 6400 MW by a water power project. In Konkan 10,400MW can be 
produced which is sufficient, so what is the need for nuclear power? 

Today we have a number of experts present here. I would like to tell them: if we have 
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to stop this project we need your support and guidance. All of us should join forces 
and stop the work which is going on at the project site. Thank you. Jai Hind, Jai Ma-
harashtra.

bhikaji waghdhara
sarpanch, Madban Village

Madban I welcome everyone assembled here: the honorable judge, MLA Rajanjiand 
all others. The government has foisted this nuclear power project on us in a very wrong 
manner; they painted a different picture to the farmers assuring them of some incen-
tives. When the zillaparishad members were asked to show the requisite permission 
for conducting a survey, they had to stop work. But then some officers from Ratnagiri 
district came and restarted the work; we did not want this survey and opposed it. We 
were then called for talks, around 15 of us went, and the zillaadhikari did not have 
any knowledge about the project. Jain sahib pitched in with some information but we 
insisted we would like this information from the zillaadhikari only. We then requested 
him to allow all of us farmers and fishermen to hold a meeting at BhagwatiMandir. At 
the discussions held there, we learnt that the project was harmful, and as a protest we 
did not have the snacks that he provided. 

Next, on Bakri Eid, we reiterated our opposition to this project and stated there was 
no question of carrying out a survey. The tehsildar then arrested 55 people as there 
weren’t enough police vans to take everybody. Today, 5-6 years later, that case is still 
going on. 

After that incident, the Collector constantly enforces Section 144, almost 300 out of 
365 days. So many cases have been filed against the people that there is hardly anyone 
in Madban who does not have a case registered against them. When Ajit Pawar came 
here he declared, ‘I am from Ratnagiri, I will get the cases withdrawn’ but nothing 
happened. Thereafter, they forcefully tried to give everyone their cheques. The police 
did a lathi charge and even stormed into the homes of the president and secretary of 
the Tanta Mukti, beat them up and created an uproar by kicking around things like the 
kitchen stove. They then dissolved the Tanta Mukti. 

Women and children are often arrested past midnight. At the time of the jail bha-
ro about 265 people were present; so was AjitPawar who, instead of listening to us, 
threatened us for opposing the project. Is this the way a democracy functions? Today 
we need people, judges and reporters like you; wherever there is jamavbandi we must 
protest and you must cooperate with us, only then something is possible. But if you 
only come and listen to our speeches, then we will not be able to stop this project 
and the entire Konkan coastline will be teeming with such projects. Everyone should 
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protest peacefully in their own area. We are tired of doing democratic protests since 
last 4-5 years, we are ready to do any type of protest now; even our women are happy 
to stay in jail for 15 days.

I request all the experts present that instead of supporting the protest by coming here 
you can start a protest in your own area. I would like to respectfully tell the judge 
that we are with you in maintaining law and order but we should get justice from 
you. Besides there are so many charges against us; we would like to know how we can 
challenge these in court. We need your support. I welcome you all again. Jai Hind, Jai 
Maharashtra. 

All such thoughts are negatively impacting people’s minds; people have started get-
ting heart attacks. Moreover, the reign of terror in the area has resulted in some people 
dying of stress and fear.In this mandir, a little girl went up to the MLAand narrated 
her family’s plight. Her grandmother, who could not read or write, was forcibly given 
a cheque by a government official and her thumb impression taken. There are about 
10 grampanchayats in this panchakruti, and all these grampanchayats have decided 
that they do not want this project; and in spite of that we are not getting justice in this 
democracy. There have been two sittings of the Vidhan Parishad, the winter session 
in Nagpur and the monsoon one in Mumbai; at that time the local MLAs presented 
the matter but the government did not consider it. The British Raj was better than 
this; even Britishers did not harass the poor people so much. People here feel that it is 
alright even if they do not get electricity, but they do not want this project. I will stop 
now. Jai Hind, Jai Maharashtra.

Vilas awsare
Madban Village

i bow in front of the king -- God of Maharashtra Raja Shiv Chhatrapati; the esteemed 
dais; all the experts gathered here from entire Hindustan; reporters, farmers, fisher-
men and all my friends. While everyone here is protesting by vocal means only, the 
government is trying to suppress it all by use of force. The agitations are thus getting 
bigger, and if this continues it could snowball into a violent rebellion. This is cause for 
genuine concern. If the government is going to arrest innocent persons at 2-2.30 in 
the night, it is bound to aggravate matters.Women and children are often arrested past 
midnight. Women and children are often arrested past midnight. At the time of the jail 
bharo about 265 people were present; so was AjitPawar who, instead of listening to us, 
threatened us for opposing the project. . 

I will narrate my own experience here. On 22nd January 2010, the freedom fighter of 
Mitgavane village passed away. That morning I got a call with a request to hold a meet-
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ing to mourn his passing. Later when I reached that meeting, I was surprised to learn 
that cheques were being distributed to the people gathered there. Besides, the police 
prevented me from attending the meeting despite my assertion that I was a people’s 
representativeand member of the zillaparishad. I was arrested and taken to the police 
station along with others.

At the police station, when an officer spotted us sitting on chairs, he started abusing us 
and ordered us to sit on the floor. If such is the treatment even though we committed 
no crime, then it is an insult to democracy; we were not even allowed to speak. With 
this kind of treatment from the government, the poor helpless farmers and fishermen 
have no one to turn to. 

Speakers before me have described the actual conditions of this place. I will add one 
more point. The government claims they will build a good security infrastructure 
here. A bomb blast near the Delhi High Court killed and injured several people; if the 
government cannot protect a place where there is a High Court, the President’s house, 
the Prime Minister’s house, Parliament House, then what security can they give the 
entire Konkan coast? Terrorists can attack this place anytime. If they want to disregard 
the grampanchayat, panchayatsamiti, zillaparishad they should dismiss these bodies 
and the Centre can take the decisions directly. I request all gathered here to support 
our protests, thank you. Jai Hind, Jai Maharashtra.  

Manda Vadekar
Madban Village

My name is Manda Vadekar. Respected judge, MLA Salvisahib, everyone gathered 
from all over the country -- I would like to welcome you all. Work on the Jaitapur 
nuclear power plant started in 2002; they did soil-testing at first and we opposed it but 
they did not pay any heed. We then conveyed the grampanchayat’s objections to the 
collector and the tehsildar. None of the farmers has accepted any money from the gov-
ernment, and those who have accepted do not live here, they do not even know where 
their land is. The grampanchayat’s decisions are being disregarded. Our lives depend 
on our farms, fields, orchards, on fishing; what will we do if the government forces 
this project on us? Our children are learning farming and fishing skills, no one in our 
village has a job. And if the government does not value the decisions of the gram-
panchayat, zillaparishadandpanchayatsamiti then they should remove these bodies. 
We will always oppose this project and we will not let it happen here, this is my strong 
opinion. Thank you.
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ajit Narkar
Madban Village

I bow to ShridevAnjaneshwar and everyone on the dais, Honorable MLA Rajanji Sal-
vi, and people who have come from all over the country. Today we have gathered, all 
the people in this area are illiterate farmers yet the government, through this nuclear 
power plant proposal, has almost taken away their right to live. Fishermen, mango 
farmers, everyone will be affected. Nowhere in the world can you get the Alphonso 
mango grown in this area; many have tried to grow it elsewhere but in vain. It is only 
due to the Konkan climate that we reap the king of fruits, the Alphonso mango. Till 
now we were unaware of the ramifications of this nuclear power plant. But when the 
project started and at the same time a similar nuclear power plant in Japan exploded, 
the locals realised the attendant dangers: how everything will be destroyed, and like 
in Japan after the power plant disaster, the land cannot be cultivated for 100-150 years. 
The place where the project is coming up has 100-150 acres of rice fields which pro-
vide food for farmers the whole year round. If this land is taken away by the govern-
ment, then what will these people eat? What happens to their livelihood? They and 
their future generations cannot survive on the money the government gives them.

bhalchandra holum
Madban Village

Dignitaries on the dais, brothers and sisters of Panchakrushi. I will tell you a sad 
incident in my life and the struggles people are going through because of this project. 
India is a country dependent on agriculture and therefore no one can be forced to 
forego this occupation. This project can be compared to the JallianwalaBagh massacre. 
Many a saint born in Maharashtra has declared to the people: ‘Swaraj is my birth right 
and I shall have it.’ We are born in this soil and therefore we oppose the nuclear project 
on this sacred land; we do not want it to be destroyed. Thanks to nature’s blessings, the 
illiterate people of this area are able to earn a livelihood. We have mangoes, papaya, 
karwand, figs and more in this land; we have so much cultivation that a person is able 
to earna good livelihood through this. 

We have seen the conditions in Tarapur. People of Morbad were supposed to be re-
habilitated at Khopoli, and a lot of assurances were given to these people. But today 
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people are committing suicide there, because there is no water, no wood for fuel; they 
have been put on a hill and are not given water from the Khopoli Municipal Corpora-
tion. They were given water supply only for four days, after that it stopped. In Sindhu-
durg district the dam was built 20 years ago, but the rehabilitation is still not complete. 
The government has put a boundary around the dam, so they are not able to do any 
farming. 

All our grampanchayats, panchayatsamitis, zillaparishads have unanimously decided 
that they do not want this nuclear power plant. But there is no democracy left in the 
country, the government is not bothered, so who can the people turn to? Older people 
say that in British India at least they could eat properly twice a day, but nowadays 
people are not able to eat even once. And people fear that even if they are walking on 
the road going about their own business, they will be caught by the police and arrested 
with some trumped-up charge. 

My father in fact lost his life because of such an incident. One evening after finishing 
work, he was going to meet a relative when he was suddenly pursued by the police for 
no rhyme or reason. While running he fell and hurt himself and then suffered a heart 
attack. Although he recovered a bit, due to lack of proper medical services in our area, 
his condition turned serious once again a few days later. As I was away in Mumbai, I 
requested my neighbours to take my father to Ratnagiri for treatment, and I would 
meet them there. Unfortunately, my father passed away before reaching Ratnagiri. 

Even his funeral procession was subjected to police harassment. On the same day Ud-
dhav Thackeray was expecte in Madban and there was heavy police nakabandiwith 
anyone heading for the village being taken into custody. Even with the ritual pot in my 
hand, I had a hard time convincing the police that it was indeed a corpse that we were 
taking for the final rites in Madban; yet we were harassed and lathi-charged. 

This constant harassment of the common people is like the Jallianwala Bagh massa-
cre. If you want to torture us through this project, it is better you bomb Konkan and 
annihilate this land and its people once and for all. But whilewe are alive, we will not 
allow this project; there will be a lot of agitations like Subhas babu’s (Subhas Chandra 
Bose), and such projects will be thrown out. Thank you.

sitabai Gavankar

i am from madban an had some fisal work suddenly a police man had he by the neck 
chapped me in police van,took me into custody and put a false case on me ;hour sister 
was aso with hr (Sitabai is from Madban, she had gone for some farm work and four 
policemen caught her, beat her up, took her into custody and put a false case on her; 
her sister was also with her.)
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taramati waghdhare

i bow before Lord Anjaneshwar; andnamaskar to all the dignitaries on the dais. We 
have been opposing this project right from the start, because we do not trust the gov-
ernment, they say one thing today and then change their stance later. When I asked 
the police whether they would stop us if we were to go on a religious mission in jama-
vbandi, they replied they might stop a group of people but not a single person. But we 
ladies often move aroundin groups for bringing flour or other purposes. Once I was 
reading a book in the temple while a protest was on, and the police suddenly grabbed 
me. I told them, I am just reading, I am not troubling you, why are you arresting me? 
But that entire day they detained me and did not give me any food.  They gave some 
three dozen bananas to 5000 people. 

I have raised three children with the income from my farm. My daughter studied till 
the tenth standard and is now married; my son failed in the ninth and left school; and 
the third is in the twelfth. My husband is ill andneeds medicines worth Rs 5000 each 
month. They will give us a few lakh rupees but that amount will run out like grass fed 
to cattle. 

The land is our mother and we cannot put a value on our mother. The money they give 
us will get over but the land will remain with us; we can always cultivate it whenever 
we want. I have known the local police since I was a child, but now these same po-
licemen are charging us with cases. The government should stop this oppression.This 
project must stop, we do not want it.

sheetal Naresh shirsekar

brothers and sisters, on the 18 of April I was on the way to my farm carrying some 
food.The police accosted me and asked me where I was heading. I told them I was go-
ing to my farm but they wouldn’t let me go and started attackingme.I was hit on my 
head with a stone and beaten with a stick until my sari was stained with blood and I fell 
on the ground unconscious. When I regained consciousness, I was disoriented, didn’t 
know where I was. I struggled to walk and somehow managed to reach my home. I was 
then taken to the government hospital and treated for my wounds. Thank you.
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ashok ranade

i am an agricultural man, and the Maharashtra government has awarded me the 
‘UdyanPandit’ award for my research in the agricultural field. Konkan University has 
asked me to accept the ‘KrushiBhushan’ award, but I think they will decide against 
awarding me after my speech. I am least bothered about that. 

When I first heard about the setting up of a nuclear power plant in Jaitapur, about four 
or five years ago, initially I had no opinion on the issue. But after reading about it and 
discussing it with experts and other learned people, I realised that there were many 
problems with this technology. I also discussed this with the officials of the Nuclear 
Power Corporation of India Ltd (NPCIL) in an attempt to understand both sides 
of the issue. But NPCILcould not even show me a correct map of the project site! 
Secondly, I don’t know if people realised it but on the coastal side for security reasons 
there would be a 1.6 km barrier which means that no fisherman will be able to enter 
that part of the creek.

Security will certainly be a matter of grave concern. Look at what happened in Mum-
bai a few years ago, terrorists came from the sea. Yet NPCILhas no answer for this. I 
think if this plant comes up no fisherman will be allowed in the area for sure. It will 
be a no man’s zone, a sterilised area. NPCIL is yet to decide whether outsiders will be 
permitted to enter and work there. But there will surely be several sections of the plant 
where no outsiders will be allowed. 

When I asked NPCIL why they wanted to locate the plant here, they said it was be-
cause it is near the sea. But have they considered the impact of the waste water on 
the livelihood of the fishermen? When the fishermen asked for details relating to the 
management of waste water, the officials said that per second 7,00,000 litres would be 
needed for the plant’s cooling section. This means water enough to fill a tank 64 square 
metres in area and one metre deep would be discharged into the creek every second. 
They claim it will be discharged only after cooling, but does anyone in this hall believe 
that? 

Even if we accept this, our next question would be: how will they manage this heated 
water? 

There has to be an energy conversion; it is basic science. If we take the simple example 
of an ice factory: the heat is absorbed by the air when making the ice. Are they going 
to use the same principle for this project? 

The Tarapur project has a capacity of 250 megawatts while this project would have a 
capacity of about 10,000 megawatts. That means it is 40 times bigger than Tarapur. 
This can be compared to Diwali fireworks: the bigger the firecracker, the larger the 
explosion.  In the same way, the risk is much larger in Jaitapur; no one can predict 
what might happen.  
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NPCILofficials say that the heated waste water will be brought down to normal tem-
perature and then discharged into the sea. On the other hand, one scientist also from 
NPCIL --claimed that this warm water is beneficial for the fish and hence the fisher-
men. After hearing such conflicting statements common people like me get confused. 
If we want fish to grow, then the temperature has to be constant. From my experience, 
if we shift fish from one bowl of water to another for the purpose of feeding, the water 
temperature must remain the same.  Water creatures cannot tolerate even the slightest 
change in water temperature.I have learnt this from research at the Fisheries College. 

At one session during the discussions in Ratnagiri, NPCIL said that this electricity is 
cheaper, then why you are not ready to accept it? Let’s calculate: to produce 1,00,000 
megawatts of electricity at today’s prices, the cost is Rs 4 crore.  But the basic inven-
tory of atomic energy would cost Rs 16 to 18 crore. So this is four or five times more. 
I do not think it is logical. Moreover, all the inputs for the plant are imported -- be it 
the uranium, the technology, the machinery orthe fuel. Why not use what is available 
in India? In the future, if we have some diplomatic problems with that country, then 
what is to happen to this plant? 

The strong local opposition is not against development but against the choice of this 
technology especially when there are so many other options that are more sustainable. 
We support those projects that will not do any harm to nature. MrMadhavraoGadgil 
had conducted a survey and submitted his report specifically with regard to this re-
gion’s environment and culture. But NPCIL officials are not ready to accept this; they 
seem to support Fukushima! Germany, it was recently reported,has decided to close 
down all its nuclear power plants. Germany is not a third-world country but a modern 
nation using advanced technology for everything. Yet, after doing some tests, they 
came to the conclusion that this energy is dangerous for human beings and nature, 
and they were better off without it. 

The Prime Minister has promised to organise a public debate between the proponents 
of the plant and those experts against it, but this has yet to materialise. On the other 
hand, politicians like Narayan Rane are trying to intimidate the local people. After 
considering all these matters I have decided to stiffly oppose the plant. 

I would like to talk about the mango cultivation in this land. There are mango trees 
here which are 100 years old that I tend to. But sometimes I wonder how much lon-
gerI will be able to see this rich, verdant land of mangoes. Our agricultural land is 
more sustainable than this nuclear plant for sure. The mango tree is a very sensitive 
being; the slightest weather-change can be very disruptive for it. So how can it bear 
the poisonous gases or waste water emanating from the nuclear plant? That is why 
I oppose the government and its views. I am not a scientist but I am expressing my 
viewpoint after studying the matter from all angles. Thank you for giving me a chance 
to speak on this platform. 
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amjad borkar
Janhit seva samiti, sakrinakaviage

My greetings to all the panel members and supporters present here. We just had a 
very descriptive lecture from MrRanade in which he mentioned several surveys.I am 
a fisherman staying at Sakharinate, and I am aware that the National Environmental 
Engineering Institute (NEERI) in Nagpur was selected to study this project. I do not 
know whether this institute has done any similar study earlier, but they published a 
report after studying this project and submitted it to the government. 

The report is about the effects of the power plant on the fish and other aquatic crea-
tures. This project is located on the Jaitapur plateau, between the Vijaydurg and Jaita-
pur creeks. Almost 15,000 fishermen live between these two creeks, but the NEERI 
report is silent about this. 

Even the government denies the fishermen their rights by only offering compensation 
for loss of land when in reality our livelihood as fishermen would be most affected by 
this project. The basic reason for choosing this site is the abundant supply of water. 
The power plant will need atleast 5,200 crorelitres of water which will be pumped out 
and later discharged back into the creek. The discharge is estimated to raise the tem-
perature of the surrounding water by 4°C. This is NEERI’s estimate. The amount of 
water needed every day is 13 times more than Mumbai’s daily water needs. 

What will be the effects on the aquatic life? The fish might migrate, but what about the 
other life that cannot migrate, like crabs and other sea creatures with limited mobility? 
These animals will surely die. It is important to remember that the sea has high and 
low tides which have a certain effect on sea creatures. In addition to this, the constant 
pumping of water, first out and then back in, will have other effects that cannot be 
ascertained now. It is also likely that certain small sea creatures will be sucked into the 
pipes and die. This process will kill about 30% of small fish and other sea creatures. 
When I asked them about this, the scientists replied that they will put a net on the 
mouth of those pumps. But they do not realise that certain fish jellyfish, for example 
-- go through a growth spurt when there is a change in the temperature and will be at-
tracted to the pipes which could cause the pipes to choke. 

There are some water plants also that could choke up the pipeline. This could lead to 
the second Fukushima. We were in a discussion with the scientists who assured us 
that there can never be any disaster at a nuclear power plant, and on the third day of 
the discussion the newspapers were filled with the news of Fukushima. I have a news-
paper clipping with me, which is about the imminent closure of a nuclear power plant 
because of a jellyfish problem. All this shows that NEERI has not done a thorough 
study of the issue. Their report seems like a desk job. 

They have quoted the Kaiga site as an example, but there they use river water which is 
purer in comparison to sea water. It is possible that in Kaiga due to the constant flow of 
the river there is no temperature change in the water. But here in the creek the water is 
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more confined and not constantly flowing. Therefore I think temperature change will 
be one of the main problems of this plant 

There are other sites like Koodankulam, Tarapur, Kaiga but these sites have different 
kinds of marine environment and animals related to that. So we can’t apply the same 
rule everywhere. The NEERI report claimed that there would be an increase in the 
sea watertemperature, irrespective of the season, summer or winter. A rise in the water 
temperature will automatically reduce the oxygen level, and water animals will find it 
difficult to survive, dying in large numbers. The temperature rise will affect the food 
supply too, and it would be impossible for fish to reproduce in such conditions. 

They will draw up a minimum of 5,100 crorelitres of which 100 crorelitres will be in 
the form of water vapour. This will increase the salinity of the remaining 5000 crore-
litres because sea water is intrinsically salty. 

They would require 120 crorelitres of pure water, of which 40 crorelitres would be 
stored, and the salt removed from these 40 crorelitres of water would be mixed with 
the remaining 80 crorelitres and discharged into the sea, further increasing its salin-
ity. (THIS YELLOW-HIGHLIGHTED PORTION IS NOT CLEAR AT ALL. IF 
120 CRORE LITRES OF “PURE” WATER IS REQUIRED, WHY wWOULD THE 
SALT REMOVED FROM 40 CRORE LITRES BE “MIxED WITH THE REMAIN-
ING (PURE?) 80 CRORE LITRES” AND DUMPED INTO THE SEA???) This rise 
in salinity is dangerous for sea creatures. I don’t think NEERI has done a thorough 
study of this plant project. Maybe they are in a hurry and don’t want to waste any time 
before launching this project. 

This land, which has a height of 25 meters, will be pared down to 20 metres only, be-
cause it is difficult to pump water to such a height. What will they do with so much of 
good, valuable soil estimated at about 388 cubic metres? This is a criminal wastage of 
land and soil. Yet, even after seeing the Fukushima news clips, Mr.Anil Kakodkar an-
nounces, ‘Our Jaitapur project is still the safest because it’s at a height of 80ft. ‘This is 
completely contradictory, we do not understand who is lying and who is speaking the 
truth. If they reduce the land level then there’s a far greater possibility that a tsunami 
could also damage the plant. It is also important to note that usually chlorine is used 
to clean pipelines. If they are not planning to use chlorinehere, there is no word yet 
about the substitute. I am quite sure they will use chlorine which will have a further 
damaging effect on the sea animals. I think a separate discussion is required about the 
impact on marine life and our livelihood as it is clear that the government does not 
think it worthwhile to do so. Thank you everyone for giving me the chance to share 
my views with you.  
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Mansur solkar
sakrinakaviage

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to share my views with all of you. I am a 
fisherman and in the fish business. Our village is on the coast; we do not have much 
space there, no big roads, it is very congested. We have 8,000 people in our village; 
and there are similar small villages like ours nearby in this creek area, all of them with 
fish as their main income source. There are 15,000 locals surviving on this business 
alone; outsiders are perhaps 3,000. They claim that they will give everyone jobs in this 
plant, but they haven’t explained what kind of jobs. Basically, we do not believe what 
they say. 

Even if we work on fishing nets alone, weearn a decent Rs 300 per day and can af-
ford to give our kids pocket money of Rs 100-150 in one shot. We are never short of 
money because of our fish business. We have 25-30 people working in one fishing boat 
who can earn up to Rs 5 lakh in one day. 

If the fish business is gone, resettlement of all these people would be an impossible 
task for the government. Our forefathers, our children, our families are all part of this 
traditional business, and we will not give it up at any cost. We request the government 
to discuss this issue in an open and fair manner.

alimiya Maskar
sakrinakaviage

Greetings to everyone. We have 250 fishing boats in our area which is blessed with 
nature’s bounty. Moreover, there are 150 ferrying boats in Jaitapur creek alone. We 
have an annual turnover of Rs 50 to 70 crore from this business with a large variety 
of fish which we export all over the world. If this power plant comes up, all the natu-
ral products important to this region like fish, mangoes, vegetables, cashews will be 
dropped by importers due to fear of contamination. Will our government takerespon-
sibility for this? The government should give serious thought to the consequences, 
and must stop the project.D
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azgar bhangi
sakrinakaviage

My greetings to all the panel members and supporters here. We were opposed 
to this project from the first day, because I think the creek is very narrow and 
security could be an issue. When we went to Tarapur we compared both these 
sites, but they have very different geological structures. I don’t think the gov-
ernment has taken this into consideration. We live at a 2 km distance from the 
project area which has been declared as no man’s land. This means they can 
throw us out of our area at any time. For all these reasons we are against this 
project. Thank you.

aafrin Mahaskar
sakrinakaviage

My greeting to all of you. Fishing is our only source of income. In our village many 
widows with children to support depend entirely on fishing and its allied industries 
for survival. This plant will destroy our only means of survival. We fear it greatly and 
want to convey this problem to the government. Thank you.

Gulzar Thakur
sakrinakaviage

Greetings to all of you. I want to state that this project is of no use for us. If this project 
comes up, there will be no benefit for the local people. Fishing is our bread and but-
ter; we do not have any other option. Our next generation willalso feel the adverse 
effects of projects like this. The government should not forget this point -- we are the 
common people who actually made the government. The government is denying us 
our rights, and only thinking about how to take this project forward. That is why we 
are opposing the government. The government has banned some of our own people 
from entering our village. Why are they doing this? Is it because they are scared of 
protests? 
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asmin borkar
sakrinakaviage

Greetings to everyone. I am a widow who sells fish, and we have a fishery too. Many 
women in our area support their families and children solely through this business. 
But the government is doing nothing for women like us. We are about 400 single 
women with families; we have no other employment option, nor anyone to support 
us. But the government has ignored our problem. These scientists claim that the fish 
will not die due to the hot water. I have just one question for them -- if that is so, then 
why do youhave ACs in your homes? If you can’t bear the heat, how will the fish which 
are smaller and more delicate beings? That is why we are against this project. We will 
protest peacefully and request the panel members to convey our feelings to the gov-
ernment. Thank you.

Masjid Gowalkar
sakrinakaviage

Thank you for giving me a chance to speak. I am a fisherman, and have good knowl-
edge about the sea and its creatures. I am sure this heated waste water is not good 
for the fish, but the government does not understand this point. We have invested 
our own hard-earned money into this business; the government’s not bothered about 
that, nor does it really care about our safety or rehabilitation. Moreover, the project’s 
pipeline is going to be located exactly where we get 100% of our fish. Not only fisher-
men fromSakharinate but from Mumbai and Gujarat also come here to fish. Why are 
they not considering other options like solar or wind power? If a disaster like Fuku-
shima happens in India, what will we do? That is why we will fight this project till the 
very end. Thank you.
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begum hushye
sakrinakaviage

we are protesting this project in peace but the government is not responding in a sim-
ilar manner; it is using force and aggression. That is why we are against this pproject.

Prakash baghdhare
sakrinakaviage

while people from all over stiffly oppose this project, what does our respected gov-
ernment do? They file false police cases against them and violate the Constitution of 
India. That is why we request all the panel members to consider this humble request 
and convey our thoughts to the government. This is not democracy. Your own em-
ployees are not honest with you; and people like thesarpanch or thegrampanchayat-
members who are honestly protesting, are victimised. These bureaucrats and officials 
are corrupt people who only dance to the tune of money. No fisherman will be able 
to do business again if this project is launched.  They are also denying the rights of the 
farmers. 

This company is blacklisted and has not adhered to safety standards in the US or in 
Britain. Allright-thinking persons from all over the country are opposing this proj-
ect in a democratic manner. It is a do-or-die situation, and I think if we strive hard 
enough,we will achieve our goal. We are aware of the adverse effects of nuclear power 
but don’t know anything about legal issues. We want to fight peacefully through legal 
means and that is why we need support from educated people like you and also from 
lawyers.  We need results and no more discussions. Thank you. 
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ramakant Pangerkar
sakrinakaviage

My greetings to all. I want to share an important event that occurred in our area on 
10 and 11 of January this year: no child went to school in almost 20 villages. This was 
because, on those two days, the government tried to spread false information about 
nuclear power. They wanted to brainwash our children into believing that nuclear 
power is safe and clean. And so as a protest no child was sent to school. That is all I 
want to say. Thank you.
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Mr. Krishnakant

Depositions from People 
affected by Nuclear Projects 
Mithi Virdi, bhavnagar, Gujarat

we are from Gujarat, in Mithi Virdi, it is in Bhavnagar district. I Associated for NAPM 
and Paryavaran Sukrasha Samiti. We support the movement against Nuclear Power 
Plant in Mithi Virdi. Before I start my lecture I request Mr. Balawant, from Jasapara 
village, to give you all a short introduction of Mithi Virdi project.

Mr. balawant

My name is Balawant, we are from Bhavnagar, in 2007 the Gujarat government signed 
a MOU to set up the Mithi Virdi plant, and we have started this movement from that 
time. We have a very rich agriculture in our villages with many types of fruits and 
vegetables from our fields, and we work really hard in our fields, our entire fields are ir-
rigated and we earn sufficiently from our fields that is why we are opposing the power 
plant.D
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Mr. Krishnakant

Kanchanben

This Mithi Virdi Nuclear Power Plant falls between the villages of Jasapara, Mith Vir-
di, Khadarpar and Mandawa villages. We have people from these all these villages as 
our supporters. The villagers know this fact that if once the power plant is being situ-
ated or constructed then they all have to leave their villages and have to settle down 
somewhere else, they have good quality lands and their farms yield a lot of produce. 
That is why these people are always active in the movements like this. People are also 
concerned by impact on the ecology this area has many unique plants and animals and 
they will be adversely affected. 

The government is trying to brain wash all the land owners in these villages, and they 
are also ready to pay a much higher price for the land. The NPCIL had asked Kan-
chanben and all the other villagers to come to Tarapur and see the power plant itself, 
they all accepted the invitation but on this condition that they will see the power plant 
at their own terms and conditions, they will make their own expenses for travelling 
and  food. 50 people went toTarapur, and now I request Kanchanben to discuss their-
Tarapur visit.

Krishnakant translating for Kanchanben: When all these people went to Tarapur 
then Kanchanben and all the other people had some conversation with the canteen 
worker ladies, they were not familiar with the language but they understood some 
part of their conversation, the workers said that they were money minded when the 
government had asked them for their lands, but now they are feeling sad about the 
situation they are facing. They all requested Kanchanben and other members also that 
they should not behave in the same manner as the people of Tarapur behaved. If you 
all believe the conditions and things that this governments is offering then in no time 
you will also face the same consequences which we are facing.D
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hira Dada

hira Dada was also with us, so I request Hira dada to share some views with all of you. 
Mr. Krishnakant translating for Hira Dada: We discussed with the Tarapur people that 
in our village on 1 bigha of land 20 people are able to sustain themselves. In today’s 
situation where most of the land owners are trying to run away from this farming 
option Hira dada is saying that he can still feed 20 people from just 1 bigha of land. 
These things we have been put before the government, the NPCILand the people also. 
These days and age good quality land is very difficult to come by and we will not be 
able to find such land anywhere. This alongwith other issues mentioned before are the 
reasons why we are opposing this plant. All these factories and plants can’t grow good 
quality fruits like Mango and chikoo, coconut, or grains. So what will you do after tak-
ing these lands? Just provide us the electricity for some years? These people have lots 
of other questions like this. Basically it comes to the same thing that the Government 
is ignoring what the commonman wants and needs to further it’s own ends. 

Krishnakant continues You can propose lots of projects but who will give us land, 
jobs and rehabilitation? And surprisingly they do not have any answers for all these 
queries, and nor did they have any planning for sustainable growth of businesses in 
Gujarat. Inspite of so many projects in Gujarat why is there so much of unemploy-
ment in Gujarat. 

I will give you one example, this map is of Saradar Sarovar, for which Gujarat govern-
ment still claims as their victory. Now compare this current map with the previous 
map, you will clearly see that in all the area where this water availability is happening 
they are also establishing the businesses. In this line too the Mithi Virdi plant will 
be coming. This was supposed to be the water that was to be given to the people in 
Gujarat for drinking and irrigarion, but instead all of the water is being diverted for in-
dustry. We want the development to be sustainable and inclusive. But instead govern-
ment always try harass the people, there is repression and with the help of the police 
development is taking place. Our struggle is at it’s inception, we all have a long way to 
go, we are here to support the Jaitapur activists.  

Krishnakant and friends from Gujarat are part of National Alliance of People’s Move-
ments. They have been campaigning and working to create awareness on this issue in 
the local area since 2007.

D
e

P
o

s
it

io
N

s



110|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

Jaduguda, Jharkhand

ashish birulee

firstly Jharkhandi Johar to everyone. I would like to say that the government is pro-
moting the power plant here in the same manner as it is promoting uranium mining. 
There are talks of starting uranium mines likeJadugoda in Karnataka, Andhra Pradesh 
and Meghalaya. I want to tell you that the Uranium Corporation of India Ltd (UCIL) 
has established uranium mines in1964 because of which we have many, many prob-
lems. Our ancestors used to relate the story of a pregnant woman crossing through a 
forest who hears a voice pleading, ‘Sister, please do not pass through this area as the 
ghost who lives here will kill and devour the child you are carrying.’ 

Today, on the same road is the main gate of UCIL. And since then UCIL has started 
seven new projects: Jaduguda,Narwapahar, Bhatin, Turamdih, Bagjata, Banduhurang 
and Mohuldih. Jaduguda has three tailing ponds where waste is dumped while there 
is one more at Turamdih, which is 25 km away from Jaduguda near Talsa village. Here 
UCIL has started a new mill for three recently opened mines. Banduhurang has open-
cast mining which means you get uranium by digging open pits on the surface of the 
earth, not going underground. Therefore you can understand how dangerous it is. 
Some people think it is great that Jaduguda has the only uranium mines in India, but 
it is not something to be proud of. It is a very serious problem and we should be very 
concerned. 

Years ago, when the Atomic Mineral Division (AMD) discovered uranium here and 
started the land acquisition process, people gladly gave up their land because they 
were told their lifestyle would greatly improve plus they’d be helping the country 
since uranium wouldn’t have to be imported. But even now old people say they regret 
that decision because of the myriad problems they have faced. 

I have some friends whom I would like to call forward to talk on specific topics. Right 
now we have a very serious situation at hand. People have been fighting for decades 
but now we are being defamed. They say our organisation is an NGO which makes 
money by inviting foreign reporters to shoot photos of these mines. Here the com-
mon people are supporting you but back home people have been bought out. I have a 
friend, Jagat Mardi, who will narrate the situation there. D
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Jagat Mardi

hello friends, experts and scientists from all over India, my JharkhandiJohar to every-
one. I will tell you briefly about the situation at Jaduguda, where the 45-year-old mine 
is causing serious health issues. Life for people over there is pathetic with each and 
every family suffering because of health problems. The IDPD, that is Indian Doctors 
For Peace and Development, carried out a survey which revealedthat cancer, thalas-
semia and skin diseases were highly prevalent in the villages within a 10-km radius of 
the Jaduguda mine. For example, I will tell you about my own five-and-a-half-year-old 
son who issuffering from thalassemia and his condition is very grave. He was first be-
ing treated for anaemia when the doctors discovered he had thalassemia which would 
require a blood transfusion every few weeks. But the blood bank keeps running out of 
his blood type and we do not get it for free. Like me, every family in Jaduguda is going 
through hell. Most of their income is spent on health problems, and the smiles have 
been wiped out of their lives. 

Now I would talk about the demography there. The land was acquired in 1964-65 and 
still there are more than 100 families which have not been given any compensation or 
jobs. Even after so many agitations they have not got justice. Our forefathers used to 
say that with the advent of the company there will be a lot of development, but we do 
not see any signsof that. UCIL has not provided any services: no clean drinking water, 
no electricity, and no roads. Perhaps their accounts show expenses incurred on these 
but in actuality there is nothing. 

As far as the safety issue is concerned, we have three tailing dams where waste is 
dumped and left in the open; during the rains this is washed down for at least 20-25 
km. The transport of ores from smaller mines like Bhatin and Bagjata is done over 
public roads, with the dust freely scattering on the public using these roads. This is the 
grave situation people face due to the mines and production of uranium. Uranium in 
its natural state is not harmful as such, but the moment it is mined, the effects multiply. 
Moreover, if the uranium is used for bombs or nuclear power, the storage itself causes 
so many problems; and if there is a nuclear reactor then it becomes even more dan-
gerous. In our area we have a high recurrence of stillbirths, congenital anomalies and 
miscarriages. Thesetrigger social problems because married women are driven out of 
their homes when they have repeated miscarriages or are unable to conceive. So we 
wish to tell the government that if you can’t properly monitor and control something 
so dangerous, why get into it all? Producing something which is beyond your control 
is criminal according to me. That is what I wanted to say. D
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ashish birulee

we have not finished yet. Right now our situation is such that wherever we go people 
point fingers at us and call us enemies. We are not given a chance to put forth our 
submission in any of the public hearings in Jharkhand, we are not allowed to voice our 
opinions even in our own areas, we have to speak outside the state, we are not allowed 
to speak there. Here you have at least given us a chance to speak. I also got a chance to 
speak in Ahmedabad about radiation. People in our area, although aware of the dan-
gers of radiation, are under the wrong impression that radiation spreads only when a 
nuclear bomb or reactor explodes, and that there is no risk in uranium mining. Some 
studies were conducted by scientists SurendraGadekar and SanghamitraGadekar 
from Gujarat which prove how dangerous the effects of uranium mining are. I would 
like to show you a small documentary about their study. [AV playing about medical 
deformities] Ashish Birulee:This video was shown in some villages and on AajTak 
and Headlines Today as well but during the telecast the cable connection was cut off. 
So by and large, the local people are not fully aware of the dangers of uranium min-
ing.They have a vague idea that a poisonous gas (radon) is emitted from the dumped 
waste but that’s all. According to a 2004 study conducted in Jaduguda by Professor 
Hiroaki Koide of Kyoto University, the radiation exceeded 1 milli Sievert per year 
(1mSv/y), and it was 10 milli Sievert per year (10 mSv/y) around the tailing ponds. 
Now you can guess how much more serious it must be now. Previously it was said that 
there were some areas which were okay for people to live in but now even those are 
not safe. There is radiation inunderground water as well, so we have to suffer a lot. We 
have started a clinic ourselves, and two of our friends who run the clinic are here. They 
would like to tell us about the kind of patients they get.

as you just heard, we have a clinic and the patients and diseases are increasing every 
day, the most common being cancer, pregnant women with complications and others 
with relatively minor illnesses. However, there are many with other major diseases 
too. We are unable to treat cancer so we refer them to a hospital. We also make visits 
to patients’ homes since there are some women who stay far and cannot come.

Jasmi soren and rani hansda
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ashish birulee

so you are now aware of how this radiation issue has been kept hidden from the peo-
ple. People have given their land for the country and they are suffering because of that, 
so UCIL should be held responsible for this and asked to explain. Shridhar, a geologist 
from the AMD, used to tell villagers about the dangers of living there.When UCIL of-
ficers objected to this, Shridhar insisted that people had a right to know. There was a 
huge argument, finally Shridhar resigned and is working elsewhere now. 

Regarding the land that is being acquired in Jaitapur, I would like to say that we adi-
vasisare the rightful owners of our land. It is because of this ownership that we are 
not dependent on anyone. If we lose our land then we will be forced to look for alter-
nate means of livelihood and become dependent on others. So my request is that you 
strongly oppose the plant before it is launched; afterwards, it will be impossible to do 
anything. Look at our plight, we have been fighting for the last 15 years but no one is 
listening.We are with you, and now is the right time for action 

Since1990, Jharkhandi Organisation against Radiation ( JOAR), has been fighting 
against the uranium industry in Jaduguda, focusing on the issues of land rights, health, 
environment, employment, compensation and rehabilitation. Scientific studies on 
health and radiology have been done with respected institutions like SampurnaKran-
tiVidyalay, Vedchi (Gujarat); Indian Doctors for Peace and Democracy, India; and 
Kyoto University, Japan JOAR  is winner of the Germany-based Nuclear Free Future 
Award for its crusade against the hazards of uranium mining in Jaduguda. 

Kenneth shadap

first of all I would like to thank the panelists, organisers, audience and all the par-
ticipants. My friend Air Marshall and I are from different organisations but we work 
together under one platform known as People’s Right Forum. We have representatives 
all over Meghalaya and we have been working together on issues that affect society and 
the environment as a whole – like food security and mining for example. The people of 
Meghalaya in general are very conscious of their health and don’t want development 
that will have adverse effects of any kind. An MLA from the state along with other 
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representatives visited Jaduguda and then organised protests against uranium min-
ing. The photos taken during their visit were published in several Meghalaya newspa-
pers. However, there are two sections of opinion on this issue. While the majority of 
people are convinced about the ill effects of uranium mining, there is one group that 
is sceptical. They feel there is illness and disease everywhere, so what proof that these 
are specifically caused by radiation? I think such people will be convinced if we show 
them fact-based documentaries and survey reports. We should aim to get the support 
of not just Meghalaya but the entire North-East because such projects – whether they 
are in Jharkhand, Bihar, Andhra Pradesh or Maharashtra – affect the people of India 
as a whole. For example, people in the North-East could also suffer health problems 
due to consumption of nuclear-contaminated fish; and fish being their main diet, a fall 
in its supply would be very problematic. So, you see, an issue in one part of India can 
trigger problems in several other parts; it’s all interconnected. Uranium mining has 
yet to begin in Meghalaya though survey and exploration is currently in progress. But 
before I speak on this issue, I would like my friend to talk about his experience. He has 
been to the spot where drilling is on and has taken some photos.

air Marshall

Thank you so much for giving me the opportunity to speak before you. I am from 
Domiasiat in the West Khasi Hills District of Meghalaya. Not far from where I stay 
is Porkut-Nongjri, a site where the AMD discovered large uranium deposits two 
years ago.They began drilling at different spots including my village. However, due 
to protests from a strong pressure group which mobilised mass support, drilling was 
stopped earlier this year.As part of this pressure group, I have taken photos of this site. 
We are trying to spreading awareness about the health hazards and cautioning land-
owners against the authorities’ hollow promises about development. These officials, 
while seeking permission to drill, have promised the landowners schools, hospitals, 
job opportunities, better roads, electricity, water, etc. While we know that nothing 
of the sort will materialise, it is difficult to convince people, especially since we don’t 
have enough scientists or environment experts with us.

It is very important to counter the government’s false propaganda. With these few 
words, I will leave it to the experts to elaborate on the facts about uranium explora-
tion.D
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Kenneth shadap

The Meghalaya government has sanctioned Rs 209 crore for the areas with the ura-
nium deposits. On the face of it, this amount is allocated for development but that’s 
just a very tactful move to pull wool over people’s eyes. The money will obviously be 
utilised for uranium mining. However, some groups, quick to catch on to this ploy, 
pressured the government into carrying out some development work near Domiasiat 
which, incidentally, has about 10,000 tons of uranium deposits. But these activists 
made it very clear that they would not allow any mining. It remains to be seen whether 
the government will have its way or the activists. Already, drilling is being done in four 
or five places. I would like to know from experts if there is any kind of radiation hazard 
from such exploration activity. Many people in Meghalaya actively oppose the setting 
up of uranium mines, but they simply don’t react when it comes to drilling. I worry 
about this because for the last 17 years drilling has been in progress at Tiniang in West 
Khasi Hills District. This is about 12 km from Maweit near the river Kynshi. About 
1000 trucks of uranium ore must have been taken from there during this period. Most 
people assume that this is just raw material and so harmless. Plus the landowners have 
received meagre sums of money, as low asRs 10,000 per annum even after 17 years of 
non-stop drilling and exploration. We fear that this is mining under a different name -- 
the atomic energy company has befooled the locals and pilfered all that uranium ore. 
It is important to note that, although the land belongs to individuals or clans, you can’t 
do any survey or drilling without prior permission from the State Pollution Control 
Board, the Forest Department and the Ministry for Mining and Geology. Our group 
discovered that whatever drilling was done in Porkut-Nongjri – the site my friend vis-
ited – had been done illegally. When we met the Minister for Mining and Geology, 
he himself accepted this and reassured us that the private company concerned had 
been asked to stop. This private company, Maheshwari Mining Pvt Ltd from West 
Bengal, was commissioned by the DAE, Department of Atomic Energy, and had acted 
illegally. We are grateful to the state and central government because so far they have 
listened to the voice of the people of Meghalaya. I would like to request you to give us 
proper clarification and evidence with regard to the radiation hazard so that we may 
make an informed protest. 

Western Cultural & Socio-Welfare Association (WCSWA) and Voluntary Consum-
ers’ Organisation, Shillong, Meghalaya
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Munna barman

all the dignitaries on the dais, brothers and sisters, I come from Chutka village in 
Mandla district, Madhya Pradesh, where like inJaitapur there is going to be a nuclear 
power plant.This would be in addition to the suffering experienced by us in the last 15 
years thanks to the construction of Bargi dam on the Narmada. The first dam built on 
this river, Bargigives water to about 162 villages where 3000-odd families are engaged 
in fishing. We have all been adversely affected by the dam. Before it came up, we had 
green fields, wells, lakes, mango orchards, but now everything is submerged making 
our life very difficult. We are managing somehow --byearning a livelihood through 
fishing. The government has given us only a nominal compensation. We have not been 
rehabilitated and no education or other facilities provided, we are suffering a lot. We 
saw in Jaitapur that everything is nice and green – just the way our land was. But now 
the nuclear demon is on the rampage all over again. We have two 700 megawatt units, 
one of 1400 and the second 2800 proposed by the government. We have taken part 
in several protests, with activists of the BargiVistapitSangh and Narmada Bachao An-
dolan joining forces. Experts such as Surendra Gadekar and Dr Saumya Datta are sup-
porting us in our struggle. At a massive rally last December, all of us took a sacred oath 
in the waters of Mother Narmada: we swore we would die fighting but not give up our 
land. Children in Jaduguda are born with defects due to uranium mining; our future 
generations will be totally ruined if we allow such nuclear projects in our country. So 
let’s stand together and oppose this. 

Varalakshmi: Is Kadapa going to become another Jaduguda? My fear has reasons. The 
UCIL is zealous to make Andhra Pradesh a major uranium hub expecting almost 25% 
of the nuclear fuel from this place for India’s future nuclear energy needs. Attempts 
of starting Uranium plant in 1987 in N T Rama Rao’s regime at Nagarjuna Sagar and 
then at Ranakshetram were not successful. The Nalgonda uranium mining project in 
2003 met huge resistance of Lambapur and Peddagattu tribal people. After the success 
in Kadapa UCIL is trying to spread out in Andhra Pradesh. But once again in 2009 vil-
lagers of Peddamula stopped the ongoing reconnaissance survey of uranium deposits 
near Chitriyal village in Chandampet, of Nalgonda district. In the recent years speak-
ing about the prospects of uranium mining in Andhra Pradesh, atomic energy analysts 
have been saying that Tummalapalle and adjoining areas in Super Basin in Kadapa are 
set to emerge as one of the major uranium provinces in the world, with almost a dozen 
new places with vast uranium resources being identified here. They estimated nearly 
five hundred thousand tonnes of uranium resources which can be extracted in the 
Super Basin. Uranium mineralisation in Vempalle seems to extend over a 160 km belt 
from Maddimadugu to Chelumpalli, with the area turning into a potential zone for 
uranium exploitation. They also claim as many as 10 new blocks said to be identified 
within a radius of 30 km around Tummalapalle. 

UCIL before entering Pulivendula met with strong resistance almost every where it 
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moved into. Infact the Nalgonda people’s victory over UCILwas a moral fighting force 
for the environmentalists and rights activists who motivated the people of Puliven-
dula. Ironically the man who strongly opposed uranium mining in Nalgonda stating 
his opinion ‘as a doctor rather as opposition party leader’ welcomed UCILinto his 
own constituency in Chief Minister’s honor. 

The environmental public hearing staged on 10 September 2006 in Tummalapalle vil-
lage was a mockery of modern democracy- human rights activists commented. Under 
the eye of local MP, YS Vivekananda Reddy, the brother of YS Rajesekhar Reddy, 
the public hearing denied to hear pubic opinion. Even the late human rights activist 
Balagopal and nuclear scientist Mr. Gadeker themselves had bitter experience. The 
later had a narrow escape from the stone pelted by faction goons. People were strategi-
cally and more conveniently split by the rulers wooing with employment guarantee. 
The mining site has villages with different topographies. Villagers with good irrigated 
land especially people from Bhoomaiah Garipalle strongly refused the compensation 
in exchange of their land. But people holding nothing but barren soils with hardly any 
produce were easily lured by UCIL and local politicians. Many of them sold off their 
land even to the third parties and all of them turned against the project opponents no 
doubt became the strategy played by the rulers. 

Four years passed and people did not get any jobs promised by UCIL and local poli-
ticians. But the adverse effects of first phase of mining started thrashing them. After 
repeated complaints concerning severe declining of ground water levels which led to 
drying up of nearly 200 bore wells in the recent months and also pollution of ground 
waters even with corrosion effects, none of the officials attempted to examine them. 
On the other hand the UCIL’s proposal of expansion of uranium mining project with 
an aim to increase production of uranium ore from 3000 to 4500 tpd has come under 
fire. 

Geology professor G. Krishna Rao commented on the adverse effects reported by the 
people after visiting the villages. His report stressed on the situation of ground water 
in this area clearly tells that once the mine starts production the fate of groundwater 
appears terrible. His report in the month of June throws light on the concerns of the 
villagers. 

“Mining depth extends down to 75 to 145m below ground level. Water table of 
groundwater is reported at a depth of 13 to 14m bgl. Groundwater is exploited in the 
area through large diameter open wells and bore wells of 19 to 58m depth. Mine water 
discharge is given as 1845m /day.” 

Pollution of surface and groundwaters in the mining areas from the mine face, ore 
dumps, and solid wastes from processing plants is an established fact. The fact that 
most of the chemical constituents like Calcium (Ca), Mangese (Mg), Iron (Fe) etc 
reported to have reduced in tail ends compared to the ore bearing rocks testifies that 
they are carried by the waters. Insoluble heavy elements like Nickel (Ni), Mn are 
concentrated in the tail ends. The area will also become barren with no groundwater. 
People may be forced to evacuate the area in search of water and food. Proper safety 
measures are not adopted in the project site with respect to ore dumps and tail end 
pits which are left bare open grounds. They should be placed in engineered dumps 
and engineered dams respectively which are designed with water tight bottoms to 
avoid percolation of leachates and pollution of groundwaters. Secondly, the tail ends 
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should be kept covered by water to reduce surface radioactivity and radon emission. 
Finally, they should be covered with about two meters of clay and top soil instead of 
only surface soil to reduce radiation. 

It is learnt that the local people got a tip- off from the high discharges of bore wells 
during exploration and the pilot mining operations of the uranium project. Ground-
water development therefore, is hardly 5 years old. Depth of bore wells was limited 
to 150 to 300 ft. depending on the topography. Their yields are reported in the range 
of delivery through 2.5 to 3” diametre. Pipes which is quite high compared to similar 
formations in the non-tectonic areas in Cuddapah Basin. It is reported that most of 
these wells have been dried up since two years i.e. since mining started. The people 
resorted to go for deeper wells with 350 to 450 ft. In some places and 600 to 800 ft. In 
other places. Some of these deep wells have failed obviously with variation of the rock 
type and fracturing at depth. 

Nuclear power as we see is not just an energy form, it is a specific form of capital 
accumulation and social control. It empowers imperialist countries to threaten the 
world and exploit or rob the resources. The fate of Hiroshima and Nagasaki stated 
the potency of imperialism. Since then nuclear power in national budgets becoming 
crucial defense and military requirement. Imperialism made uranium exploration and 
imports inevitable. All this happens amidst nuclear non proliferation treaties. Impe-
rialism decides whom the nuclear technology has to be shared with, whom to wage 
war with on the act of manufacturing nuclear arms. This farce is enacted according to 
imperialist market strategy. On the other hand nuclear power generation is a matter of 
heavy budget. More chances to make handsome money at any level fascinates politi-
cians. 

Little gets debated in the public regarding the nuclear deals and policies even though 
it directly affects health and environment. Any opposition to nuclear power faces ar-
dent jingoism and development paradigm. Social movements involving the masses 
built against it should deal it more politically and ideologically. 

The uranium mining proposal came to Tummalapalle, Kadapa dist in the year 2005. 
The Revolutionary Writers Association along with Human Rights Forum(HRF), 
Andhra Pradesh Civil Liberties Committee(APCLC), environmentalists and opposi-
tion parties formed a ‘Committee Against Uranium’ in the district and campaigned in 
the villages. Late human rights activist Mr.Balagopal (HRF) spearheaded this move-
ment. The group was successful in bringing about awareness among the villages and 
opposed the project but were brutally suppressed and mining was started in 2007. The 
outcome is as described above. 

D
e

P
o

s
it

io
N

s



119|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

Jitendra raul

respected members of the Jury, Hon. Kalaji, Hon. Paranjpeji and all my brothers 
and sisters from Jaitapur area, I would like to present my experiences at Tarapur. The 
construction of the Tarapur Nuclear Power plant reactor 1 & 2 began in 1960 and 
was completed in 1967, while electricity generation started in 1968. Our village was 
rehabilitated in 1967. At that time the overriding sentiment across the country was of 
patriotism. We had absolutely no knowledge about nuclear power or the dangers of 
radiation. Out of sheer love for our country, we agreed to be rehabilitated on a meagre 
compensation of Rs 600 per acre, an amount unheard of anywhere  in the world.

We were moved to a new site that had no roads, no electricity and no toilets. But so 
blinded were we by the waves of patriotism sweeping the country that we were happy 
to do anything that would contribute to the country’s growth. We were proud to assist 
one of the first major developmental projects of free India. 

But within a few years, the tint in our rose-coloured glasses began to fade. We began 
to see the ill-effects of radiation, we also felt cheated. Though they had promised large 
scale employment in the villages, only 10-15 people were given employment at the 
plant. After Bhabha Atomic Centre came about we lost our world, our land and every-
thing that went with it. First they took our agricultural land in 1962, then our village 
in 1967 and subsequently, over the years, whatever little was left was taken. In return, 
promises made were not kept. Employment given was minimal, and not large-scale as 
expected. After the first small group was given employment, in 1982 another 10-20 
people were given jobs. But when they had first come to initiate talks with the villag-
ers, they didn’t just talk about jobs in return for the villagers’ land, they also spoke 
of sending the village people to IIT for specialised training after which they would 
be absorbed as full-time employees. But none of this happened. Only 2 to 5 persons 
were recruited as full-timers. Now they just recruit contract labourers from the vil-
lages. About 500 villagers were contracted and only recently have they started giving 
them, minimum wages. This is nothing in comparison to our loss. 

Recently we were gifted a few more crumbs. They built a school compound and two 
toilets for students. But they call this rehabilitation? It’s like giving bread to a dog. 
Minister Ram Naik tried to assist us in 2005 but even he could not do much. The 
Rehabilitation Act came in 1972 and a new policy of rehabilitation was introduced in 
stages from 1990 to 1995 but so far, there has been no implementation. Take the case 
of village Bhandari, where the majority of people are either fishermen or farmers, all 
from the backward class, all very very poor. They took their land but in return the vil-
lagers got nothing. Again in 2005 Akkalpatti and Popharan was rehabilitated and the 
same thing happened. Once again the poverty-stricken villagers were left holding the 
short-end of the stick. There is huge corruption in the construction of houses built for 
the rehabilitated villagers too. 
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Akkalpatti people were a little smarter than the fishermen of Popharan, and so the re-
habilitation process in their case, was better. But the poor fishermen of Popharan were 
rehabilitated to a place near Akkalpatti, when ideally they should have been given a 
coastal land. How could fishermen survive if they were made to live away from the 
sea? 

I saw Pophran village being crushed down by JCBs and bulldozers. Last time when I 
spoke about this, I mentioned that through me, you still have to gain a lot of experi-
ences about this business of rehabilitation. This is just a preview. 

The police department is a puppet in the hands of the powerful so there isn’t much 
point in blaming them. Our focus should be the government and our protest should 
be peaceful.  

The situation of the contract labourers is grim. If a contract labourer is exposed to 
radiation above 5,000 MR he is simply removed from his job. Apermanent worker 
would be shifted to another department where the risk of exposure to radiation is less. 
He is given no compensation or treatment should he suffer any ill-effects. The entire 
functioning of the nuclear power plant is above the scrutiny of the common man and 
even elected representatives. Therefore it is very difficult for the workers to even raise 
their voice against these injustices. 

In the last decade or so, I have been trying to raise some of these issues through our 
organization, the Tarapur Vikas Samiti, but they are trying to suppress me. Now to 
add to the woes of the people in this area, we have heard that there is a possibility of 
all the nuclear waste of India being dumped in Tarapur. Officially, we are completely 
in the dark about this. 

Recently an employee of the plant suggested that the Department of Atomic Energy 
(NPCIL) should conduct some advanced tests for cancer so that people can work 
without fear. No one is supposed to live within 5 km radius of the plant, but the vil-
lages of Ghivli and Umbhat are just outside the power station. If you go to Ghivli you 
will be reminded of the Jharkhand video that we saw yesterday. But no one is doing 
anything. Recently Dr Puzlahendi conducted a small study. There are about 3 lakh 
people staying around Tarapur. If tomorrow something happens in the plant, then 
there is no disaster management programme that will activate instantly and take the 
affected villagers to safety. In fact the disaster management concept doesn’t exist, it’s 
absolutely zero and that means that if a disaster at the plant happens, we just have to 
die. There was a mock drill two months back which was supposed to train us but it 
was far too sketchy. We have no detailed information about what we should do in the 
face of such a disaster. Despite working as a social activist for some years and being a 
sarpanch for the last 15 years and a member of panchayat samiti, I have no clue. I have 
been exposed to radiation for the last 25 years but is the government doing anything 
to check the radiation exposure on the local population? Do I need any treatment? I 
do not know and no one is bothering to answer these questions. 

The Tarapur Nuclear plant was made with a timeline of 25 years, but it gets an exten-
sion every 5 years. It has now been 42 years since its inception. They spend crores of 
rupees on upgradation but what upgradation are they doing? We do not know.  

Today, people living in and around Tarapur are at more risk than Jaitapur. Anything 
can happen anytime, but people do not realize it. 
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There are 3 issues that we need to focus our protests on. One is to insist that Tarapur 
project 1&2 should be shut down, second is to fight for the long overdue rehabilita-
tion process implementations and the third is to ask for a suitable disaster manage-
ment plan that can be put into action at any given time. But most importantly we 
should strongly protest that Jaitapur and all other new plants should not come up. I 
am going to call all of you to Tarapur to see how our people have suffered. 

Our people’s traditional occupation like fishing has been destroyed. Ghivli village 
which was shifted had a special ‘kav’ meaning a part of the seashore is on a higher 
level, which means you can dry your fish without it getting polluted. The quality of 
Bombay Duck from here was special but today we have no boats. People have had to 
shift to far-off places away from the sea. The government will try a strategy of divide 
and rule but the people must stick together because once the project starts everything 
will be destroyed. 

I would like to point out that when America signed a treaty with India 42 years ago to 
provide technology and uranium fuel rods for this plant they promised to take back 
the waste. But in 42 years nothing has been returned. As Dr. Padmanabhan said in his 
testimony the main problem with nuclear power plants is the spent fuel. At Tarapur 
we have so much waste that is just lying there...a disaster waiting to happen. 

Be prepared to have your voices suppressed. We tried to do a peaceful march from 
Tarapur to Jaitapur, senior people like Banwarilal Sharma and others were part of this 
march but we were stopped and arrested. I was served a notice by the government not 
to communicate to anyone but my family. Such acts are done by the government to 
suppress our voices. We fully support this struggle of Jaitapur. Thank you. 

Jitendra Raul, is the President of Tarapur Parisar Vikas Samiti. The group has been 
working with local people for the last 8 years, mainly on issues of rehabilitation, disas-
ter management, petitioning for better medical facilities, education opportunities and 
infrastructure like roads. Though they have always maintained a non-confrontational 
stand with the government, the government has largely ignored their grievances and 
meagre demands. 
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K ramachandran
Public health fourm Kera

The Peringome struggle has been held up as a singular instance of success in India 
in scrapping a proposed nuclear plant. This was possible by the pressure mounted by 
the campaign based on the socio-political and educational status as well as the demo-
graphic and geographical peculiarities of the state. The environmental consciousness 
promoted and spread by the ‘silent valley’ movement and the general apprehension 
about radiation health hazards generated by discussions about the Chernobyl disas-
ter fresh in the minds of the people, helped the resistance to gain such momentum. 
Now that about two decades have elapsed, I think, it is proper to make a few possible 
generalisations, especially when we are exploring chances of better networking and 
cooperation among anti-nuclear groups all over India. Of course there are lessons to 
be learnt from both the positive aspects and drawbacks of our struggle. 

A very brief account of the Peringome struggle appears to be relevant, to give an idea 
to new activists and to refresh the memories of the old ones. When an earlier attempt 
to establish a nuclear power plant at Bhoothathankettu in southern Kerala was de-
feated by the protests of the people, renewed and more vigorous efforts were on to try 
nuclear luck in Kasragod, the northern most district of the state which was compara-
tively the least ‘developed’. To make matters worse, at that time the districts of Kan-
nur and Kasaragod were experiencing acute power shortage and extreme low voltage.
Under the pretext of this ‘energy crisis,’ the NPC, bigwigs of the Atomic E nergy Com-
mission and the Government of Kerala ,its ruling parties and their trade unions or-
chestrated a gigantic propaganda campaign to convince the power starved people that 
a nuclear plant at Peringome was the only solution to the problem. Adebate followed. 
The Anti- nuclear activists had to do hard work to convince the really worried people 
that there were viable solutions to the existing problem and that the nuclearists were 
only trying to exploit the situation by their clever disinformation campaign to get so-
cial consent for the most anti human project. The usual scenario followed. Nuclear 
experts “educated’ the people on the benefits of the nuclear route and its compara-
tive advantages over other options; activists were dubbed as anti-development lud-
dites who wanted to turn the clock back, while the ‘new’ technology would usher in 
heaven on earth. Activists came forward with sensible and practicable suggestions to 
solve the immediate crisis: 1)Topmost priority should be given to extend the 220 KV 
HT line at Trichur to Kannur and Kasaragod so that the voltage problem at tail end 
could be overcome 2) Transmission losses (it was about21% at that time), if reduced 
just by half, would save much more power than would have been available from the 
proposed reactor,3) mini- micro hydels, solar and wind options could be viable al-
ternatives in a decentralised and democratic set up for solution of real energy needs 
as against the inflated projected demands of vested interests. Any how the nuclear 
option was unacceptable as it would harm even future generations; economically it 
would destroy us and politically it could endanger the very basis of our democracy; 
even if we had to go without power we no more wanted any Chernobyl in spite of the 
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complacent assurances of the nucleocrats. Even the nuclearists’ norms for siting could 
not be met anywhere in Kerala as the density of population was too high.The plant was 
to be located at Peringome in Kannur District, about 70 KMs away from the District 
capital. It was surrounded by thickly populated areas including towns.; Karataka state 
also will come under impacted area if at all there is radiation leak What we did was 
to form the Peringome Anti nuclearForum, a broad platform into which social, cul-
tural, environmental and public health activists of all hues, opposing a nuclear plant 
could be brought. Widespread house to house campaigns in and around the proposed 
site and its neighbourhood was undertaken. Attempts to educate the people on the 
effects of nuclear radiation were undertaken. At the same time, viable and rational 
options to tackle the low voltage and power shortage were suggested. Several meet-
ings, demonstrations and rallies were held .Eminent personalities including writers, 
artists and scientists participated in these campaigns to promote mass awareness on 
the monstrosity of the project. Mainstream political parties were all chauvinistically 
in favour of the project and they depicted those who opposed the projects as no better 
than primitives or monkeys who did not want electricity. A boost in employment was 
promised to all the unemployed, as the dream of abundant electricity was about to be 
realised if the plant materialised 

In the meanwhile, we tried to educate all the legislators of the state also giving detailed 
pamphlets along with our Representations and memoranda to abandon the nuclear 
plant. Meetings, seminars, slide shows, film exhibitions, street plays, symposia, de-
bates etc were conducted throughout the state .It was at this time that we came to as-
sociate with the Anumukti team .Dr. Surendra Gadekar and Dr Sanghamitra Gadekar 
of the SKV,vedcchi lent their full support to our efforts and involved in all our activi-
ties. They organised a cycle rally and pedalled all the way from Vedcchi in Gujarat to 
Peringome. 

The agitation was started on 26 April 1990.Chernobyl day was observed in Perin-
gome. On Hiroshima day in1991 all the govt offices at Peringome were picketed by 
thousands of people. Yet, the authorities were in no mood to give up the project.

Protests continued and culminated in the great Peoples March to the Kannur collec-
torate, starting from Peringome on first November1991, the state formation day,and 
reaching Kannur on 4 Nov. People turned up in large numbers from all over Kerala 
.The spirit of solidarity and ovation with which the march was welcomed by people at 
different centres on its 70 Km route was quite inspiring and overwhelming. 

People from all walks of life, cutting across party affiliations joined the March and pro-
claimed a resounding “NO’ to the nuclear plant. Artists, writers, professionals media 
personnel and ordinary people –all joined hands in solidarity and made the march 
a memorable experience. Acharter of demand was submitted to the Collector at the 
conclusion of the march requiring the govt to declare in unequivocal terms that the 
nuclear plant would be abandoned. “ In order to guard the future generations’ right 
to live we shall struggle against the nuclear plant till our last breath’-This pledge was 
administered by the poet-environmentalist Sugathakumari and echoed by thousands 
who had gathered for the valedictory meeting 

The ruling front at last realised how strong popular sentiment against the plant was, 
and they did not want to risk its winning prospect in the election by antagonising 
the sympathies of a large section of the population, especially as, in Kerala, always a 
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small percentage of shift in voting patterns could swing the whole chances of winning 
from one front to the other. Thus eventually a silent burial was given to the proposal.
The leadership of this struggle was quite different from the conventional hierarchi-
cal mould. In fact, there were no ‘leaders ‘as such , no ‘shepherd’ or ‘flocks’ but only 
organisers who took the initiative to convince people from all walks of life to join the 
struggle. There was an air of spontaneity altogether in people’s participation in the 
agitation. The campaign consciously desisted from exaggerations, cooked up statis-
tics, and sentimental methods appealing to religious, caste or party loyalties. It wanted 
to be objective, logical and efficient in its presentation of facts as far as possible and 
democratic in implementation of decisions. The reading public became well informed 
of the nuclear issue as several books, leaflets and campaign materials were published, 
exhibited and displayed during the agitation. Factual descriptions and accounts of 
struggles elsewhere such as Kaiga, Kakrapar and Rawathbhatta were given to the pub-
lic. The media also contributed to the discussions and kept the debate alive. 

Instead of ‘lobbying’, what we did was to try to convince even all the MLAs of our as-
sembly with enough reading material on the nuclear issue. It was a sincere attempt to 
remove nuclear illiteracy which existed even among the educated. 

Advertisements by the NPC, declarations by AEC stalwarts, and articles in the media 
by pro-nuclear propagandists were answered or responded to promptly and effectively. 
The tall claims, half truths and outright lies used by the nuclear lobby were exposed. 

Solidarity was established with several organisations in the country, fighting against 
nuclear plants and similar other anti –people and anti environment projects. 

We demonstrated that issue based co operation as a group is possible though difficult, 
even among ideologically different and with loyalties to opposing political points of 
view. 

When we look back, what helped us very much, especially later in several other envi-
ronmental campaigns is, the credibility we gained from Peringome struggle: 

The 220 KV HT line which materialised later and attempts by the KSEB to bring 
down transmission losses, and a realisation of the need for conservation rather than 
adding megawatts even among officials, have proved true what we had predicted with 
conviction during the days of the struggle. Now there is no voltage problem or power 
crunch in our district even though no nuclear plant was built. 

The campaign has made search for alternatives more serious. It has been taken up by 
people at large, and decentralised forms of local power generation are now being tried 
widely, though on a small scale. 

The nuclear debate has helped in questioning the present paradigm of development 
and in promoting people friendly and environment friendly attitudes and technolo-
gies. Many people have started thinking of other unobtrusive ways of life.There have 
been drawbacks and challenges we could hope to overcome only through collective 
efforts on a national level 

A broad platform for coordinating and networking among activists and organisations 
is a must. But, in spite of fast technological strides in communication, this doesn’t ma-
terialise or doesn’t become very effective. I think, we have to come up with some   for-
mal body that can help in piercing the thick wall of people’s apathy and indifference. 
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Now, above all, the larger question of how to deal with the powerful alliance between 
strong corporate capital and a growingly militarised govt, in order to wrench our just 
demands, has become a formidable one, in the present neo¬liberal regime. Struggles 
are going on, be it at Plachimada, Narmada valley, Kudankulam or Jaitapur or else-
where; but solutions have become increasingly elusive. We have to discuss the pros-
pects of antinuclear advocacy in the post Indo –US Nuclear pact scenario and strat-
egies for intervention in a challenging situation in which nuclear hawks are all in a 
beeline to colonise our country.Perhaps the accident at Fukushima and the recent, 
‘incident’ in a french nuclear facility, can give greater momentum in our efforts to 
arrest further nuclearisation of the country by installing new reacctors and uranium 
prospecting.
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ulka Mahajan

respected panel members who have gathered here for this people’s commission, 
protesters against the Jaitapur nuclear power plant, Mitgavane and other Pancharushi 
brave citizens, Human Rights Law Network members who have arranged this meet-
ing today and various protesters who have come from all over the country and from 
different organisations to fight not only against nuclear power but to preserve the re-
sources of this nation and to maintain the environment and democrac .hail to you all. 
Today the government is trying to suppress fighters like us at various places. Pravin 
Gavankar has just submitted his report on this as we all know. 

I have come from Raigad district. You must have heard about the local people’s fight 
against the Special Economic Zone being declared there. Land acquisition is just one 
dimension of it. The Constitution has been given to the people and citizens of this 
country, so it is our duty and responsibility as citizens to protect the democracy of this 
country, and Ifirmly believe that whoever is protesting in this country today, is pro-
testing to preserve the democracy of this nationWe are on Konkan land today. There 
are 21 power projects in Konkan itself. This is nearly 4 times the need of the whole of 
Maharashtra state, and as Gavankar said rightly, are you going to eat this electricity? 
The need is connected to some other projects.Maybe big malls and multiplexes in 
the cities, escalators...here people do not have roads to walk on but in malls there are 
escalators running 24 hours, so the question to be asked is what do you need so much 
electricity for? There has to be accountability and the results should be presented in 
front of the people. . 

This country’s democracy only favours the interests of the government in power, and 
the corporate world who is protecting the interests of this government. 

Even if the local bodies give a collective decision that they are against this project 
and do not want it, they are bypassed and whatever the Lok Sabha wants, is executed. 
What kind of democracy is this? In Rule numbers 73 and 74 of the Constitution, the 
power has been given to these independent bodies, and if these powers and rights 
given to these bodies are disregarded then without a doubt democracy is under threat 
and we have to get on the streets to preserve this democracy. 

There are several projects hovering around the Konkan coastline. The energy project 
is just one, then there are the special economic zones...there are about 99 SEZs in 
the 4 districts of Konkan. So far 1064 SEZs have been sanctioned in the whole of the 
country. These zones are to be treated as foreign territories and with different laws for 
them. They will be empowered independently and private companies will be respon-
sible for running and maintaining these zones. In Maharashtra’s SEZ policy, there will 
be a development authority and development commissioner and local independent 
bodies like zilla parishad, panchayat samiti will be done away with, and all the rights 
will go to the development authorities. 
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A five-member body will be formed, out of which three members would be represen-
tatives of the chief developer of the SEZ. In our case, it is Reliance, so the President 
of the committee will be from Reliance along with two other colleagues. The fourth 
member would be a representative of the State Government while the fifth would be 
a Central Government representative. This time the fight of the people is not just for 
arbitrary land acquisition by the government. It is not a fight between industry and ag-
riculture. It is much, much more than that. This is about how and who is taking control 
of the whole state governance. 

We are not just opposing Special Economic Zones (SEZ) because of the land acquisi-
tion but we are saying that the SEZ law itself should be dismissed because it is attack-
ing and affecting everybody. Next, the country’s labour laws would not be applicable 
in SEZ. So the first victim is the farmer, second is the labourer. Third is the tax-paying 
citizen, because the first figure given for tax waiver when Chidambaram was the fi-
nance minister was 1 lakh 75 thousand crore, it must have increased now. After so 
much of tax waiver where will the money come for the betterment of ordinary people? 
Needless to say they will be taxed more. Another victim will be small business men. 

After SEZ, there are three life-changing policies that will be implemented. The first is 
National Manufacturing and Investment Zone. Here, they are not talking about a hect-
are but they are saying that a band of kilometers will be de declared as an investment 
zone, and it will have multiple SEZs. This again would be governed by commissioners 
recruited specially for the purpose. Land acquisition was something else. Today the 
web is so large that land acquisition is just the beginning. The web includes huge cor-
porates and people in the government. Democracy has become corporatocracy. 

When SEZ was opposed on the basis that manufacturing and industrial components 
were very less, with only 25% of land being given to industries and the rest 75% is be-
ing utilised for their five-star infrastructure. Now in the making of National Manufac-
turing Zone they are not talking about acres and hectares but about square kilometers. 
The entire coastal area of the country from Gujarat to West Bengal has been reserved 
for this and is called Petrochemical Petroleum Investment Region, (PCPIR). One re-
gion would constitute of 250 square kilometers, and 100 square kilometers will be for 
the petrochemical industries and rest will be for the colonies--different world-class 
structures like golf courses, entertainment zone etc. Maharashtra has not put its pro-
posal in so far for PCPIR, but Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal 
have and soon there will be huge PCPIRs there. 

Another major policy to watch out for is the Delhi-Mumbai industrial corridor which 
will start from Delhi go through 6 states and end in Mumbai. Investment regions and 
investment areas are being proposed in which about 150 square kilometers will be 
penned in. In this drive to acquire land, only those who have a 7/12 record of their 
land in their name will be compensated. The rest, fishermen, farm labourers, and other 
people earning their livelihood on land, environment and water, would be discounted. 
This is a major issue we are raising. They may claim that they will create jobs for those 
who give up their lands, but we have seen this jobless growth in the past. There would 
be very few new jobs generated for these people. They are snatching lands, businesses 
and livelihood and will offer jobs that have no connection with their abilities. 

So this is the web in which the entire population, especially the population related 
with environment is stuck. When you kill a fertile and alive land then it is impossible 
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to make it fertile again, therefore if we continue to show our cruelty to the environ-
ment then it will be impossible to rehabilitate the whole environment again. There 
should be a policy about how much farm land we will give for non-agriculture pur-
poses and how much land to preserve for agriculture 

We should keep an account of the environment of this country. Till such time the 
citizens are not given this account, there should not be any further talk about new 
land acquisitions. If there is, then all of us should be united in our fight to oppose this 
oppression of the government, and save our land. When a land is sold in the city it 
is accounted by the floor space index, but when a farmer’s land is snatched only the 
piece of land is valued. 

In Raigad we are now talking about the farmer’s future space index. A new terminol-
ogy where we talk about the farmer’s and the environment’s future space index and try 
to save it. The valuation is not to be done in money because land prices are increasing 
and value of the rupee is decreasing, but we will not sell our livelihood that has been 
handed down over generations, in depreciating money. Land is not just a commodity 
to be sold but it is a source of income, it preserves the balance in the environment. 

Sarvahara Jan Andolan is an organisation of agricultural labourers, marginal farmer-
sand unorganised workers, in Raigad Dist. the membership of the organisation. comes 
predominantly from Tribal communites. 

SJA has been struggling to demand and save rights of these communities over land and 
Forest and other natural resources.It is also organising various coastal communities 
around issues affecting coastal ecology. The organisation is committed to strengthen-
ing real democracy in the country. 

Mrs. indavi tulpule

My hearty greetings to all the people who are here from the various corners of India 
to support this noble cause. I am from Thane district, and we are from Shramik Mukti 
Sanghatana, which is a trade union. We work in the tribal interiors of Thane district 
on land rights and forest rights. I would like to present issues regarding the upcoming 
Land Acquisition and Rehabilitation Bill. The government has portrayed a picture 
about this bill saying that this will be the ideal bill. They have taken into consideration 
the ideas, opinions and aspirations of the people. This was done till August 30, 2011. 
Groups of people had discussions on the issues in their respective areas and collected 
and prepared some amendments, suggestions, opinions for the same. But then to our 
surprise on September 5, 2011 we came to know that the Cabinet had already passed 
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the Bill without the opinion of the people. How can we then expect the Government 
to uphold democracy?  

Land is our mother but this Bill makes it a commodity. In fact they have written on 
the first page of the Act that the land areas are only useful for development and growth 
of urban areas, for mills, and other projects. The Bill is clearly targeted at the higher 
classes. We have two classes of laws in India. On one side are laws that are useful for 
our rights, and we have used them very well and praised them too. On the other hand 
we have some rights that are not supportive of the people, like Land Acquisition and 
Rehabilitation, Forest Conservation Act, and Wildlife Protection Act. 

Every common man wants laws and acts to bring about equality and development of 
all but this is not the case. Today the Government decides everything at the Lok Sabha 
level and overrules the Gramsabha. We have Gramsabha law, law for tribal people that 
is PESA, Protection for Tenants Act, but sadly the Government is ignoring all these 
rules and concentrating only on the development of big cities, and all the resources 
like land, water, and forests are being used for the same purpose. 

All these acts are farcical. With the help of all these useless acts they are killing the 
land. If the land is used for all these chemical things, and poisonous preparations, 
then that land will never be able to grow any food. If people protest peacefully without 
violence they are termed as violators of the law, how then can we save our natural re-
sources? The draft that was sent to the standing committee has again been altered and 
copies not made available for the common man. There has to be a transparency in the 
Government’s work. We want development but it should not be at the cost of nature 
or the common man. 

Ms. Indavi Tulpule is the leader of Shramik Mukti Andolan in Thane district. Shramik 
Mukti Andolan works with the tribals and workers in the district on land rights, social 
security and other basic rights like food and health.

Mr. a. D. Golandez

respected panel members and all supporters from various corners of India, I want 
staje one point hear that this the nuclear power plant is dangerous the waste the also 
dangress nuclear waste material. This power plant has the capacity to destroy the 
world. There’s a Marathi proverb ‘Wisachi pariksha karu naye, which means do not 
ever try to taste poison, all that you will get is death. Surprisingly politicians who are 
in favor of this project are not able to understand its dangerous side. 

Many capitalist countries in the world were in favor of this nuclear power, but today 
no country is interested. Not even America. Then why isn’t India understanding this 
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fact? It’s because it’s fashionable to follow America’s footsteps. Whatever they do is 
right and we should follow the same path. Our government is constantly saying that 
there is no alternative to nuclear power, and specially after signing the Indo–America 
nuclear deal. I have some knowledge about this, and also have some experience and 
therefore I can say it is wrong to state that there is no alternative to nuclear power. 

When we got our freedom in 1947, the need of the hour was to develop electricity 
sources, and also to develop sustainable electricity power. It was clearly felt by all, in-
cluding leading businessmen that the State had to control electricity generation as the 
supply was for industry as well as for agriculture. While an Electricity Supply Bill was 
passed in 1938 itself, in 1948 Electricity Boards were constituted for every state. 

From then till 1991, electricity generation grew from 1300 MW till 1,00,000 MW, and 
today it is 1,70,000 MW. All this was done by the public sector yet after 1991 at the 
instance of the World Bank electricity started to be privatized. 

In spite of the presence of BSES and BHEL Maharasthra state commissioned Enron. 
The project supplied 700 crore power and was paid over 3600 crore rupees. But we 
have not learnt a lesson, and again we are doing a similar thing by giving the Jaitapur 
project the go-ahead. 

As per our calculations we are likely to have surplus power once all the projects are 
commissioned. We should try and initiate a culture for power saving amongst our 
people and use power sparingly. Public awareness of controlled usage of electricity in 
places like shopping malls should be encouraged. There are many areas where we can 
see wastage of electricity. The government has to take care of these kinds of things. If 
we follow all these steps I do not think we need Jaitapur nuclear power plant. 

We should have an open house with the representatives of government, to discuss 
some solutions that common persons have in their minds. I along with my Electricity 
Workers Board wholeheartedly support all Jaitapur activists. 

Mr. rajan raje

My greetings to all. This century I think belongs to subjects like environment, nature 
and the destructive elements. We have issues like global warming, chemical pollu-
tion, carbon radiations, increasing sea tides, and increasing speed of wind to deal with. 
Our scientists do not need to wait for the second Fukushima attack, before starting to 
worry about these issues.Currently the blame is falling squarely on thermal and hydro 
power plants for global warming. They are calling atomic energy, ‘healthy’ energy be-
cause of its so-called zero carbon emission. But if we take into account the uranium, 
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transportation and the waste material related to this ‘healthy’ energy, the real carbon 
emission figure can be calculated. 

Then again, from 1980 onwards, we have spent so much on the establishment of 
atomic power plants, the maintenance, the security, the mock drill. Meanwhile, solar 
energy, which does not have so much expenditure, and also has a cut-off expenditure 
timeline after every 15 years, does not get talked about at all. Moreover, another find-
ing says by 2016, this existing expenditure too will come down. 

Nuclear power has no safety guarantee. From the latest examples, Fukushima, Mar-
coule and Chernobyl, one thing is very clear. There are no safe nuclear reactors, and 
there is no honest government. Dr. Chowdhary, the nuclear scientist, had said that 
when it comes to nuclear power, there is nothing like sure-shot safety. Albert Einstein, 
who was a founder of these atomic reactions, had also stated that nuclear power is 
hell of a way to boil water. I think Japan has understood this statement very well after 
Hiroshima, Nagasaki, but the fact that atomic energy is also a sin is understood after 
the incidence of the Fukushima, Daichi. 

Now tell me who is more intelligent of the two – Dr. Anil Kakodkar and Albert Ein-
stein? Dr. Anil Kakodkar stated that this atomic energy is 100% safe in the first day 
of discussion and the very next day, he contradicted himself and said that there is no 
such guarantee with anything related to atomic power that there might be geological 
changes and the entire earth can be destroyed and become extinct like dinosaurs. This 
thought cannot be applicable everywhere. I will compare Dr. Anil Kakodkar with Ma-
hatma Gandhi. Gandhi was the powerful man, and Kakodkar is the radioactive man. I 
have read an article by Kakodkar in Lokmat, where he said that we want to prepare an 
atomic hub in Konkan. He added that the Goverment is keen on cluster development, 
thereby risking selected areas only, with focus on security restricted to that area alone. 
That means that Konkan can be made like a super critical zone by the government. It’s 
time for us to wake up because soon there will be no time to think at all. Till yesterday 
all these people wanted to make Konkan into California, and now they are planning 
to make it a nuclear power hub. 

Earlier the Government had planned to launch educational institutes in Konkan and 
now this. It is enough to confuse the common man. We are unable to understand the 
basic need of Konkan. Dr. Anil Kakodkar always refuses to answer or basically tries to 
ensure that nobody questions him. We had tried to ask him about the nuclear waste, 
but he was not ready to answer. Dr. Babasaheb Ambedkar had said once that every 
generation is like a separate nation, so no ‘nation’ has the right to fight with another 
‘nation’ Currently they are trying to bury nuclear waste in the earth which is scary. To-
day when we find black gold, or petroleum, it means centuries ago, a geological change 
took place and forests got buried automatically. But if this power plant takes shape and 
a geological change happens gradually because of the waste burial then we are making, 
the future really grim for the generations that will come after us. They will have to bear 
the consequences of the radiation emitting from the nuclear waste. The government 
needs to address these extremely disturbing possibilities. We have to fight till the end. 
‘Jai Maharashtra, Jai hind’. 

President dharma raju pahshe newely landed positied party. Union leader & mor than 
80-90 companies. Rajan speaieleise in nationl fourm  environment protection.
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Mr. bal Patankar

i have been here since the morning and I have attended all the discussions. For the 
last eight months we have been travelling and have visited every village in Ratnagiri. 
On the 15th of August, I met Pravin Gavankar at the Environmental Rights Seminar. 
I got to know about him and his work then. There are many scientists with us Dr. 
Padmanabhan, Dr. Balchandran, Dr. Kakodkar. But while the other two are not in the 
Government, Dr. Kakodkar works in the department. He used to state that this is a 
good project but he does not feel the need to come here. They have given the contract 
to D. Y. Patil College to favourably publicize the project. They have started an office in 
Ratnagiri, and started publishing advertisements too. 

Why are there so many chemical projects in Konkan? Every 15-20 km sees a project. 
The Government thinks that since we do not have any strong political background in 
this region, no one to voice our grievances, these people of Konkan do not have any 
sufferings. Konkan has a rich heritage. Konkan has 4780 ayurvedic plants, a special 
forest of peacocks and is also home to a rare species of monkeys. We also boast of 
some of the largest fish markets. 

These people just come and survey the area from a helicopter and report that there are 
no living beings in this area. Mr. Jayaram Ramesh had stated in his report that there 
was everything required in this proposed site of plant but because of the economical 
concerns and issues he would not permit this project. Maybe the people here are eco-
nomically poor but they are not weak. They do not want any economical profits from 
the Government but they do not want the ecological system to get hurt either. 

We need peoples’ support here. I request all the panel members to have a close look 
at all the premises once again, to understand the importance of this land and the trea-
sures of the forest. Our supporters have started a Padayatra in the area to awaken the 
locals about the impending disaster should the power plant take shape here. We want 
them to understand the side effects of this power plant, the loss of ecology, the loss of 
soil and water, the environment. 

The Government has banned us from entering several places, but this is not the time 
to follow the rules, it’s time to break them. We have an awareness program and protest 
on the 2nd of November again. Prithviraj Chauhan is there in the cabinet just to fol-
low the orders. But we need people’s support, because we have to protect the interests 
of Konkan people and Konkan culture.The Government has signed a contract with 
the American government for the generation of 40,000MW electricity, I exchange of 
50,000 jobs for their citizens in India. This nuclear power has its side effects on the 
land, fruits, and weather. There will be no market for our fruits and fish. This will af-
fect the generations in the future too. At one time, the Government was interested in 
building large scale educational campuses here but after the nuclear power project 
gets underway, the educational issues project appears to be in vain. What exactly have 
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they planned for Konkan? Under the development banner, all this is ruining Konkan.
In all the news channels the AEC members are stating differing statements. They do 
not know about this area. Some member said only 60,000 to 70,000 people live here. 
My question is who has given you the right to destroy the life of those 70,000 people? 
They just want to see themselves on TV, why don’t they take the trouble of coming 
here once? We are again starting this work from Gandhi Jayanti, and we need the sup-
port of all of you because it is the time to revert back to the government. Jai Hind.

suhas Kolekar

My greetings to all of you. I want to discuss the problem of Madban at this forum. 
We used to travel along the Maharashtra coastline to spread awareness amongst the 
people about this project. This is not a problem of Konkani people alone. This is a 
national issue now, because effects of nuclear power travel widely and across genera-
tions. Like Mr. Patankar said the Government is not ready to talk about the issue of 
nuclear waste, but after some years the result of this nuclear waste in our backyard will 
reflect on the flora, fauna and marine life of this area. For the locals, vegetables, fruits 
and agricultural produce are their main sources of income. If they become polluted 
because of the nuclear waste, they will lose their demand. Then what will happen to 
the source of income for the locals? 

I have heard Dr. Anil Kakodkar’s name many times here during this discussion, but 
let me tell you scientist or physicist, or nuclear physicist does not mean Dr. Kakodkar 
alone. These scientists have their jobs as their main source of income so how can we 
imagine that they will talk in opposition about this project? I am also a zoological sci-
entist, and that is why can state that this is really a dangerous project for all ecological 
and biological systems. If Dr Kakodkar is refuting our claims then why does he not 
go to Fukushima with his family to decontaminate all those areas, or to help those 
people? He will not go, because he does not want to get contaminated or make his 
family suffer. 

The second thing I want to talk is about the new Bill which is passed now. The name 
itself shows the views and thoughts of the Government. Land Acquisition Bill. If the 
Government is serious about resettlement or reestablishment of the local people then 
they should first change the name of this Bill, it should be called Development and 
Management Bill, in which we should know clearly why we need to sell our land. The 
Grampanchayat members will take a decision about this, and the Loksabha will have 
to agree with whatever decision they take. 

On August 9, we heard about a police firing in Pune where three persons died. What 
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was the issue? The people were asking for water which is their right. Water for their 
agricultural land and the Government was trying to divert all the water to the big cit-
ies. And we call this democracy where you do not give any chance to the people to 
talk and instead start firing indiscriminately? The three persons who died had families. 
Many of them were injured in the firing. I had thought of asking those family members 
to accompany me for this discussion but they could not come as they have to be pres-
ent for the judicial enquiry. 

The Government has given the contract of reactors to the Areva Company, which is 
not at all a good company. The Government should make a scientific criteria test. Just 
a few days back we had a huge explosion of reactors made by the same company. 

All of us present here support this cause. We have thermal projects in half the country. 
The electricity power generators have thrice the ability as compared to nuclear power. 
These projects are not for the well-being of the common people, this is called as neo 
liberal policy. These projects are for the development of some corporate companies, 
that is why we should oppose these projects. We do not want any nuclear plant either 
in Jaitapur or anywhere in India or anywhere in the world either. Germany has just 
shut down all their plants. 
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Mrs. shaNta RaNaDe

Discussion groups have come here from across the country and that brings 
us to just one conclusion – that this is not just Konkan’s problem but a 
national issue now. Nuclear power is dangerous and we are all convinced 
about this fact. All except our Government. Other countries have can-

celled their nuclear power projects but the Indian Government is not ready to learn 
any lessons from this. If we want to convince them then we have to try very very hard. 
I thank all the people here who have been involved in today’s debate and discussions 
and I assure you that we will support you to the very end, come what may. Through 
our discussions we have arrived at some solutions and suggestions for future action. 
We will draft a report, documenting all these suggestions and will send this to the 
Government. Maybe there are some people in the Government who are in our favour. 
One suggestion I like is the suggestion to have a discussion with Dr. Kakodkar and 
other members of the nuclear power committee. 

The second would be to respect the 73rd clause of our Constitution. It is a vital part 
of our Constitution and the Lok Sabha cannot repeatedly bypass the Gramsabha. In 
all development projects it is the women and children who suffer the most. I work for 
Akhil Bharatiya Mahila Federation. For many years we have been working on two is-
sues – maintenance of peace and opposing nuclear weapons. To kill this monster we 
all should come together and strongly oppose this project. If we oppose this project 
then I think the future will be somewhat safer. With this I declare the end of today’s 
session of discussion. 

P
a

N
e

l
 s

P
e

a
K

s



138|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

J. c. Kala

I think that giving a response immediately is not appropriate, but tomorrow we 
will definitely say what we think about the discussions. As I said earlier that this 
panel has not been formally constituted by law. Keeping that in mind, whatever 
recommendations are given to the Government of India through this panel will 

be given in a format that will make the Government feel that these recommendations 
are serious and should be executed. The Government had said that a committee of 
DMHS should be formed where the local institutions are also involved to assess the 
ecological impact of this area. We can now say that only after these changes are made, 
can you go ahead with the construction. We want to write our recommendations in 
this format so that they feel that it is sensible and we are not just opposing for the sake 
of opposition but we are talking logic and sense.
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suDhir PaRaNJPe

I agree with Hon. Kalaji. I would like to sum up in 5 minutes the day’s proceed-
ings. This will not be a recommendation from our side but only a review of the 
proceedings taken place today and how it can be taken forward. Some very im-
portant points were noted today, especially from the fisher-folk from Nate Vil-

lage who gave a firsthand account of the situation here and about their daily fishing 
profession, a livelihood means that has been handed down through the generations 
and how now this will be destroyed. Their presentation was heartfelt and heartrend-
ing. A special mention needs to be made of the fisherwomen sisters. 

As noted by Hon. Kalaji, something concrete should come out our discussions and 
we should be able to see some results through it, because the environment’s health 
is important to each and every one. The important presentations of the experts have 
also been heard carefully by everyone. Reports have come in from different states like 
Jharkhand, Meghalaya and Madhya Pradesh. The audio visual shown from Jharkhand 
was very moving and thought provoking. I personally did not know that such grave 
health repercussions can be caused by uranium mining. I think Jharkhand should take 
the help of Dr. Pugazhendhi and his team as they had conducted similar studies previ-
ously with doctors from Gujarat and other states, and these studies can be corrobo-
rated with the Kalpakulum study. This will be applicable to Meghalaya too as a private 
company is doing uranium mining illegally. 

For the past one year, we have heard of so much corruption like the 2G scam where 
crores of rupees have been siphoned. From this discussion we have learnt that public 
sector companies are carrying out atrocities on the population of India, be it Uranium 
Corporation of India or DAE with the help of other people. This is a very big threat 
and to expose these people and get compensation should be our aim.

The Bhopal gas tragedy was caused by Union Carbide a multinational but here our 
own companies are causing such grievous harm to our people. We cannot remain qui-
et. We must ask for substantial compenstion. There is a question of nuclear liability 
but the judgment of the Supreme Court in the Bhopal Gas tragedy is a roadblock. 
It states that the compensation will be decided on the income capacity of the local 
people, and most of the affected population will be below or around the poverty line 
and they will get compensation according to that and not as human beings. I will just 
give one example about the effect of radiation mentioned by a lot of speakers. The 
effect will be first seen on the export of mangoes. After the Fukushima accident Gov-
ernment of India banned sea products and other things coming from Japan as they 
were all exposed to radiation. The same can occur with regard to our exports should 
we allow these nuclear plants to be commissioned.
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In connection with the plans to set up the largest nuclear power plant in Jait-
pur Ratnagiri Maharashtra the IPT on Environment and Human Rights held a 
hearing to investigate into the national impacts of said power plants and related 
mines.  

The hearing was attended by various affected groups including local MLA, people 
and other concerned individuals and organisations from the area and also from other 
States namely Tamil Nadu, Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Jharkhand, Meghalaya, Madhya 
Pradesh, Kerala and also other parts of Maharashtra. The deliberations went on for 
three days from September 17-19, 2011.  The views expressed by affected people, en-
vironmentalists, scientists and experts in the field were heard by a distinguished panel 
of three members, comprising of : 

Mr. J. C. Kala, (Former Chairman National Environment Appellate Authority, Direc-
tor General Forests and Secretary to Government of India), Dr. S. M. Paranjape (a 
physicist ), Dr. Shanta Ranade (a freedom fighter, President Maharashtra Chapter of 
National Federation for Indian Women). 

Based on the views of experts in the field and the depositions made by the people, 
more specifically the directly project affected persons from the villages of Sakrinate, 
Madban, Mithgavane, Niveli and Sakhrinate following findings and recommenda-
tions  are made:

fiNDiNGs

1. Environmental Clearance has been accorded based on inadequate EIAreport. The 
EIAhas prima facie failed to assess correctly the existing biodiveristy and ecology 
in the environs of the project and the impact thereon, as exemplified by outdated 
data, methodology; lack of modelling; various alternatives; mitigation measures 
during potential failures; decommissioning – impacts and costs; and impacts on 
various eco¬systems including socio-economic aspects; etc.  

2. The Environmental Impact Assessment report prepared by NEERI for NPCIL is 
prima facie untenable on another fundamental ground . NEERI is admittedly not 
a competent body to assess risks associated with nuclear energy. Atomic Energy 
Regulatory Board is the only authorized body to perform this necessary function.
AERB has only considered the site selection at this point of time. It has not com-
menced the consideration on design safety and environmental safety of the EPR 
reactor. 

3. The prior Environmental Clearance given to the project by the Ministry of Envi-
ronment and Forests, based on the above flawed EIA is unjustified and irregular. 
The MoEF has failed  to take note of _to apply its mind to the fundamental la-
cunae which have been repeatedly brought to its attention. The Environmental 
Clearance given to the project appears to have been given on extraneous politi-
cal considerations. MoEF is also culpable of dereliction of duty in this respect. 
Under the circumstances, tThe Environmental Clearance given should berevised 
reviewed and withdrawn. 
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4. There is no clarity on the important issue of spent fuel. The Jaitapur project evi-
dently lacks a back end. There is no mention of reprocessing of spent fuel  in the 
EIA. There is no provision for disposal of high level nuclear waste. It is highly ir-
responsible and unjustified to proceed with the project in the absence of aclearly 
defined back end. The extreme hazards associated with spent fuel has been high-
lighted by the events in Fukushima. 

5. It is therefore desirable that a de novo exhaustive EIAreport is prepared by anoth-
er credible and independent competent agency directly under the supervision of 
MOEF duly involving people of the area and other experts especially the women 
who are most affected by the project.

6. The need for independent re-assessment is also borne out by the fact that the 
Hon’ble Minister for Environment and Forests has set up a committee headed by 
Director of Bombay Nationl History Society and comprising of College of Fish-
eries, Ratnagiri; CMFRI; Central Institute of Fisheries, Mumbai and College of 
Forestry, Konkan Agriculture University, Dapoli. 

7. Due process has not been followed at the preliminary stage o f Land Acquisition. 
Public hearg is a necessary part of the due process. It was dispensed with on the 
false and untenable ground of urgency. There was no urgency at the time, since 
the project was not scheduled to deliver energy for at least 8 years at that time. The 
denial of the right of public hearing has vitiated the process of land acquisition. 
The land acquisition order should be therefore reviewed and rescinded. 

8. The regulatory process itself appears to be prima facie flawed in that there is no 
scope for public representation and public hearing in the AERB licencing process, 
nor in the proposed Nuclear Safety Regulatory Authority Bill. The fundamental 
principles of  safety of the IAEAare being violated by the Indian regulatory pro-
cess. This needs to be corrected before proceeding further with any nuclear proj-
ect in India, including the Jaitapur project. 

9. Realistic assessment of country’s power needs based on the requirements for 
health, education, livelihood, agriculture and industry should form the basis for 
putting up future power plants. 

10. In the light of the above, Further the Ministry of Environment and Forests should 
immediately direct that further work on this project may be kept in abeyance 
pending fresh due process.  

11. The anguish of fisher- folk particularly women in losing their livelihood as  
also adverse impact of Nuclear Power Plants on export of marine products has 
not been addressed as confirmed by the plight of the people in close vicinity of the 
Tarapur Project. 

12. Despite Ratnagiri having been recognized, as the horticultural district of Maha-
rashtra for its unique and wrld class Alphonso mango and cashew nut, the proj-
ect proponents have totally ignored this aspect including the massive investment 
made by the local people besides its impact on the economy of the region. 

13. The total violation of human rights by improper use of force including false ar-
rests and beating up of women by male police, restriction of movement and false 
arrests of local leaders, workers and others; and other intimidation techniques to 
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suppress legitimate peaceful protests, by the locals needs to be investigated by an 
appropriate impartial authority. 

14. At the same time the revocation of externment orders against over a dozen locals 
including sarpanchs and deputy sarpanchs is of utmost importance in order to 
restore democratic rights of the people.  

15. The representatives from other States have unequivocally supported the cause of 
people of Jaitapur as they are also similarly placed. 

16. The above recommendations were duly read in local languages and, understood 
by all the members present. 

17. There is a need to have an independent agency that will comprehensively evalu-
ate all aspects of a nuclear establishment from design to decommissioning before 
giving clearance to a project with pubic hearing at every important stage. and the 
cost benefit analysis of nuclear power project like Jaitapur NPP must be put in the 
public domain for rigorous scrutiny. 
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aPPeNDix a: NiNety-NiNe MaJor Nuclear Power acciDeNts 

froM 1952 to 2010
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Welcome Note Introduction to the Dr. Milin Desai
People’s Process Voices from Deepika D’Souza 
Kerala Background to the Struggle K. Ramachandra

Pravin Gavankar
Development and Displacement in India Ulka Mahajan 

Rajan Salvi
Role of People’s Representatives Voices Bhikaji Waghdare Ajit
From Madban Role of People’s Naskar , Vilas Awsare
Representatives 
Voices from Madban Manda Wadekar , 

Bhalchandra Holam , Sita-
bai Gavankar , 
Tarabai Vaghdhare , 
Suhas Gavankar, 
Sitabai Naresh Shirsekar

LUNCH 
Programme Speaker
Displacement, the New Bill and its Implications Indavi Tulpule
Voices from Mithi Virdi Mr. Krishnakant, 

Balwantbhai
Gujarat Alternatives and the Policy Framework A. D. Golandaz
Voices Of solidarity from Maharashtra Bal Patankar, 

Suhas kolekar, 
Rajan Raje

Response of the Panel Shanta Ranade

Programme

Day 1: 17th september 2011

(10:00 to 2:30)
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Programme

Day 2: 18th september 2011

(10:00 to 2:30)

Morning Session Speaker 
Programme Impact on Farming Ashok Ranade
Impact on Fisheries and Marine Life Amjad Borkar
Voices from Sakhrinate Mansoor Solkar,  

Allimiya Maskar,  
Aafrin Mhaskar, 
Azgar Bangi, 
Guljar Thakur,
Yasmin Borkar, 
Wajiad Devji, 
Begum Hushye 

Jharkhand Sri Praksh
Ecology is the Jaitapur plateau alterna-
tive souses of energy   

Mahesh Shindekar , Aparna watwe , 
Dr.Shrinivasan Ramakant

LUNCH 
Afternoon Session Speaker
Programme Speaker
Jharkhand Ashish Birulee
Jharkhand Jagat Mardi
Voices from Meghalaya Kenneth Sabar 

Air Marshall
Space, Weather Anomalies and Nuclear 
Safety 

V. T. Padmanaban

Voices from Bargi, Madhya Pradesh Munna Barmar,
Raj Kumar Sinha

Health Impact on the Population Around 
the Nuclear Power Plants 

Dr. Pugukendhi

Environmental Issues Pertaining to the 
Western Ghats 

Pradeep Indulkar, 
Sudhir Paranjpe 

Response of the Panel 



154|THE NATIONAL PEOPLE’S TRIBUNAL ON NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS & MINES: PROPOSED AND ExISTING

Morning Session Programme Speaker 
1 Impact on Horticul-

ture 
Dr. Milind Desai 

2 Voices from Mith-
gavane and Niveli 

Shamsuddin Meer 

3 Voices from Kerala K. Ramachandra, N. Subhra-
manyam 

4 Andhra Pradesh Varalakshmi 
5 Voices from Tara-

pur, Maharashtra 
Jitender Raut 

6 AREVA Study S. S. Yadav 
7 Ratnagiri Dr Vivekananda Ingleji 

Close 

Programme

Day 3: 19th september 2011

(10:00 to 2:30)
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linda Pentz Gunter, beyond Nuclear, usa 

 “During the IPPNW conference in Basel 2010 I was personally shocked to get in-
formed under which miserable conditions uranium is mined at Jharkhand. Of course 
we fully support your current initiative and wish you all the best for the event on 17th 
-19th September.” 

Martin Kurz, uranium Network, Germany 

“We fully endorse this effort and support the same. Governments in their madness 
run after nuclear power and energy and weapons of mass destruction disregarding 
the horrendous consequences of the same and totally ignoring the popular will of 
the masses in the area effected. THIS IS A MINDLESS APPLICATION OF TECH-
NOLOGY not for the benefit but for the destruction of the human race. If one is bent 
on committing suicide, who can stop?” 

Prem PVerma, Jharkhand alternative Development forum, ranchi, Jharkhand 

“The WHO, held hostage as it is by the IAEA, itself captive to the nuclear industry, 
turns science on its head by promoting the notion that there is a threshold of ion-
izing radiation below which no danger is posed to the public. Let the Indian people 
who risk being thrown under the bus of multinational profiteering not be suaded by 
a media campaign driven by mendacity and money, a campaign that puts profits of a 
few before the safety and health of the many. Not for nothing was plutonium named 
after the devil.” 

Professor lynn Miles, Graduate institute of cross cultural studies, fu Jen cath-
olic university, taipei 

“Nuclear Information and Resource Service supports the Indian People’s Tribunal on 
Environment and Human Rights inquiry into the environmental and human rights 
violations associated with the Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project and reactor manufac-
turer Areva (which also wants to build dangerous and unnecessary nuclear reactors in 
the U.S., including one only 50 miles from the nation’s capitol Washington, DC). Your 
struggle is our struggle.” 

Michael Mariotte, Nuclear information and resource service, usa 

“Nuclear Energy is an enemy to all living beings and ecology. It holds all future genera-
tions to ransom. It is neither safe nor cheap nor sustainable. The only temporary ben-
eficiaries are the corporates. But they also sell their eye sight to purchase a painting.” 
Sankara Narayanan, Bhubaneswar 
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ParticiPatiNG orGaNisatioNs 

Chutkah	 Parmanu	 Sangharsh	 Samiti,	 Mandala	 (MP)	 •Jharkhandi	 Organisation	
Against	 Radiation	 ( Jharkhand)	 •	 National	 Alliance	 of	 Anti-Nuclear	 Movements	
(Tamil	Nadu)	•National	Alliance	for	People’s	Movements	(Gujarat)	

•	Parmanu	Pradushan	Sangharsh	Samiti	•Rawatdhatta	(Rajasthan)	•Parmanu	Virodhi	
Morcha,	Fatehbad	 (Haryana)	 •People’s	Movement	Against	Nuclear	Energy	 (Tamil	
Nadu)	•Public	Health	Forum	(Kerala)	

•Revolutionary	Writers	 Association	 (RWA)	 •Tarapur	 Parisar	 Vikas	 Samiti	 (Maha-
rashtra)	•Tarapur	Parisar	Vikas	Trust	(Maharashtra)	•Voluntary	Consumer’s	Organi-
zatio	(Meghalaya)	•Western	Cultural	&	Socio-Welfare	Association	(WCSWA)	(Me-
ghalaya). 

eNDorsiNG orGaNisatioNs 

Individuals	A	Agrwaal,	P	Ambedkar	•V	D’Souza	•A	Das	•N	P	Dhananjay	•T	Gan-
gopadhyay	•R	Goswami	•V	H	Jokhi	•T	Kamble	•R	G	Karnik	•Ykohli	•A	Kumar	•S	
Narayanan	•C	R	Neelakandan	•A	Patwardhan	•M	Rathod,	A	Sadgopal	•A	Saraph	•V	
P Sreenivasan 

iNterNatioNal orGaNisatioNs 

Beyond	Nuclear	 (USA)	•FuJen	Catholic	University	 (Taipei)	 •Nuclear	 Information	
and	Resource	Service	(USA),	South	Asians	Against	Nukes	(South	Asia)	•Taiwan	En-
vironmental	Protection	Union	(Taiwan)	•Uranium	Network	(Germany)	

NatioNal orGaNisatioNs 

Aadhar	Patrakar	Sangh	•	AIYF•	Akshara	•	All	India	Kasan	Majdoor	Sanghatana	•All	
India	Progressive	Women’s	Association	 (AIPWA)	 •All	 India	 Students’	Association	
(AISA)	 •Anti-Nuclear	 Forum	 •Anuurja	Mukti	Abhiyan,	Apnalaya	 •Arogya	 Sanstri	
•	Asha	Parivar	•	Awaaz	-	e	-Niswaan	•	Awami	Bharat	•	Bahujan	Vidyarthi	Parisbad.	
BGVS,	Bharat	Bachawa	Aadolah	•Bharat	Mukti	Morcha	•Bharip	Bahujan	Mahasang	
•Bhartiya	Adiwasi	Bhatake	Vimukth	Youth	Front	•Bhumi	Hukka	Andolan	•Brihan-
mumbai	 Niwara	 Abhiyan	 •Centre	 for	 Communication	 and	 Development	 Studies	
•CORO	•CPH	•Dainik	Sakal	•Dalit	Mukti	Morcha	•Dr.	Ambedkar	Sheti	Vikas	San-
shodhan	Sansth	 •EKTA	(Committee	 for	Communal	Amity)	 •Focus	on	 the	Global	
South	•Ghar	Bachao	Ghar	Banao	Andolan	•	Ghathepal	Vidyasthi	Radak	Sanghassh	
Samiti	 •Girni	 Kamgar	 Sangharsh	 Samiti	 •Governance	Now	 •Himu	 Asona	 •	 India	
Federation	of	Trade	Unions	•Jagrit	Adivasi	Dalit	Sangathan	•Jal	Biradari.	Janmate	Is-
lam	•Jharkhand	Alternative	Development	Forum	•Kachara	Vahatuk	Sanghatna	•Khoj	
•Konkan	Bachao	Samiti	•Konkan	Vinaskari	Prakalp	Virodhi	Samiti	•LOCOST	-Va-
dodara	 •Lok	Rajniti	Manch	•Lok	Sangharsha	Morcha	 •Loknirman	Pratigyan	•Ma-
gasvargiya	 Vidhyarthi	 Palak	 Hitkarni	 Samiti-Ghatkopar	 •Maharashtra	 Machimar	
Kruti	Samiti	•Maharashtra	State	Electricity	Workers’	Federation	•Manthan	Adhyayan	
Kendra	Badwani	(M.P.)	&	Pune	•Marathi	Bharati	•Media	Action	Group	•Movement	
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for	Peace	and	Justice	•Mumbai	Port	Trust	SC	•ST	and	OBC	Employees’	Welfare	As-
sociation	•Mumbai	Port	Trust	Workers’	Union	•Mumbai	Mahanagar	Palika	Bahujan	
Employees’	Welfare	Association	•National	Alliance	of	People’s	Movements	•Nirbhay	
Bano	Andolan	•Nirman	•Parisar	•People’s	Vigilance	Committee	on	Human	Rights	
•Plachimada	 Solidarity	Committee	 •Pradnya	 Samajik	 •Prayas	 •PUKAR	 •	 Rajarshi	
Shahmmaharaj	Pramodhan	Kendra	•Reach	Education	Foundation	Programme,	Ru-
ral	Volunteers	Centre	•	Saathi	•Safai	Kamgar	Parivarthan	Sangh	•SAHAJ	•Samajwadi	
Jan	Parishad	•Sarvahara	Jan	Andolan	•Sarvangin	Vikas	Sanstha	•Sarvodaya	Mandal	
•Secular	Solidarity	•Shramik	Mukti	Sangathna	Bombay	•Shramik	Mukti	Sangathna	
Murbad	 •Shri	 Bhuvneshwari	 Mahila	 Ashram	 •SVS	 Latur	 •Tarapur	 Parisar	 Vikas	
Samiti	•Vacha,	Vidhyarthi	Bharatiya	Sanghatna	•Vidhyarthi	Bharti	•Vidhyarthi	Palak	
Sanghatna	•Vikas	Sahyog	Pratishthan	•VSV	•	Welfare	Party	of	India	•	Western	Cul-
tural & Socio Welfare Association Meghalaya


