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June 15, 2018 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Subject: Submission on Draft CRZ 2018 
 
The National Coastal Protection Campaign (NCPC) is a collective of several environmental 
organisations and fishworker associations working for the protection of India’s coastline. 
NCPC members include both fishworker organisations such as the National Fishworkers' 
Forum, as well as NGOs that work on coastal policy, fisheries as well as marine and coastal 
biodiversity conservation.  
 
Our members have been closely associated with present day coastal governance in this 
country and with the CRZ Notification, 1991 in particular, since its inception. Our 
engagement with the implementation of this notification has been either through courts or on 
the ground – working with government officials, fisherfolk unions, local communities and 
educational platforms to spread awareness about this law and improve its implementation. 
We have campaigned for its integrity at all stages of its amendment. The NCPC has engaged 
with the process of change to the CRZ notification that your Ministry undertook since 2005. 
We have engaged in each of the public consultations and have sent critiques to the Ministry 
of Environment and Forests (MoEF) of earlier versions – like the CZM 2007, CMZ, 2008 and 
the pre-draft CRZ 2010. 
 
At this moment we are concerned with the attempt to create a new notification, the draft of 
which has been released for public comment. We have reviewed this draft’s contents as well 
as the manner in which it was developed. Some of our major concerns are attached with this 
letter but to summarise we would like to state that we cannot accept this draft on the 
following grounds - 
 

a. It significantly weakens coastal protection and threatens the livelihoods of coastal 
communities. The CRZ is meant to be an environmental protection law and not a law 
to facilitate construction and “development”, which this current draft clearly is. 

b. The draft is based on the Shailesh Nayak Committee report which was a non-
inclusive, closed process where no public stakeholders were consulted. This is in 
direct contrast to the lengthy consultative process that was followed prior to the 
drafting of the CRZ 2011. 



NCPC 
National Coastal Protection Campaign 

Acting Convener’s office 
C/o PondyCAN, 14 Marawadi Street, Kuruchikuppam, Pondicherry 605 012 

Ph: +91-413-2335233; 09894633929, e-mail: convenorncpc@gmail.com 

c. The CZMPs under the CRZ 2011 are currently being presented to the public for 
review in many states. Most of these CZMPs are incomplete, the hazard line is 
missing, the plans and reports accompanying the maps are missing in most places 
even though these CZMPs are the single most important element for coastal 
management. The timing of this new draft in light of the NGT deadlines imposed 
upon the CZMP creation process under the CRZ 2011 is extremely suspicious and 
would divert efforts of state agencies from this process and towards understanding 
and implementing this new notification, if and when it is approved, with or without 
modifications. 

 
Given this we submit the following demands – 
 

a. Discard the draft CRZ 2018 
b. Complete the CZMP process under the CRZ 2011, including mapping of hazard line 

and preparation of village development plans. No new projects should be cleared till 
these CZMPs are ready 

c. Impose a moratorium on setting up of new ports and expansion of existing ports, until 
cumulative impact studies could be carried out. 

d. Strengthen coastal protection and safeguard fisher livelihoods through the creation of 
a Fisher Rights Act and a Coastal Protection Act, to be created through consultations 
with civil society and the local fishing communities 

 
We would be happy to support the MoEFCC with planning and implementation of the above 
actions. 
 
 
Best wishes 
 

 
 
Probir Banerjee      
Convenor          
National Coastal Protection Campaign     
 
 
CC:  
ArvindNautiyal 
Director, Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change  
J-615, Jal Block, Indira ParyavaranBhawan, 
JorBagh Road,  
New Delhi — 110003 
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Annexure 1 

Key concerns with CRZ 2018 

1. Lack of accountability of state agencies and the project proponents 

A good law is one that is implementable and which has devoted some attention to the 

accountability of implementing authorities and for the infringements of its provisions. Else, 

there is no purpose of instituting a law. The CRZ 2018 not only fails in this regard, but it 

appears as if this law has been introduced to condone the earlier infringements and neglect 

of the 2011 notification.  

a. This draft has systematically deleted all deadlines enshrined in the CRZ 1991 and 

2011 notifications. Now deadlines for stopping dumping of wastes and release of 

untreated effluents into CRZ areas don’t exist. There also no deadlines for CZMP 

preparation and even the hazard line which has been retained for disaster 

management purposes (a critical concept given the effect of the recent Cyclone 

Ockhi) has no date by which it needs to be finalised.  

b. There is no mention of action to be taken against violators of CRZ 1991 and 2011. 

Given that violators of the CRZ 1991 have still not been brought to justice, 

introducing a third notification will only allow more such project proponents to 

continue their illegal activities. The absence of this acknowledgement is telling of the 

objective with which this notification has been developed. Before any new 

notification is considered there first needs to be an extensive mapping of violators of 

both the CRZ 1991 and CRZ 2011 and action needs to be taken against them. 

c. The CZMPs under the 2011 notification have still not been completed. In many 

states incomplete maps without the accompanying plan have been put out to the 

public for comments in direct violation of the objectives of public consultation. 

There is currently an NGT order which is holding the administration of these states 

accountable for this delay. This draft does not acknowledge any of these delays and 

problems and the timing of this notification will inevitably draw attention away from 

the crucial process of finalising the CZMP.  

2. Increased activities allowed in CRZ areas and reduced setback lines weakens environmental 

protection and threatens fisher livelihoods 

a. The list of permissible activities substantially increased with each amendment to CRZ 

2011 and this trend has been taken even further with the draft CRZ 2018. The CRZ 

was originally created such that only activities for which the foreshore area was 

essential could be set up in CRZ areas, automatically providing a greater degree of 

protection to fishing communities and the coastal environment. This understanding 

of what is essential has since 1991 been steadily eroded with the current draft 

creating a free-for-all in CRZ areas. 

b. This draft substantially increases the number of industrial and construction activities 

that can be carried out in the fragile CRZ 1b (intertidal zone). While linear projects 

such as pipelines will necessarily cross CRZ 1b areas and were permitted in past 

notifications, this draft allows reclamation of land for mass transit systems, 

construction of facilities need for such systems, construction of permanent 

structures like treatment facilities, facilities for storage of petroleum etc. 
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c. Reducing the boundaries along tidally influenced waterbodies, and reduction in NDZ 

area in CRZ 3 further decreases the regulatory aspects of the CRZ and makes it easier 

for outside interests to appropriate coastal spaces that are critical for community 

livelihoods. 

3. Token attempt to strengthen environmental protection 

a. While a detailed framework for the conservation of Ecologically Sensitive Areas (CRZ 

1a) is a welcome addition, the Annexure is an empty shell filled with vague terms 

that do not translate to a practical plan of management. Certain ESAs are to be 

managed by creation of management plans by States while others do nt 

reqAdditionally while sandy beaches are included in the Annexure on Conservation, 

Protection and Management of ESAs they are not in the main paragraph 2.1.1 on 

CRZ 1. This further illustrates that there has not been a detailed and comprehensive 

scientific study on the basis of which this framework was developed. 

4. Ignoring the imminent threat of climate change 

a. The hazard line was introduced into the CRZ 2011 notification as an 

acknowledgement of the fact that climate change would result in more frequent and 

severe natural disasters and proactive measures need to be taken to mitigate the 

loss of life and property. This draft has removed the hazard line as a setback line 

under the CRZ and has thus removed any regulation of vulnerable areas outside the 

500 m zone, allowing unplanned and unregulated industrial access to these spaces.  

5. No further clarity on DLCs and fishing community involvement in implementation and 

monitoring of the CRZ 

a. We are glad to see that the provision for creation of DLCs with 3 community 

representatives has been retained. However given that many states still do not have 

functioning DLCs with community representatives, it was imperative that this draft 

address this problem by articulating the  process by which DLCs should be formed 

and providing deadlines for the same. This draft also continues to restrict the DLCs 

to a mere monitoring body without any implementation powers.  

Alternate actions 

While we do agree that the CRZ regime has room for improvement, we recommend that the 

following actions be taken to improve the existing CRZ 2011 

a. Consultations with the scientific community and local communities on CRZ 1a areas – The 

current list of CRZ 1a areas leaves out key coastal and marine ecosystems such as seaweed 

beds, sandy beaches, areas of high biodiversity, fish breeding grounds, rock outcrops in the 

sea etc. There is also a need for an implementable framework for the conservation and 

protection of these systems rather than relying on umbrella statements like “no activities 

which would impact these habitats will be taken up in surrounding areas”. Without a careful 

documentation of these harmful activities it would be very difficult for any implementing 

authority to ensure this provision is followed. 

b. Identify and take actions against violations of CRZ 1991 and 2011 

c. Complete CZMPs following the process laid out in the CRZ 2011, including the marking of the 

hazard line 
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d. Build capacity of SCZMAs and constitute and empower DLCs to effectively implement the 

notification 

 

 

 

 

 


