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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
SOUTHERN ZONE, CHENNAI 

Original Application No.127 of 2021 

P.Nanthagopal 
S/o.Pazhani Muruvappan, 
10,Kunnavakkam Village, 
Nellithoppu Street, 
Thirukazhukundram Taluk, 

Chengalpattu District- 603 102 .. Applicant 

VS 

1. The Commissioner, 

Geology and Mining Department, 

Government of Tamilnadu, 

Alandur Road, Guindy 
Chennai - 600 032. 

2. The District Collector, 
Collectorate GST Road, 

Chengalpattu District, 
Chengalpattu - 603 001 

3. The Deputy Director, 
Geology and Mining Department, 

Chengalpattu District, 
Chengalpattu - 603 001. 

4. The Tahsildar, 
VOC Nagar, Thirukazhukundram Taluk, 

Chengalpattu District, 
Chengalpattu - 603 001 

5. The Member Secretary, 
Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board, 

No.76, Mount Road, 

Guindy, Chennai -600 032 

6. The District Environmental Engineer, 
Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board, 

Maraimalai Adigalar Street, 

Kancheepuram District, 

Chennai-603 209 

7. The Chairman, 

State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority, 
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Ground Floor, Panagal Building. 
No.1, Jecnis Road, Saidapet. 
Chennai -600 015 

8. Tvl.Salem Mines & Aggregntes, 
No.9, Nagarathinam Nagar Extension, 

Thiruneermalai Road, 
West Tambaram, 

Chennai-600 045 

OBJECTIONS FILED BY THE 8TH RESPONDENT 

I, G.Elango, Son of Gurusamy, Hindu, aged about 44 years, residing at 

No.6/154, Salem Main Road, Nallasamauthram Post, Thiruchengode Taluk, 

Namakkal District, one ofthe Partners of Tvl.Salem Mines and & Aggregates, 

i.e.the 8t Respondent, do hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state as 

follows; 

1. I am the one of the Partners and authorized signatory of Tvi.Salem Mines 

and &Aggregates, the 8th Respondent herein and I am well acquainted 

with the facts and circumstances of the case. 

2. It is submitted that, this Respondent filing this preliminary objection and 

reserves right to file an Objections to the Joint Committee report, after 

filing the same by the Committee, before this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

3. This Respondent is the lessee of the patta lands in SF.No. 175/1, 175/2B 

175/3, 175/8B, 175/9B, 175/10B, 175/11B, 175/12, 176/2A and 176/2B 

over an extent of 3.13.0 hectares of lands in Kunnavakkam Village, 

Thirukazhukundram Taluk, Chengalpattu District and the patta for the said 

lands stands in the name of Mr.R.Gopal, Mr.K.Elango and Tvl.Salem 

Mines and & Aggregates. 

4. It is submitted that, initially, the District Collector Kancheepuram by his 

proceedings in Na.Ka.No.287/QU2/2015 dated 26.02.2016 (Annexure-11) 
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had granted quarry permission to this Respondent for excavation of 99,210 

cu.m of rough stone and 47,700 cu.m of gravel and the agreement for the 

same is registered in document No.1293/2016 dated 15.03.2016 in the 

SRO,Thirukazhukundram. Thercupon, by the revised mining plan 

submitted by this Respondent, the Assistant Director of Geology and 

Mining Kancheepuram had approved the same and permission was granted 

for quarrying 3,37,728 cu.m. Thereon, by the revised mining plan 

submitted by this Respondent and the Assistant Director of Geology and 

Mining Kancheepuram vide letter Rc.No.479/Q2/2018 dated 14.09.2018 

had approved the said revised mining plan and this respondent had 

obtained Environmental Clearance from the District Environment Impact 

Assessment Authority Kancheepuram (then Kancheepuram District) vide 

Lr.No.DEIAA-DIA/TN/MIN/479/Q2/2018-KPM, EC.No.32-2018 dated 

03.10.2018 for quarrying 4,33,483 cbm of roughstone in the above said 

survey numbers(Annexure - II). 

5. This Respondent submits that, the District Collector Kancheepuram by his 

proceedings in Na.Ka.No.479/QU2/2018 dated 26.11.2018 had granted 

quarry lease permission from 26.02.2016 to 25.02.2021 for quarrying 

4,33,483 cbm ofroughstone and gravel (Annexure - 1V) and it is submitted 

that, the quarry was not operating since 25.02.2021 in the said survey 

numbers. 

6. It is submitted that, based on the above said Environmental Clearance 

from the DEIAA, Kancheepuram, consent to operate and approval for 

mining had been obtained from the Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board. 

(Annexure - Vl). 
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7. It is submitted that, consent to operate for stone crusher, Hot Mix plant and 

RMC Plant had been obtained from the Tamilnadu Pollution Control 

Board (Annexure - V, VI, VII) 

8. It is to reiterate that, for this very same quarry, an Original Application 

No.40 of 2019 filed by one Mrs.Kavitha before this Hon'ble Tribunal 

regarding ilegal operation of stone quarry run by the 3d Respondent in 

Kunnavakkam Village, Thirukkazhukundram Taluk, Chengalpet 

District, without providing necessary pollution control mechanism, the 

applicant house is affected on account of heavy cracks developed due to 

the tremor and vibration on account of illegal blasting. It is submitted 

that, this Respondent was arrayed as 3d Respondent in that matter and as 

per the orders of the Hon'ble Tribunal, the Tamilnadu Pollution control 

board had conduced vibration test and the same was sourced out to 

vibration test expertise M/s.Glens Innovation Labs Pvt.Ltd, Arumbakkam 

Chennai and the relevant portion of the report of the Tamilnadu Pollution 

control board and the report of the said M/s. Glens Innovation is extracted 

herewith, 

"M/s. Glens Innovations Labs Pvt.Lid Arumbakkam Chenni -

600 106 has conducted the vibration test on 10.08.2020 in the presence 

of the officials of the Tamil Nadu Polhution Control Boardfollowing the 

methodology stipulated in the ISO 4866:2010 using vibration meter in 

the residential area (complainant house) before and during blasting 

carried out by the unit of M/s.Salem Mines and Aggregates and 

submitted the test report. The test report reveals that the background 

vibration (as peak particle velocity) before the blasting and during the 

blasting at the complainant house is 4.65 mm/sec (@ 25 H=) and 6.08 

mm/sec (®25 H respectively which is below the Directorate 
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General of Mines safety (DGMS),1997 Acceptance criteria 

(Permissable PPV) of 25 mm/sec, which indicates that there is no 

effect of creating cracks in the building/walls of the house in that area 

on account of operation of the unit. 

Furthermore, it is submitted that the unit is using Non-EL 

(Non-Electrical) detonators which will have less NVH level (Noise 

Vibration and Harshness level) compared to other explosive like 

Electrical, ANFO (Ammonium Nitrate Fuel Oil) detonator". 

It is submitted that, based upon the above said report and the 

recommendations of the committee, this Hon'ble tribunal by its order 

dated 22.12.2020 (Annexure - 1x) had passed the following order, 

"So, we feel that there is no substantial question of 

environment which arises for admitting the matter and issuing 

notice to the 3d Respondent to dragging him to the court to face 

the litigation. Further, the main relief claimed in the application 

is for compensation for the damage caused to her house which 

report shows it was not due to any activities of the 3rd 

respondent. However, considering the circumstances, we feel 

that the application can be closed, directing the 2nd respondent 

to monitor the operation of the 3rd unit periodically and see that 

the recommendations extracted above are implemented by the 3 

respondent in its quarry so as to avoid future complaints from 

the local people. Since there is no damage proved by the 

applicant on account of the operation of the 3r respondent, the 

applicant is not entitled to get the relief of compensation as 

claimed by her in the application." 
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Thus, the applicant's grievances regarding, "irregular blasts, Vibration 

and damages to houses" is mere baseless allegation, without providing 

authorised reports. 

9. It is submitted that; the Applicant had filed the above said Original 

Application before this Hon'ble National Green Tribunal Southerm Zone, 

Chennai with a following reliefs: 

i) It is humbly prayed to, appoint an independent experts committee to 

ascertain the ground situation in S.F.Nos.175/1, 175/2B, 175/3, 

175/8B, 1759B, 175/10B, 175/11B, 175/12, 175/2A and 175/2B at 

Kunnavakkam Village. Thirukazhukundram Taluk, Chengalpattu 

District where Stone mining quarry is run by 8th Respondent for the 

purpose of taking appropriate action. 

(ii) Direct the respondent No. l to 7 to take action according to law on 

the 8h Respondent for violation the Mining lease and mandatory 

precautions fixed by way of guidelines by CPCB and TNPCB. 

(ii) Direct the Respondenis 5,6 and 7 to assess the damage caused to 

health of population, houses, agriculture, bore wells in 

Kumnavakkam Village, Thirukazhukundram Taluk, Chengalpattu 

District due to the iregular massive blasts conducted by the 8th 

respondent. 

10.It is submitted that, the survey number mentioned by the Applicant with 

regard to Survey No.175/2A is not concerned with this Respondent. 

11.It is submitted that, as per the order of this Hon'ble Tribunal dated 

14.06.2021, the Joint Committee had inspected the quarry area on 

16.09.2021 
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12. This Respondent submits that; the applicant had filed the above said 

application with factual defects and without conducting proper study and 

with an ulterior motive to defame this Respondent's business. 

13. It is submitted that the applicant had relied his own case based upon the 

records available in his hands and completely devoid of any particulars and 

the case has been made on the basis of surmises, without any actual 

verification for the allegations made thereon and without verifying the fact 

that, this Respondent had obtained proper license legally for quarrying 

4,33,483 M3 by submitting subsequent application before the authorities 

14.By means of this application, the Applicant has challenged the validity of 

the procedure adopted by the authorities such as, the District Level 

Environmental Impact Assessment Authority headed by the District 

Collector and the Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board. It is to reiterate the 

fact that, initially the District Collector Kancheepuram in his proceedings 

in Na.Ka.No.287/QU2/2015 dated 26.02.2016 had granted quarry 

permission to this Respondent for excavation of 99,210 cu.m of rough 

stone and 47,700 cu.m of gravel and thereupon, by the revised mining lan 

submitted by this Respondent, the Assistant Director of Geology and 

Mining Kancheepuram had approved the same and permission was granted

for quarrying 3,37,728 cu.m of roughstone. Thereon, by yet another the 

revised mining plan submitted by this Respondent for utilisation of 

available surplus resources, the Assistant Director of Geology and Mining 

Kancheepuram vide letter Rc.No.479/Q2/2018 dated 14.09.2018 had 

approved the same and this respondent had obtained Environmental 

Clearance from the District Environment Impact Assessment Authority 

Kancheepuram (then Kancheepuram District) vide Lr.No.DEIAA- 

DIA/TN/MIN/479/Q2/2018-KPM, 
EC.No.32-2018 dated 03.10.2018 for 
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quarrying 4,33,483 cbm of roughstone in the above said survey numbers. 

The relevant portion of the Environmenal Clcarance in Lr.No.DEIAA- 

DIATN/MIN/479/Q2/2018-KPM, EC.No.32-2018 dated 03.10.2018 is 
extracted herein, 

"This Environmental Clearance is granted for Mining of "Rough 

Stone" for the proposed quantum of 4,33,483 M3 Roughstone a period 
of "Five years" from the date of execution of Lease Deed. 

In this connection it is necessary to highlight the fact that, without even 

verifying the above fact, the applicant had filed the above said application 

with baseless and unconnected allegations and this Respondent had 

obtained all necessary permission from the authorities, with all statutory 

formalities including the consent and approvals required for quarrying 

4,33,483 cbm of roughstone and depth of quarrying is permitted to 65 

mtrs and not 99,210 cb.m and 30 mtrs depth as claimed by the 

applicant. 

15. It is further submitted that, there is no habitation nearest to the mining 

area as claimed by the applicant and to support this fact, this respondent 

humbly submits the Proceedings of the Collector Kanchipuram District in 

Rc.80/2010-Q1 dated 24.03.2010 (Annexure-) granted to the previous 

lessee, wherein quarrying permission order had been granted by the then 

District Collector in the very same leased-out survey numbers to one 

Mr.Janarthanan Reddy for an extent of 1.51.0 hects and para 9 of the said 

proceedings is extracted herein, 

"The applied area is barren dry land covered with thorny bushes and 

shrubs and dotled with seven umber of paBm trees and few mumber of 

eucalyptus trees. The applied area is bounded on North by S.No. l172 
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patta lands South by S.No.175/2B, East hy S.No.175 amd West by an 

existing stone quarry own by M.Ranmachandiran. There is no 

residential area situated within the radial distance of 300 metres from 

the applied area 

16. It is submitted that, the concept of approved mining plan came to be 

introduced by the Government of Tamilnadu in G.O.Ms.No.79 Industries 

(MMC.1) Department dated 06.04.2015 by inserting rule 41 and 42 to the 

Tamilnadu Minor Mineral Concession Rules 1959, which came into effect 

only from 22.04.2015 and therefore the prior lessee of the same quarry has 

been subjected to quarry for 24.03.2010 to 23.03.2015 and then, the 

quantity and reserves were approximately calculated and depth of 

quarrying was "assumed" rather with strict measuring values. Thus, this 

applicant with unknown fact that, how much quantity and depth was 

quarried by the prior lessee and the allegation that, excavation has been 

done more than 100 metres is unsustainable and arbitrary 

17. It is submitted that, by the subsequent application of this Respondent, thee 

proceedings of District Collector Kancheepuram n 

Na.Ka.No.479/QU2/2018 dated 26.11.2018 had approved the quarry lease 

permission from 99,210 Cb.m to 4,33,483 cbm of roughstone would show 

that this respondent had not violated any norms or terms and conditions 

after grant in earlier leases and till the expiry of lease dated 25.02.2021. 

18. With regard to allegation in Grounds (1), the Applicant is unclear of his 

very own case and allegations against this Respondent is baseless, 

inconsistent and contrary. It is submitted that; this Respondent has been 

carrying on the quarrying operation within the permitted area and in 

accordance with law and terms of the license. The applicant disorientates 

with his very own ease by comparing the pre-feasibility report of 
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S.F.No. 176/1A (extents 3,04.00 Ha) (which belongs to this Respondent 
by the proceedings of the District Collector, Kancheepuram in 

Na.Ka.No.003/Q2/2018 and the same is in operation) and the Mining 

plan proposal for S.F.No. 175/1, 175/2B, 175/3, 175/8B, 175/9B, 

175/10B, 175/11B, 175/12, 176/2A and 176/2B (which extents 3.13.0 

Ha) and such, this application is filed with vested interest without 

verifying the records and identification of quarries. 

19.With regard to allegation in Grounds (2), as already stated above, this 

Respondent had obtained permission from the District Collector 

Kancheepuram and by his proceedings in Na.Ka.No.287/QU2/2015 dated 

26.02.2016 had granted quarry permission for excavation of 99,210 cu.m 

of rough stone and 47,700 cu.m of gravel. Thereupon, by the revised 

mining plan submitted by this Respondent, the Assistant Director of 

Geology and Mining Kancheepuram had approved the same and 

permission was granted for quarrying 3,37,728 cu.m. Subsequently, by the 

revised mining plan submitted by this Respondent, the Assistant Director 

of Geology and Mining Kancheepuram vide letter Re.No.479/Q2/2018 

dated 14.09.2018 had approved the mining plan and this respondent had 

obtained Environmental Clearance from the District Environment Impact 

Assessment Authority Kancheepuram (then Kancheepuram District) vide 

Lr.No.DEIAA-DIA/TN/MIN/479/Q2/2018-KPM, EC.No.32-2018 dated 

03.10.2018 for quarrying 4,33,483 cbm of roughstone in the above said 

survey numbers. 

It is submitted that, the applicant has struck with his facts in relying on the 

Mining Plan vide Rc.No.287/Q2/2015 dated 28.01.2016 and the leased-out 

quarry to this respondent in S.Nos: 175/1, 175/2B, 175/3, 175/8B, 175/9B, 

175/10B, 175/11B, 175/12, 176/2A and 176/2B, is admittedly a non-virgim 
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quarry and was operational for past 5 ycurs (from 24.03.2010 to 

23.03.2015) and the depth for quarrying permitted to this Respondentis 

65 mtrs and not 30 mtrs as claimed by the Applicant and the same may be 

verified with the District Environment Impact Assecssment Authority 

Kancheepuram vide Lr.No.DEIAA-DIA/TN/MIN/479/Q2/2018-KPM, 

BC.No.32-2018 dated 03.10.2018 

20. With regard to the allegations that massive blasting with powerful 

explosives is factually wrong and false. 

21.The allegation in Grounds (3), is totally false and highly unscientific and 

completely erroneous and such no chemical materials were left out during 

the quarry operations. 

22. With regard to allegation in Grounds (4), it may be stated that such 

allegation by the applicant is not true and totally unconnected to the ground 

reality. It is submitted that, this respondent quarry was operated by using 

Non-EL (Non-Electrical) detonators which will have less NVH level 

(Noise Vibration and Harshness level) compared to other explosive like 

Electrical, ANFO (Ammonium Nitrate Fuel Oil) detonator. Moreover, the 

blasting is done once in day, on necessity and the allegation that massive 

blasting is done seven times a day is highly erroneous and that the stone 

crusher is situated around 186.5 meters from the habitations is false. If 

such, the Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board ought to have not provided 

the Consent to Operate for operation of plant and discharge of emissions 

under section 21 of Air Act,1981. This respondent had obtained proper 

licence from the Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board for the stone erusher, 

Hot Mix plant and RMC Plant (Annexure- V, VI, V1) 

23.The allegation in Grounds (5) is highly erroncous annd put to strict proof of 

the allegation thereon. There are no wild animals' movements in the leased 
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area and Kattur Reserved Forest is situated 14km away from the quarry 

area and no complaints has been filcd against this Respondent and that no 

death of cattles occurred due to this Respondent quarry operation. 

24.With regard to allegation in Grounds (6), as claimed by the applicant, no 

violations have been caused by this Respondent and it is respectfully 

submitted that, the ariel distance of the nearest habitation is tabulated 

herewith and same may be verified in the page no.39 of the Applicant's 

typed set of papers, 

S.No Name of the village Distance from quarry 

Karumarapakkam 1.5Km -NE 

Mullakolathur 1.0Km-SE Z. 

Ammanambakkam 2.0Km - SW 
3. 

4. Echankaranai 1.5Km - NW 

25.With regard to allegation in Grounds (7), it is to reiterate the fact that, the 

leased-out quarry was functioning after obtaining license and permission 

from the competent authorities as per Environmental Protection Act and 

no case has been registered on this Respondent for causing environmental 

hazard with regard to the survey numbers mentioned by the applicant. 

26. With regard to allegation in Grounds (8), this respondent would like to 

reiterate the fact that, the quarrying passes is issued by the office of the 

Mines Department by due inspection and there was no fault found by the 

Authorities till expiry of lease date. 

27.With regard to allegation in Grounds (9), this Respondent submits that, the 

quarry was operating in accordance law, with all precautionary measures, 

with the terms of the licenses granted by the District Collector, the 

Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board and by the Mining plan approved by 



































































































































































































































BEFORE THE HON’BLE 

NATIONAL GREEN 

TRIBUNAL (SZ) 

CHENNAI 

          

        NANTHAGOPAL   

                                               …APPLICANT 

 

        VS 

THE COMMISSIONER 

GEOLOGY AND MINING 

AND 7 OTHERS. 

      

       ….RESPONDENTS 

 

 

 

PRELIMINARY OBJECTION 

FILED BY 8TH RESPONDENT 

 

 

 

 

 

                    M/s. S.V. VIJAY PRASHANTH (1366/2003) 
               S.V.BANUPRIYA (1943/2009) 
               N.NAJUMUNISHA (2055/2017) 
              A.S.SHANMUGA RAJAN (3373/2018) 

                COUNSELS FOR 8TH RESPONDENT 
                          Ph: 8825510662 

                  advshan3373@gmail.com 

 




