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REPLY TO THE OB.IECTIONS RAISED ON THE REPORT OF THE.IOINT
CONT},IITTEE ON ENVIRONI\,IENTALCO\IPE:{SATION IIi THE oRIGINAL
APPLICATION NO I55 OF 2O2O FILED BEFORE, THE HON'BLE NATIONAL

GREEN TRIBT]NAL. SOUTHERN ZONE. CHENNAI

Objections I to 5
I. The 3d Respondenr is o Pril'ate Limited c-onp r1r,rhdr is engugetl in quartl.ing arul allietl
husine:;.ses untl y,as incorporoted <n I I .03.201 I .

2. The 3rd Re.spontlent va,s grantecl a qurntt leu.se by the Director oJ'Geologt ontt lllining-fbr
on extenl of8.937 Hecrure.s of ltuul conrytrised in Re s,'.No.29i2, 29/3 untt 30/1 of rhekkatlu
l'illuge. Nedunongacl Toluk arul contpt.isetl in Re.Sr...\ir. J-0. J:2.5. 112,,6. l7J/t, 171/l-2.
172i1-l and 171/l-2 of r,kmikkol L'illage Netfunnngud ruluk. Trivorulrmn Di.ttrict. Kutla. lt
is suhnitled thot the quor4'ing leuse dutetl 23.05.201I i.s tatitl .fbr o periocl of l2 l,eurs i.e.
upro 22.05.2023.

3. The state Enrironnrcnr lmpott .4utlnrih. Kerulo i.t.tuatl rm Ent'ironnrcntal clearunte tt.irlt
respeL't to the lea'';e u.eu fide proceedings No.237,5E1A,4,, KL.,885.)0tJ tlured )i.1t.2011
t,alid.lbr a period oJ'5 rcurs.
J. Thc 3'd Re.spon(lent .\lbntits the.fi lorring tthjcc.tion.s to the Re?o ol the .hint Ctttnnitrt,c
liled in Notenrher 2020.

5. The.finding: ofthc Contmitree in Ponts 3.2.101. 3_2.102. 3.2.10J. 3.2201. 3.:20J. j.):05.
3.220,\.3.2110,3.22t2,3.2215.3.2t20.3.2226.3.2227.3.222s.3.22)9,3.2230.3.1:3t.
-l-2235 need not be ur't'crcd u'; rhe (.nniut'c lrus repu'rctl thut this Raspuntlcnt hus
onplied vith the uhoye-nentionetl tondiIiort.s

Repll
lntroduction and uncontested flndinqs ofthe Joint Cornmittee

Objcction 6

.{.r lr'.grz-tlr ro the /irulings of rhc ('onmtilraL, in puru 3.).103. it is hmthll .vrhniuetl thttl rlrt,

/inding hut hcur bu.sccl solcll u, the ,srtuh thar ,us t'tnuluc'tetl h)'rhe D<'prrrrucrtr tf )ttining
u Geololy tmd nol .fi'otn the indcpendent sun'cr rlter v it\ a)ndtnlcd h.t- the ,htint (\ntntinct,
on tfu clirection.s ol thi.s Hon'hle Trihunol. f'he D<'purtnpnr tlf ,ltining unl Geologl hrl htxei
ot1 il.\.lindittg. is.sucd u denrund notice dutad 05.?si.20)l) to tlrc 3nl Resptntlcnt. tlircc.tit ! il to
remit un unruunt of R.:;.6,86.39.120 tRupce.s Sit ('nn.cs Eighh ,Si:t Luklt.s Thirrr. .\'inr,
Thousotrd Four Hundred und Tlr.enh,. uth ) tortu.ds n4ultr. prite und .lina lbr ullagt,tll.t.
e,rrr,.rrti e/r' ntirting tr (lrunlil.r.o./ 9529'-3 \IT o.l'rotk. otcr rntl ulxn,e tha perntilt?(l qtunlin.
litnt the leo:;r: ureu. .-l rerised dcnarul notice duted 15.09.)020 t us sertetl on tht _lrd
Rcslttntlenl rhereirt the unruunl \'{ts ttnt.ctlt<l to Rs.6.'l.0ll.l3t).- /Rupeas.Sn ( ).or.t,r
Sevenl.t'One Lakh.s Eight 'l'hotsturd Four Hmuh.ed arul Thirn,onl.r') u:; rotolt.t. pricc ut .fi ttc

fbr t rerised quontitv of 931- 11 .ll7-o/ rock allegcd to hutc b*n reinovl in c.rtess.li.om rhc
leu.sa u'eo. Ptrsrutnt to recciring thase nolice.\. thi.t Respontlent ./iled ll'.P.No.2,\152 o/ 2020
heJbrc the Hon'hle Kerulu l!igh (imrt chullenging the tlenrnd notic.c senl bl the Deputltncnt
qf llining arul Geolog. The Hon'hle High Cont o/-Ke rala. ridc ir.s order durcd 07.01.J021.

fourul tle order of tha Depurtment o/ llliuing arul Gaologr dutad 15.09.2020 lo he prino litie
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illcgal und <lirected the sonte to ba treoted os a prot isionul tlernand ttolic.c. pencling the ll'rit
Pclition proc'eedings. Hotrcyer, in contplele tlisregurd to the sane, lhe Deportnent ol'Mining
and Geologr pa.ssed an order dated 08.02.2021, y.ilhout considering ont' of'the objec.tions
rui.sed ht, this Re.;pondent. Aggricvetl by the sctnte. this Respondent filed on oppeal hefora lhe
Depulv Secrclon, lo Gorernnrcnl, htdusn"ies (A) Depurlnrcnt uruler Rtle 98(11 of the Kerula
llinor ll,Iineral Conces.sion Rules 2015. Sinc.c rcvnue recolerr proceedings hud heen

inilialcd agoinst thi.\ Respondcnt rithin the ,\taluton, period o/'ct14teol untl pentling
cotrsideratiort of'the oppeol. thi.s Respondent prclbrrcd ll'.P.(C).1\:O.1138 of 2021 before the
Hon'ble Kerala High Cotut. The Hon'ble High (-ourt fide its ortler dated 11.02.2021

dispo.sed of the lltrit Petition, directing the autlnririe.s to disltose of the qryeol vithin a
period ol 3 reek.s.fiont receipt ttl order copt' untl nol lo loke anr coer(.ira ucliott.\ oggi,lsl lhr
Patilioneri lhe 3rd Respondent herein./iu' recoten' o/ lhc untounts until orders ute pussed in
thc oppeal. lt is huntbly .subntitled lhut till dute no orclers hata hcen pu.ssed in thc appeal.lilecl
b.r'this Resporulent atul thercfore. no coerciye otlion should be luken ugoinsl this Re:;pondent

Jbr recoten of tfu annunts nrcntioned in llrc dcnuud nolitc. Thcre/in.e. :;irte the .firuling:; o/'
the Joint Connnitlee is buscd on the.findings of Depdrlncnt ol lllining und Geologr thit*
hure hcen t'hallenged ot<l u'e pctrling.[or dislto.sul. lhe .unnc uttlnot he held ugain.tt thc -1rd
Rc:porulent.

Reply
The non-compliance ofthe EC condition due to excessive mining carried out by the compan)
$as delermined using Ihe following three methods

I . Interpretation of the satellite imageries using Geographical Informarion Sl stern (GIS)
and by superimposing the boundary pillar on the satellite imagery by the Joint
Comrnittee.

2. Direct verification of the position of boundary pillars and the actual mined area

through Field verification by the Joint Cornmittee

3. lnterpretation of the data gathered lrorn the detailed survel carried out b1 the

Department of Mining and Ceology. Kerala.

Therelbre. the objection that the lindings ofthe Joint Conrmitlee is solell based on rhe srud)

condLrcted by the Department of Mining & Geology- is rrrong and baseless.

It is true that the 3'd Respondent approached the Hon. High Court of Kerala questioning the

dernand notice dated 15.09.2020 of the Mining & Geology Department. Kerala to remit an

anrount of Rs.6.71.08..1i0/- (Rupees Six Crores Sevenll-One l-akhs Eight Thousand Four

Hundred and Thirt) onl)) as rolalt)'. price and flne lbr the e\cess quantit\ of 93l7l.l MT of
rock that have been removed in excess from the lease area. It is also true that the 3'd

Respondent filed appeal before the concerned Appellate Authorig, in the lndustries

Department rlf Government of Kerala follouing the directions of the'Hon. High Court of
Kerala. Cornplying u'ith the orders in lhe Common Judgement of the Hon. High Court of
Kerala dated 21.9.2021 in WP(C) 192 | 3/2021 and WP(C) 1910412021. the Appellate

Authoritf in Industries Department. Covt. of Kerala vide order CO(Rt) No. 710/2022i1D

dated 16.7.2022 directed the Director. Mining & Geology Department Io take necessar),steps
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to reassess the alleged quarry sith the help ofre*enue oflicials and to issue fresh denrand
notice. The Appellate Authority also made it clear rhat the appellant compan), is not
e\empted from further steps against them for realizing royalq' in respect of the excess
quantit)' of granite building stones quarried. ifan}..

Comply-ing u,ith the directions of Appellate Authority. the Director. Mining & Geologl,
Department as on 16.8.2022 entrusted the District Geologist. Thiruvananthapuram. t\\,o
Geologists of the Directorate of Mining & Geology Dept.. a Survel.or from the Revenue
Depanment (on deputation) and raluk Survelor. Nedumangad to conduct tiesh assessmenl
in the lease areas of granite building stone to identiti. rhe excess mining conducted by the
company. The team commenced the fleld level surve\ on 20.8.2022 and submitted a reporl to
the Director of Mining & Geologl on 21.8.2022 on the granile building stone extracted in
excess for rvhich penaltl has to be realized. Accordingll,. it is estimated that the excess
quantity extracted is 8.39.786 metric tonnes and the penalt\' tbr uhich is Rs.6.0-1.89._5921
(Rupees Six Crore Four Lakh Eightr-nine Thousand Five Hundred and Ninet)-$ro onll) and
a fresh Demand Notice u ill be issued to the PA demanding the penaltl for excess quantit) of
granite building stone e\tracted from that lease illegalll,. The Director. Mining and Gcologl
Department also issued a Demand Notice No. 34.15/DOT/M L/2019 dated 7.9.201 I to the
compan)' rvith respect to the granite dimension stone lease in $hich the e\cess quantit). ol'
granite dirnension stone is identitled as 262.5MT and granite building stone as 3570 N,l'r lbr
rrhich the compan), is liable to remit Rs. 21.72.010 - as penaltl. Based on the revised repon
dated 23.8.2022 on the excess quantit), of granite building stone mined from the llrsl lease
and excess quantit)' of granite dimension stone and granite building stone mined tiom the
second lease of the PA. lhe environmental compensation for excess mining of granite
building stone as sell as granite dimension stone is being 

'.orked 
out b1 the Joint comminee

afresh as the Mining & Geologl Department has rerised the reporl in response to the orders
oi ils Appellate Authoritl in cornpliance to the directions from the Hon. High courl of
Kerala. while doing so. the Joint Committee nral also be permitted t. relook the
Environmental Compensalion eslimated tbr violation of Environmental Clearance conditions
as per "Polluter pa1s" principle detailed in cpcB guidelines subrnitted to rhe Hon. Tribunal
earlier. if it is required to be done consequent to the revised report of the Mining & Geologl
Department.

It is submined that the objection of the Respondenl 3 is temporary as the excess quantitl
extracted is now re-assessed as per the directions and the Joint Committee can re-assess the
environmental compensation *'ithin a maxirnum of one rnonlh time. if perlitted by the Hon.
Tribunal.

Objcction 7

h i.\ .\uhmiued thut o' per the .\tu<h. u),lductc(l hr. lhe Dep .tn(nt of'.llining untl Geolog.. tltc
ullegotion nrude uguin.tr thi.r Re.tpontlenr i.\ thut ir hul quut.icd ln c.T(.c.s.r rl the peruittci
quuntil.r'./funn thc leu.se ureu. ll i.\ Perlincnt to nole thut the ullegtrtion nntle tlit! not .\tttte lhll
the Reslnndent hutl ercanled fi'on hcvntl rhc leu'sc urca. Hen(.e. rhe enrira i.s.sue of illegul,
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e,r"('e.r,rir? tnining i.\ sub-j di(e helbre u.\tatutot-t n horitt urul it t.oultl not ba approprina
.fbr thi.s Hon'ble Tribunol to drell upon Ihe .\ane -lir the pre.\ent. u' ctnt,.finding on th( i.\.\ut
v ill be .sub.stttntioll.t' ulfect the right o/ thi.s Rcsprndettr be fore the ,4ppcllote uurhorifi,. .ln.l i/
rhe Appellatc aulhorih. (onp.\ lo u (.onlron. r'on<.lu:sion. it trould u/fecl the ordcr of thi:i
Hon'ble Tribunol.

Reply
It is very clear and evident liom the data and photos given in the report that rhe 3'd
Respondent had quarried in excess of the permined quantit) from the lease area. Based on
extensive field level survel. carried out twice by the Department of Mining and Ceologl,
(DMG). the DMc conflrrned the encroachment of rnining to areas outside the lease area and
excessive mining by the PA. In compliance to the direction of the Hon. High court of Kerala
and direction ofthe Appellare Authority rvho acted based on the direction ofrhe Hon. High
court. the Director of the Mining & Geology Department revised and fonvarded a Report
daled 23.8.2022 ascertaining the extend and volume of granite building stone e\tracted in
excess bv the 3'd Respondent in their lease area. Thus. it is a proven fact that the 3'd
Respondent had quarried in excess of the permitted quantit), liom the lease areas and
Iherefore. the objection raised b1'the 3'd Respondent is not rrue to the facts and hence nor
tenable-

Objection No 8
.4s regu'd:; to the.finding in PttrLt -1.2.105. it is hunfil). nbmined thut nurst oJ the hortrulurt
pillu"s are nnde of cttrcrere. The.fet nrctullit' pilla's rhith arc nrule .f .flct .shet,t tmd
lettcritry \'ere put up itr uctttrulunt'a *ith rha insrnK.rions of'tha Dcpo.rnrcnr o./ llining untl
Geolog'. a' the Gaologi'rt vuntcd ro cuse rhe t'iatring of hountktry pillo"' in irutc<.t,ssihlt
u'eus. Thi.v i.s an it:trucr ittrt .fbllotretl h.r'ulnntst ull the quut.ies in'l-rittuulrum fbr thc pttst 3
veur.s. The ullegutiott rhur in tttuple of plute.s the houndut ltillors i.s mi.t.sing ttr tlilupitllel i.r
t'trgrte urt<l itrorred. Tlr Comnifiee orght ro ha.c |;pctifictl the dctuil.s ntd purrictltn..s in
rhich plucer rlte bonrdut pillur: vcrc ni,ssirtg ttn<l t hich fununlttq. ltillur.s trcre
dilupithaetl. ln thc uhscncc of rhe .srnrc. thc .stitr ufieg<ti.tt trntnor rte .tusruirctr. ,r.r
ntenriupd in lhc reporr itsel/. the houncrut' pilu-' vere inuccc'sibre true ro overgrtnrrh.f

'hrubs 
u.s the t1runt1.ttu, ru;l .fiutttiutittg .fitr ntorc thtn u ycar, nol ni,\.\ing. It i;; ul.so

perlitr,l to nol? thut the mining o('tit'itie.\ \'erc nor bcing cut ietr on .fittnt 07.03.)020 untr
axct'1tt.lbr thc securi4' gun'd, olr orhar rorker.s (k) nor rto., tr1t.fitr the ttpktcp.f thc rtotrntltu.r.
pillur.s. lt i,s ./inher pertinanr ro ,1orc that the sttre 'f Kcrula hu;, .tL,c,n luun. ,t,iu, ,nd.1lrrod,
iuring the pust ./btr .t aar's leatring to the 

''ushing 
n*1t .f c<,rrain st,K.lur(,.\ tnur rhe .utrnc

tould nol be rec'otr.stnrcretr thre to the intttce.ssibirity ro trte cxad rocurion. Furrher, il i.\ nor
the tutc./ the Conmtiree rhnr rhi: Re,ptntrent ht.tt ntittLtr bc.rLntr the ureu o/ thc ulcgetr
ntis:;ing pillars.

I{ep lr
The findings in Para 3.2r05 are regarding the non-compriance ofthe Specific condition No.5 rvhich stated that the Boundary piflars shourd not be tampered rrirh. The bboundarl pilars
deterrnine the boundaT of the reased area for mining and hence it shourd be in accordance
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.lith the geo-referenced details given in (he approved Mine Plan. In the report of the Joint
Comrnittee. the status ofeach ofthe boundary pillars are clearll brought out by visiting the
boundary. pillars and using remote sensing and GIS tools. The Table I clearll, provided the
status of each boundary pillar and the photographs. rnarked as Figure 5. 7. g and 9 and
indicated the ground realities of the violation committed by the 3'd Respondent. Thus. it is
clear and evident that the ob.iection raised b1. the 3'd Respondenl. quoting non-e\istenl
instruction and generalization. is vague and incorrect. Funher. the objection of the 3,r
respondenl that "it is not lhe case ofthe Cornmittee that the 3'dRespondent has mined belond
the area of the alleged missing pillars" is clearl-,- rnisleading as lhe committee sas ordered
for ascenaining the real state of affairs and also the violation. Therefbre. the 3'd Respondent.
by raising this objection. tried to misrepresenl facls and mislead the Hon. l-ribunal.

Further. the objection 8 of the 3'd Respondent mar also be considered as thcir admitlance that
the Pro.iect area is lacing high erosion and landslide based on tlre statement given in the
objection as "lt is.fiuther parrine t ro nor(' thot thc State of Karula hus sccu hant ruin:s tnd
.floo<l.r <lurirtg the po't .fet tcurs leading lo tlrc .,u.shing at,.n.of cerluitt 

'tru(.ttr?' ond the
.satna utuld rtol bc reconstru<.lad due to lhe inacct,.s.sihilifi, to llt exuct lotttliott".

Otrjection 9

ll'ith rc.rpcct to tha./inding.s in Pu'u 3.2202. it is hunbh suhmitted rhar rhe Contnriflce hus
conrc to llrc conclu.sion lhot os no rerttnl:; yert prudrced in that regu-tl ltt tl.,c par:;urul
ussislur . The Joint Connifiee erred in giring sut.h u fruling us u unrytliante rcport is
.submiltcd to lhe Enrironntenlal Cleumnc.e Commi ae eren.6 nonths and the sunu i.\ u pot.t
of thc rccord.s y ilh tlrc .:tatuktt't' uuthoritic,s.

Repl.r.-
'Ihe tindings in Para. 3.2202 is about the 2"d Ceneral Condition of lhe Environmental
Clearance uhich states that "Environment Moniloring Cell (EMC) as agreed under the
affldavit li I e d by the proponent should be lorrned a nd made f'unctional". The cornpliance
of this condition is assessed based on the minutes ofthe nreeting ofthe EMC conducted and
action taken reports approved by the EMC. The statement of the 3'd Respondent in the Half-
Yearll'Cornpliance Reporl (HYCR) that the EC condition s,as compiled *ith can be verified
onll through the Minutes book and Action Taken Repon Register. This las nor produced b1

the 3'd Respondent during the visit of lhe Joint Committee to the site or even atier tlrat.
Theretbre. it is evident thal the EMC was not functional and the sratenlent in the HyCR u,as

false. Therefore. the objection raised b1,the 3'd Rcspondent is to cover-up his falsehood and

rn islead the Hon. Tribunal.

Objection 10.

ll'ith rcspect to the .findings in Pora 3.2203, it i.t subnittetl it is tr t.ugue .linding ui rhe

Conttnillee hct,s neilher slotcd us lo hoy, nttnn'lt??s vere to bc phutled uul hotr nrmt tree.s

hare lren pluttetl, rithout :suth tutt, .such./octual /inding. il i.\ tlol open to rc Comntiltce k)
gire u./inding thtt the Generul ('onclitiotr 3 hus been partlr conplicd tith.
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Reply
The statement in Para 3.2203 is about the 3'd ceneral Condition "Suitable Avenue rrees
should be planted along either side of the taned road and open parking areas. if anv.
including of approach road and intemal roads". lt is submitted that the Joint committee took
note oflhe information provided by the PA and stated the compliance is partial because rhere
are man)' gaps along the approach road and internal roads rvhere planting of trees is possible
as exernplified in photos given as Figure l3 and 20. The EC was granted giving Iiberty to the
PA for planting the most suitable species and appropriate number of trees. The Joint
Cornmittee only meant that the l'aith and scientific libertl,given to the pA \\as not fulfilled.
This being the t'act. the objection ofthe 3'd Respondent is not at all vith good intenrion and is
an el-fon to diven from the serious violations that he has commilled.

Objection I I
ll'ith re'pect lo the .fintlings in Puro 3.2206, it i.s x rong./br the Joint Comnittee to lrut e git,crr

tr.finding thut Ganeral (ondition 6 .,'os nor contltlied ,ith. A progr.e ssire ntining clo.rure phtn
tt trs sultni ed ond tha 

'unte 
.u,Js appnn ed lr.r. Dcput.lment ol lfining _lnd Geolop. on

19.01.2015. utd sune ,ts submitcd to thc stne Enrit'onnent l tpu(.r Aurhorii.. Kert u. lt i.s

pcrtinet ro tlore rhut lhe leu.sa lteriod .ttill 'uh.sists 
und the .lpplicution fbr renevul o/-

Ent'inumrcntal ('lcaroue i.s,still pending bt'fbrc tha .stututot-r. truthorilt..

Repll'
The statement in Para 3.2206 is about the 6'h Geneml conrlition "Eco-resroration including
the mine closure plan shall be done at the o\\'n cost oflhe pro.iect proponent". It is knosn to
lhe PA rhal the mine closure activilies are atso part of nrining activit). ofien the rnining
activity stops \\'ilh the lease periodTvithout fulfilling the eco restoration processes rrhich is
not perrnissible. Eco-resloration ofthe mine is considered as a concurrent acti!it) and it need
not uait till the completion of the lease period. The mine closure activity also should
continuousll lbllo$' the minin-e activilr and hence $ herever the mining acti\ iI) gets
cornpleted. the rnine closure aclivilr is also implemented in that ponion of the rnine under
development. Therebl. lhe eco-restoration almost gets completed as and uhen the rnining
sets completed and spatial and temporal extent of the adverse impacts rninirnizes
progressively. lt is obvious that the PA. lhough got a progressive mine closure plan approvr"'d
b) Deparlment of N4ining and Geologl on 29.04.2015 itself. fhiled to consider irs
implementation at all staling that the lease period still subsisrs and the Applicarion tbr
reneu'al of Environmenlal Clearance is still pending belbre the stalutorv authorit).. This
shorrs the lack of environmenlal responsibilitl,ofthe PA and the reluctance lo compl).\\irh
the EC conditions. Therefore, the 3'd Respondent. bl, raising this objection. is trl irrg to evade
his responsibilitl and environmental commitment.

Objection l2
.1.s regunl.s to rhe .findings in Puru 3.2)0-. it is .ruhmitretl thut nllit.ient plunruiut of.
indigernus plunr .\pecie.\ thut ura cco-.f i.ie ndl.t' ha.e lteen c,orried out in ctn\tliutte of. lhc
utndition. Furthcr. the .suid.finditry is u tugtre .\t.rt?nknl \.ilhoul unr.(laloil:; thtt.utttcr.
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Reply
The statement in Para 3.2207 is about the 7'h General Condition. *At least I0 percent of the
total area. excavated pit should be retained as water storage areas and the remaining area
should be reclaimed rvith stacked durnbing and overburden and planted with indigenous plant
species thal are eco-friendl1,". As evident from the Fig. l8 photograph. rhe old mine pit is
retained as rain harvesting pit and the overburden durnp is covered with naturalll,grolyn bush
vegetation. This being the fact. the objection ofthe 3'd Respondent is baseless.

Objection l3
ll/ith respe<t to thc.findings in Pura 3.2208. it i.s hunfil.r' subnited thut rha contnitraa hu'
co te to llrc conclu.sion us no rettn'<l.s tere pntduced irt lhal rcganl bl,thc per:;ottul us.si.tlonr.

The Joint Conmilce erretl in giving such a./inding o' u t.onltliunc? report is sthuiued to thc
Etn'ironntenlul Cleurtnrc ('omni ce cyan. 6 monlh.s otd the .wnu i.\ u lrot l of thc rcttml.s
vith the .\latulon' uutfutritia.s. Further, the .suid./inding has been <u.ritetl at on the ba,sis tlut
t1o sttpporting dodonet s t|cre pnxlurcd be/itre the ('otn tiltce. ll:hen no tkrcunrcnt:; tr.era

protfuced hefit'e the Conrniurc. il is rutt knottrt as to hou.tlu Conmti et hus git.en o linding
lhut the uctit,itie.s curriatl out ore not a.s per tfu ocli|ilir.\ li,\t!(l in lhe propo.\ul.

Reply
The statemenl in Para 3.2208 is about the 8'hGeneral Condition" ..Corporate Social
Responsibilit;, (CSR) agreed upon b1,the proponent should be imptemented as per rhe
cornmitments made". The finding of the committee that the activities carried our are not as
per activities listed in the proposal is based on the submission of the pA and lhe data
available *ith the SEIAA including Half Yearll compliance Reporr. Even though thc Joinr
Committee carried out the sile inspection after giving advance notice to the 3'd Respondenl.
he tailed to produce an1 valid documental evidence regarding the implernentation oi CSR
proposal. This being the l'act. the 3'd Respondent is nrisleading the Hon. Tribunal b1 raising
such an objection.

Objection l4
Il'ith rc.spacl to the.lin(lings in Poru 3.2209, the conntiltee has not spetifitull.t stutctl trhith
n'ut hu:; nol lrcen linccd. Tlrc entire leuse ureu fur beenlitrccd at all pluc.t:.s. Hen<.c. tha

linding of thc ,loint Conntirtec yitho t dm'.:;pcciJit detuil.s shoultl hc igruned ht,rhi.s Hon,ble
Trihwtul.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2209 is about the 9'l'General Condition. ..The lease area shall be
f'enced off rvith barbed u,ires to a lninirnum height of ,lft around. before starting of mine".
The photographs given as Fig. l9 and 20 provides adequate proof that lhe entire lease area is
not fenced off The fencing \\as nor there connecting boundarr piilars Bp 7. Bp8. Bpl0.
BPI I and BPl5 rvhere quarrying extended beyond the stipulated boundary pillars as evident
from the photograph given in Fig. 5. The boundarl pillar BPl5 itself rras nrissing. Even afler
giving specification for the fence. the 3'd Respondent f'ailed to irnplernent the satne in total.
This being the ground trulh. rhe 3'd Respondent is trling to evade from one of'his basic
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commitments while getting the Mine Plan approved and Environmental Clearance obtained
b1' raising this objection.

Objection l5
With regard:t to the ./inding.\ in Paro 3.221 1, it i.s suhmitted thut the ./bllotring ntea:sures htn'e
heen token bt'the 3rd Respondent:

Reply
The statement in Para 3.221 I is about the I lrh General Condition. "Control nreasures on noise
and vibration prescribed by KSPCB should be implenlented". At the rime of site visir. the
mine was not working but the PA failed to produce any documental evidence or inslruments
to prove that the)' rvere using noise and vibration control tneasures rvhen the rnine uas
rlorking. Further. statement of objections of the 3'd Respondent provides a lone of assurance

about the various measures that the PA rvill be adopting. From these. it is verl,obvious lhat
the stipulated condition is not conrplied u.ith and the objection raised is baseless.

Objection l6
Il'ith regm'ds to the .lindings in 3.))13. it i.s :';uhmitted rhur the ('onnnittee hus utnte to tlrc
utnclusittn tts no rccords vcre produced in that reganl bt the par.sonal o.\.\i.\tu t. Thc ,Joint
('ontntittee erre<l in giting sut,h u.linding os u contplianLe rcport i,\ sult til?(l ro the
Ent'ironnrcnlal Cleanutcr: ('ontntifiae et'en' 6 nnnrh' and rhc xnne is u parr of the rcrttrrl.s
.xith the stututon utthoritip.\. r-he hla,sting cumiad on in the ntining ureo is nontl blctsling us

l)cr the instruction.s ol'the Dcpurtnpnl oJ lllining untl Geologr cnd urult'r lhe .supan.i.tiott ts/
((l pel(nl l)cr,\otls.

Re p11'

The stalcment in Para 3.221.1 is about the l3'h General Condition. " Blasting should be done
in a controlled manner as specitied b1 the regulations of Explosives Department or an). orher
concerned agency". The Joint Conrmittee found that the condition is not cotnplied br rhe pA

as he t-ailed to produce an1 supporting documents. Even in the Half yearlv Compliance
Report. the PA made a slatement that he cornplied * ith the condition but \\ ithout providing
an1 substantialive document. Therefbre. the obiection raised b1 the 3'd Respontlenr is s ithout
anv factual base.

Objection l7
lf it lt reganls lo the f ndings in 3.22 1 1. it i.\ suhmiued th(rt the hlost ing operatiorts t.ut.ied ot
in llrc mine ure done under lhe .supctt,isiou o-f contpclenl pcr:ion.\ i.e. onc Jirst clu.s.s ntuttugcr.
sccotul t'lass nurutger. ./brenan rutd hlo nrute.\. -1 ct;rttltlintce rcporl ir? lhis rcganl :rrith all
records inclutling topics of license.s uncl enpkntfienl tleluil.\ i.\ .\uhnified lo the EC ('omnitrce
cren'6 nrunlh.s. The .suid .littt hus u|n heen ac.teplcd in lhi.\ repotl unt! there-fitre the
ullegulion ntode in llrc ralxtrl cuunot ba su.tloined.

9
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Objection l8
l{ith regartls to the.lindings in 3.2216. it is humblt' .suhmittetl thut ir i.s u tague srotene t k)
.\tole thot the c.ottditiut hos bet'n porth' c'ontltlictl, \.ithout deh,ing inlo tht u.spects hne
bcen conrplied vith und vhur hote rutr heen contplied tirh. tr i.\ not rhe (.d.\c o/ thc ,ktint
contntittee thor thc ovrburtlen nurerialt hurc heenstoretl in o place other thtn rhe leusei
0teo.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2116 is about the l6rh General condition. "overburden materials
should be managed rvithin the site and the old quarries. if an1,'. should be reclaimed and
restored". The PA is committed to complv rvith the management of overburden. the quanlit_\
of rT hich is stated in the approved Mine Plan. During the site visit. il was obsened rhal the
total overburden generated is neither properly managed lrith adequate protective measures
for further use nor used for reclamation or restoration and the site photographs provide thc.

evidence. Therefore. the objection raised by the Respondent is onll to hide his act of
inadequate compliance.

Objection l9
ll'ith ragurds to the ./indings in Put 3.2217, it i'; ltumbh. .submiletl rhc .fintling i.s

(onlrudiLlotl us il nrcntion.\ thut thc ttnulition ol tha height oJ benc.hes rutt *caetling 5nr tu
vidth ttor bcirry le.s.scr thun 5m o/ the henches htn'e nor hcen tontplicd rith in ut.cortfuntcc
vith the onditiotr.\ slip lot('(l h lhe E('thile rt tha .\L ne lin? ntentioning thut ull thc
bcrtt hes hav lteen rentored. This .finding is therefitre in(.orred .tnd not :;u.tluinuhle.

Reply
The slatement in Para 3.2217 isaboutthe l7'l'General condition. "Height of benches shoukl
nol exceed 5m and rvidth should not be less than 5m". The ob.lection is not valid as the
stipulated benches are nol mainlained shile mining as evidenl frorn the photograph sholn as
Fig. 25 and also the photographs given as Fig 17. 19. 25. 26. J0 and j0a. 81 not mainlaining
lhe stipulated benches. the PA got into the illegal acl ofover extraction uhich is also evident
from lhe steep scarp like slopes of more than 20rn height observed during the site inspection.
The act of the 3'd Respondent is not onll the violation of the EC condition but also an act
leading to potential accident situations in the site. Therel'ore. the objection is to mislead the
Hon. Tribunal.

Objection 20
A.s regords to the.findings in Pura 3.)218, ir issubniucd thut tlw .suid c.ontliti<tn tto.lg hus
been stricth' contplied x,ith during the operution ofthe nine.

10

The statement in Para 3.214 is about the l4'r'ceneral condition. "A licensed person should
supervise/ control the blasting operations". Though the pA claimed that he engaged one tlrst
class manager. second class manger. foreman and trvo mates in the Half yearll, cornpliance
Report. no documents supportive of this act is produced aI the time of site visit or aftenvards.
Therefore. the ob-jection is not supported u'ith facts and baseless and hence not tenable.
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Reply
The statement in Para 3.221 8 is about I 8'r' General condition, "Mats to reduce fly rock blast
to a maximum of l0 PPV should be provided". The Joint Comrnittee did not report anv non-
compliance with respect to this condition as it could not be verified as the quarry was not in
operation. Thus. there is no reason for any objection.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2219 is about l9'r'General condition. .'Maximum depth of mining
lbrm general ground level at site shall not e\ceed lOrn". The pA did not compll rrirh thii
condition as evidenl from lhe photograph given as Fig.26. The Comrnittee adopted ground-
based study as *'ell as data from renrotelv sensed images and also examined the tirne series
coogle earth images from 2003 to 2020 (given as a series of g photographs rnarked Fig. 3 r to
Fig. 38) to determine rhe progress of rnining and ground conditions from time to time.
Therefore. llk orgunrnr o.f the 3"t Re.spo,dent rhtlr thc Joint L\tntnrilree or dn).one coultl nor
htn'e ascertained the aruLt topographl the luntl tfun ta.s hturled oter to the 3,.d Re.spontlenr
.fin' mining is either ignororcc or u tfurihen e act.fin' nri'returirry the Ho,. Tribnnur. I'h,t
er?rsri? depth of mining beutnd rhc pe rmi,s:;ihre ret'er untr arso tirhour pr(,r.i(ring hanthe.s i.r
clcurlr crident .fi'om the pfutogrulth.s in Fig. 30. v hich .rho,rr.s the steep rnined out scarp and
lack of provision ol benches. l-hus. the objection ol rhe 3,r Respondenr is against lacls and
not.justifiable.

Objection 22

llith retpect to the.fintrings in puro 3.)t2r. it i;r hunrhb. .subnrirad <t <nntpriun<.e rclxn.t it
this regartl u ith eil ret'onls. ittt'rusit't, (tl.riL.,n.\e utpit,s unr e rttpro.t.ntenr treluil.t ore ru:griurr.t,
subntittetl to tle EL' contmiltce eren. 6 ntonths.

Objection 2l
ll'ith respec't to the./inding'; in Para 3.2J19, ir i.\ suhnirte(l rhor rhere is n, ntenrion o-f rht,
ttrcu\trenpnr,\ or stuth'conducred bt' lhe contntiltec to utri|e ur the conclusiott. Hence. thc
('ontntiuee should rutt h6'e ddenninetl the.unne. lt i: ul'o pertinarlr lo ore rhur rhe qrutrn,
vo\ t'tor o virgin quarn'uttcl hu' heen ntincd eten priot" ht. 

'onte 
other per.son'. It is ol.so nor

lhe c'ase of the Joint Conmittea or d one th( thi.\ ,,os the exocl topogruphl, tht trtr
handed ot'er to thi.s Re';ptntdenr mul ha.sad upon vhich ro conte to u unclusion rlnrr rha
Respondent has nined an e:;cessite depth.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2r2r is about the 2r" cenerar condition. .'Acouslic 

encrosures
should have been provided to reduce sound amprifications in addition to the provisions of
green belt and hollow brick enverop for crushers so that'the noise revel is kept sithin
prescribed srandards given CpCB/KSpcB". The pA l'ailed ro produce the noise level
monitoring reporls during the site visit or afteruards and hence reported the non-compriance.
Therefbre. the objection raised b1 the i,r Respondent is not factual.
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Objection 23

llith respecr to the Jindings in Para 3.2222. it is hun$lt submitetl thut the tontlition has
been strictl), contpliedtith during the oryralion of the mine.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.7222 is about the 22'd ceneral Condition, "The rvorkers on the site
should be provided rvith the required protective equipment such as ear rnuffs. helmet. etc".
The Joint Committee has not reported non-compliance rvith regard to this and hence there is
no ground for any objection.

Objection 24
As regards the firuling in Puru 3.2223. il i:i submi e(l thul the./iulings o/ the Commiftae ure
os rague os pos.sible uul conJirsing. The Conntittee hus rcpotte(l on one huntl lhul u droin is
being used us duu for cables und is rutt nruintained properly vhilc on the olher hantl gitrllt
the.finrling thut tlrc druin is being uad to thuin mine drainage. h is subntilrcd thut u gu.luntl
droin nith clarifiers rere naintuined lo thtnmeli:a ,\tonn r.oter. As the mining oper(ttiott.\
rerc .stopped on 07.03.2020 antl no rorker.s turnecl up.fot" rork .sirrtc thcn. the .wid gurlund
th'oitts terc not muintuinetl o hent'e. lltet rare in d .\tale us reported 4' the ,loint
(.ontntittec. Hence. the llon'hla Trihunul nnn,ignore tlrc ,uunc.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2223 is about the 23'd General Condition. "Garland drains rr ith
clarifiers to be provided in the louer slopes around the core area to channelize storm $ater".
The comrninee reported non-compliance as the garland canal is not provided in most pans of
the mine area. As shorrn in the photograph given in Fig. 27. there is one canal laid tbr a short
distance u ithout an1' silt traps near lhe boundarl pillar. Bpl9. This drain is non beinq used as
cable duct and is not maintained properll,. The very purpose of the garland drain in a rnine is
to drain the overland llorv in a mine and therefbre. it should be located betseen the benches
and also in the buflbr zone. The rain u.ater l'alling on the benches and buifer zone should get
drained through these garland canals and the silt should get deposited in the silt traps
provided in these canals belbre joining the cornmon natural drain. This is to ensure
appropriate drainage ofthe mine area as rrell as Io aloid pollution oflhe common \\,ater bod\
of the localitl. Having faired in doing such a scientific drainage arrangement. rhe J;d
Respondent is raising vogue ob.iections ro conluse and rnislead the Hon. Tribunal.

Ohjection 25

A: regurLls to the./inding in puru 3.2221. it is :tbntitted rhrr thi.\ Re.ux)n(renr hu'; .strictrt.
utntplicd t ith thc rttrulit ittn,s irr lccortlance tt.ith hnt

Reply
The statement in para 3.2221is about the 24rr, Ceneral Condition. ..The
minerals should be done in covered trucks to contain dust emi
Commiftee has not reported non-compliance u ith regard to this and hence
relevant.

transporlation of
ssions". The Joint
the objection is not
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Objections 26

As regut'ds to the Jinding in Para 3.2225, ir is hunbll. subnitte(l thur rhe nine rhdr tras lcosetl
lo the Respondent,o' ,ot tt tirgin nine and uus pre-existirry! t ine. Hence. tlrcre cn ise.s n,
question of ory los.s of plantation thut had occurred .fbr rcpluc'ing it .r.irh 5 times of the los.s.

Thc soid tt.spect hos heen clearly nznrioned ifi the EntironDrcnrol Clearonrc certiliture dote(l
27. I t.201J.

Reply
The statement in Para 3.2225 is about the 25'l'General condition. "The proponenl should
plant trees at least 5 times ofthe loss that has been occurred rrhile clearing the land for the
project". The committee ascertained non-compliance of this conditions based on the findings
of the study conducted bl the PA. prior to the commencement of mining activit) in the area
and also based on the time-series remotely sensed images frorn 2003 to 2020 (g photographs
given as Fig. 3l to Fig. 38) and inference obtained during rhe site visir. The bio diversitv plan
subrnined b1'the PA based on a study conducted prior to the mining activity provided the
data on the flora and fhuna of the area leased for rnining. The time-series Google earth
imaqes from 2003 to 2020 shou s the greenerv and vegetation eristed in the mine lease area
prior to the colnmencement of the rnining and as to horv it uas lost as the rnining activitl
progressed. This Committee adopted ground-based studl fbr assessing the present sccnario
uith respect ro the destruction ol Yegetative cover. The non-compliance has been reponed
based on clear-cut data and the objection of the 3'd Respondenl is a deliberate attempt ro
escape tiorn the responsibilitl.

Objection 27

With respect to the findings in Paras 3.2232. 3.2233 and 3.223-1. no responses are required

Reply
The Joint Committee has not reported non-compliance Nith regard to this condition and

hence the objection is not relevant.

Objection 28

ll'ith n:spctt to the.finLlittg.s itt Puro 3.2236. it is hunhh' .\uhmitted thut tha sunte is u ttrgttc

,\tulcnrcnl .\luling lhal lhc umdiliott hus heen purtll'contpliad nillt. \'illnt .tltccif ing us ltt

rhich outhority lhe Respondurt hd./hiled to ser lfu cleurtutc leller b und vhut

contplittnce i:; pcnding. The nid.finding thcrcfin'e connol lte rcteplcd.

Reply
The slatement in Para 3.2236 is about the 36'h General Condition. " A copl of lhe clearance

letter shall be-sent b1 the proponent to concemed Grama Pancha;atl District Panchal'at/

Municipalitl../ Corporation/ Urban Local Bodl,and also to the Local NCO. if anl from $horn

suggeslions/ representations. if any. were received rvhile processing the proposal. The

Environmental Clearance shall also be put on the website ofthe companl'b1'the proponent".

The Joint Committee reporred the partial compliance of the condition based on the lirnited
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details available u'ith the SEIAA. The PA failed to provide any relevant proof regarding
communication of tlre environmental clearance letter to various agencies and also uploading
of lhe EC in the u,ebsire of the Company. This being the lacr. rhe objection of the 3d
Respondent is only to mislead the Hon. Tribunal.

Objection 29
ll/ith respect to the findings in Puras 3.2237, 3.2238, 3.2239 ant! 3.22J0,. no responses ore
requirccl.

Reply
The Joint Committee has not reported non-compliance rvith regard to these conditions and
hence the ob.jection is not relevant.

Objection 30

'1s rcgmtl.s to the.ftnding in Puru 3.3, it is .whnirted thar in ortlar ro tlerernine vherher unt.
exta.rs quarrying has bean corriad out tuul to htoy' the quanlity o/ .\ut'h esce.ts t\orn,ing, il i.r

tt((c.\.\ut.r' th deloiled gnnnd surt'et's ur.e contlutletl. Hot|cyer, it oppeurs thut thc
('onrniuec has arrived or its.findings h.t plut'ing reliunce on rhc on rlu srudt, contltcletl bt
tlrc Depurlnteri of Jllining ond (icologt in:;teutl of conductittg un in(lepcn.lcnr grottntl .uu:,q'.
Tlk Dcpdrtnent o/'llinirrg und Gutlog, hrul bu.sed on it.s.finding. i.t.suctl u tlentntl ruttke
lutcd 05.0,i.2020 to tlrc 3rcl Respotnlent. directing it to renrit on unount o1 Rt.6,56.39.J20 -

tRi4rr,es.Sn Crorc.s Eighn Si: l.ukhs Thirt.r.\'ine Thutsurul Four Hunth.etl urul Ty.enh.onl).)
torurd.s row n,. price and.fine .fitr allegedl.t. ercessivelt mining u q a it.r, ol g529:3 _llT o/
rotk. oter oul abore thc pernittul quuntitt'.fi.om lhe leu.sc o.eu. .l rct isul tleuruntl noti<.<,

dutad 15.09.2020 :r.us su:etl tnr lhe 3rd Rc,tpuxlenl r,hcrain tfu unn nl \.us cotec.lad lo
R.,;.6.: 1.08,J30,- (Rupcc.r Sir ('ntres Sayet t One Lakh.s Eight Thousurul Four lltnuh.cd und
Tlirtv ot tl as ro1,allt, price und./ine litr u retised quuntitt.tt/ 9-lt.t1 .\l'l'ol rotk olleged to
lrute bcen renoyetl in ctt'c,s.r.fitnt lhe lcu.ye a.eu. lrursuunt to rrccitit1! thr.\c notiks. thi.\

Rasltondcnt .filed ll/.P.No.28lll2 ol )El) he.lin.e the Hon'hle Ken t tligh (rturt thullenginy
tlrc denunrl notic'e senl ht lha Dcpurtmenl ol Mining u Gutlogt,. The Hon'hle fligh Court
ol Kerulu. tide it.s orcler tlutel 0-.01 .2021 . ./buntl the ortler ol llk Dclotlncnt o/ .\lining und
Gaolog dated 15.09.)020 to hc prinru fiu,ie illegal oul tlircc.tad the sune to h( tredte(l us d

lsrt^'i.siotrul clennnd notite. pcniing the lli.it Pelition pnx.eetlings. Hotrcr.ar. in (onry)l('t(
di.,;regud to thesunp. tha Dclturtncnt o.l -llining ottl Gcologt 1;u.ssctl ut order tknetl
08.(D.202 1. yithout t'onsidaring un.r' of thc objections ruised ht lhi.s Rc:1ton<!ent. .lggrietetl
It.t' tlrc .tunrc. thi.s Respondcnt .filad un upped before the Dcpul.t ,satratutt. lo Golenlnrcnt.
Ir ustrie.t (A) Deporlnrcnt uruler Rulc 9lJf I ) o/ rhe Kerula .lfinor ,l.lincrul ('onte ssion Rulc.s

)015. Since ret'enue re{'oren' pntceedings had been inilidtcd u!!dn,\t lhi.\ Resf)n(le nl \.ithin
thc slutttott period ol ulrysaul ond pending con.\ider tion ol the uppeul. this Rc.;pontlent
prelirred W.P.rc').NO.1138 ol 2021 helbrc the Hon'ble Keruh High ('ourt..The Hut,ble
High Court ride it.s ordcr duted 1:.02.2021 dispo.sed of the ll'rit I'etirion, direcring the

u thoritie.\ to di.spose of tlt uppeul vithinoperiodof 3 rceks.fittm reteipt ol'ortlcr t.opt utul
not lo tuke un'coercite uc'tions uguitttt the Petilioner the 3rtl Re:pondent hcrein.fttr retot.er
o/ the onounts urltil ordar.\ are pu:.te<l in the appeal. lt i.s hunhlt. nthrnil?(l tlat till tlate no
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ortlers ho. becn passed in rhe uppeur ./irett b1' this Respudenr rutd thcrc/bre, no coercire
action should he raken ogoinsr thi,s Respotldent -/in recot cr-r, of rhe onkntnrs menriorlecl in the
denand norice. There./bre, since the Jindings of rhe Joint connittee is busetl on the.findings
ol Deparnnent of Mining and Georogt tthich hm'e been cholenged ancr ure pending.fbr
ditposol. the umte connor be heltl against the 3rtr Ra.sponcrenr. rloreo,er. it i.s hruttbrt.
:;ubntirkd rhot the allegution in rhe sru(h'bt,the Deportnrcnt ol .rtining tnttl Gcoltryt.i;,; thtLt
the Re:pondent-3 had quctrrietr in erce,ss of the pernired quantitt. fi.ont the rause rn.c,.
Hotrevcr. il is pertitlenr ro tnra rhot there i,s ,, ctllegttion nt the e/lbct thut the 3nl
Rerpondanr hatl excut'crrcd .fion betrtncl rhe leo.se ureu. It i.s ;mbntitted thut the 3rd
Respurulent huving u qrutnt'leu.se is ul.so a fulcler o/ o Registerctl lllctal Cru.ther Linit
rherein it is liuble to pu.r'rotuhies in atc.ortlurc,e ,ith the consolitlotctl Roldn. pavncnt
sr'\tem, ot the rutes 

';pct'ified 
untler schcdule rL' in:;tead qf-st.hulule I ol'the t96t Rutcs.

Acconlinglt thi.s Resp<tntlenr hatr been pa'ing thc ro).oltios in r*qntkntce 'ith rhc
(.on:solilutetl Ro.rulry' Patnent Syjtcm .sincc 2013. The dist inguishing.fiurrte of con.rolitlcttctl
Rovtli' Patncnr sts/car r.r tfun in the .vtid svsrem. ro..tulh is calt.ulurcd nor on thc brr;i.s of
uduul quuntirt of excaw io, hut on rhe basis of the si:e of'the jotr cnrsher tmit. Therefitra.
lhc itlau of' conrptrlttlion of rotttltt' on the hasis u/ uctu<i tluontilt' ntinad i;; totallt' ulien ro tha
.sclrcnu tfi' con'olidated Rowll]' Pa'npn ^sr:rrr,lr o.t prot,itletr .fir tntler Rule 1gp r y.
s<-ltedulc ll'o/ the fuie,s 1967 urrtl it.s tttrresp.nding pn^.isirn.t trtulcr Rr e.y 2015. In the
'scer trio v'ltere tlrcrc i.s tto tluesliut o.f ttteastring lhe esrut'atiott tktne rtn lhe busi1 ttf ttctttt
quottrit erc-' led under con* ittaed Rovtllr pu)ntenr ,st,srent. rhe ullcgtnion'; of e.rc,t.t.t
qtrunting ot' quunf ing ltevtnd perntifietl qua ih'i.s putudoxiu ,onl clhiutl to thc tc^.
.rthenc of- con.solidutcd Ro)ulr.t Pottnenl .s1..!/"r,. l'ntlcr .rtrc.h circlttt.\t(ptL.L,.\. the ,",jt.
ullegulion oferq^'uriott o/ e,rcr,rs quotriry i.\ irruriont , htuele:;r und ttn.ur;tainthle tri lltc
wi<l .scltnte in itsell doe:; tlor ('otlren4 urc thc .vnp. \htreorer. it i:,;subrnittatl thur rhe enrirc
irsue ol illegal et-r'e.lrltr nrining i.s .tub-judice befbre u \lutrtlotl. (tuthoril.r' <utl it rrould ttttt
hc upltntpriute ./in' this llolble Tribunul ro chrcll trpon rhe 

';ttrna.fitr 
lltc pr.e.sanr. u.s utt.r.

linding ort tllur i''te till he .tubstuliull.t a/latt the riglt ol thi'; Re,pomlenr hef.re rlu
.'lppellutr: uurhorit.t'. .{nd i/'rhe .lppcllute uuthorir.r' cotn(.\ ro a Lotlton, cttnt.ltriort. ir trot i
4lbtt rlr order rl thi.s Hon'ble Trihunul.

Reply
l'he Para 3.3 is about the question "whether an\ e\cess quarrl ing rras carried oul ?". prirna
l'acie. the examination of time series Google irnages tiom 200i to 1020 and the site
inspection indicates rhat mining has taken ptace belond lhe Boundarr pillars and hence
belond the boundary ofthe mine lease area. when geo referenced boundan pillar locations
super imposed with the Google irnages it is evident that rnining has taken place till recentlr
(as indicated b1'bright areas r\ilhout vegetation) beyond the area bounded b;- these pillars as
evident liom the 8 photographs given as Fig.3l ro Fig.3g. The exact quantir) of minerals
mined rvas obtained from the data provided bl the Directorare of Nlining and Geolog1..
Kerala uhich is norv challenged b1 the 3'd Respondent.

It is true that the 3'd Respondent approached rhe Hon. High Coun of Kerala queslioning the
demand notice dated 15.09.2020 of the Mining & Geologl, Deparrmenr. covt. of Kerala ro
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remit an amounl of Rs.6.71.08.430/- (Rupees Six Crores Seventt-One Lakhs Eight Thousand
Four Hundred and Thirty only) as royaltl'. price and flne for the e\cess quantity of 93l7l.l
MT of rock that have been removed in excess from the lease area. lt is also lrue that the 3d
Respondent Iiled appeal before the concerned Appellate Authoritl in the Industries
Departmenl of Government of Kerala fbllorving the directions of the Hon. High Court.
Complying rvith the orders in the Cornmon Judgernent dated 24.9.2021 in Wp(C) l92l3l212l
and WP(C) 19404/2021. the Appellate Aurhority in Industries Department. Govt. of Kerala
vide order GO(RI) No. 7l0l2022llD dated 16.7.2022 direcred the Direcror. Mining &
Geologl Department to take necessan steps to reassess rhe alleged quarrl \\ ith the help of
revenue oftlcials and to issue fresh dernand nolice. The Appellate Authoritl also made it
clear that the appellant cornpany is nol e\empted frorn further steps against thern fbr realizing
royalry' in respect of,the e\cess quantit\ ofgranite building stones quarried. ifanl.

Complying with the directions of Appellate Authority. rhe Direcror. Mining & Geologl,
Department as on 16.8.2022 entrusted the District Geologist. 'fhiruvananthapuram. two
Geologists of lhe Direclorate of Mining & Geologl. Dept.. a Survel.or fiom the Revenue
Department (On deputation) and Taluk Surver,or Nedumangad to conduct fresh assessment in
the lease areas of granite building stone to identifl, the excess mining conducted b), the
cofnpan)'. The team commenced the fleld level surve),on 20.8.2022 and subnrined a report to
the Director of Mining & Ceologl' on 13.8.2022 on rhe granite building stone e\Iracted in
excess for uhich penalg'has to be realized. Accordingly. it is estimated thal rhe excess
quantit), e\tracted is 8.19.786 melric ronnes and the penalty fbr $hich is Rs.6.0.1.89.592i-
(Rupees Six Crore Four Lakh Eighn.nine'l'housand Five Hundred and Ninet\.I\\,o only) and

a lresh Demand Notice u,ill be issued to lhe PA dernanding the penalt) lor ercc"ss quantit) of
granite building stone e\tracted frorn thal lease illegalll. The Director. N{ining and Geologr
Department also issued a Demand Notice No. 3'1.15/DOTA4t_/2019 dated 7.9.101I to rhe
cornpan) rvith respect Io the granile dimension stone lease in which lhe ercess quantit) ot'
granite dirnension stone is identified as 262.5MT and granite building stone as -1570 N4T t'or

nhich the compan) is liable to rernir Rs.21.72.0.10/- as penaltl. Therefbre. the ob.iection ol
the Respondent 3 is not tenable as the excess quanti0 e\tracled and penaltl for illegal
e\traclion are now re-assessed as per the directions of the Appellate Authoritl dated
16.7.2022.

Objection 3l
Ifith respeu to lhe findiryas in Pora 3.31, no t?.\ponse is rcquired os lhe Report of the
('onnnitlee itself .states lhol enir(nnrcntal contpen.vliut could not l:e yttrkctl out due to
trn"iou.s ./ittlor.s.

Reply
'fhe Para 3.31 is about the Environinental Compensation. The objection ofthe I'r Respondent
is s'rong and sith ill-intention to rnislead the Hon. Tribunal. The Joint Commilees estimated
the Environmental Compensation for the violation of the environrnental clearance conditions
as $ell as tbr excess exlraction of building construction stones except the dimension stones

and submitted the Supplernentarv Report to the Hon. NCT. The Comrnitlee adopted the
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method described in O.A No 508/2019 that followed CPCB guidelines lor esrimaring rhe

environmental compensation for violation of environmental clearance conditions. This
*'orked out to be Rs.2,72.02.000/- (Rupees two crore seventy-two lakh and two thousand

only). The Environmental Compensation for excess exlraction of building stone is estimated

based on the method approved for the calculation ofenvironmental compensation lbr illegal
sand rnining in the Judgement dated 26.2.2021 in OA 360 of 2015 of the Hon. NCT (PB).

This rvas rvorked out to be Rs.38. 74.48.509/- (Rupees thinl'-eight crore sevenr)'tbur lakh

fbrty-eight thousand and five hundred and nine only) based on the earlier demand notice

issued to the PA by the Mining & Geology Depanment. Horvever. in compliance to the

direction of the Appellate Authoritl in response to the orders of the Hon. High Court ol
Kerala. the Director of Mining & Geologl Department has reassessed the e\cess quanlit) of
granite building stone illegall) e\tracted b1 the 3'd Respondent and rhe penaltl due

thereupon. The Director. Mining and Ceologl Depanmenl also issued a Demand Norice No.
3;145/DOT/M L/20 l 9 daled 7.9.2021 lo the company rvith respect to the granire dimension

stone lease. Based on the revised report dated 23.8.2022 on the excess quantit) ol'granite
building stone mined from the tlrst lease and excess quanlit) of gmnite dimension slone and

granite building stone mined liorn the second Iease of lhe PA. the environntental
cornpensation for excess mining of granite building stone as sell as granite dinrension stone

is being sorked oul b) the Joint Comrnitlee afresh as the Mining & Geologr Departrnent has

revised the report in response to the orders of its Appellate Authoritl in compliance ro the

directions from the Hon. High Court of Kerala. This being the fact. dte objection raised h1

the 3'J Respondent thal compensation could not be *'orked out bv rhe Joint Corrmittee is not

f'actua l.

Objection 32

.ls regards to the.linding irt Pou 3.1. il i.\ suhntilted thut u progre\s,l'e ntit ng t'losura plun
trns ,snbntillad utl lhe sunr tus upprored ht Departnenl of ,l[ining n (icologt ott

29.0J.2015. uttl sonte vus.vuhmittcd lo thc Stutc Entinnurcnt Inrynct Autfusritt. Kcrulu. lt is
J)erlinent to tlole lh l the lcuse pcriod .still suh.si.tts tn lh( ,lppliculion .lbr renard of
Ent'ironnrcntul ('leu'utce i.s .still panding be fbre lhe stututott' uutlnrih'.

Repll'
The Para i..l is about the question "\\'hether closure plan has been cornplied s ith". The Joint

Committee reported non-compliance of the condition as there is no progress achie,'ed as lhr
as implementation of the closure plan is concerned. This uas stated in the repl)'to Objection

ll.
It is known to the PA that the mine closure activities are also pan of rnining activit). Ofien

the rrining activity stops s ith lhe lease period u ithout fulfilling the eco resloration processes.

Therefore. eco-restoration need nol uait till the complc-tion of lease period and lhe closure

activit)' should continuousll lbllos the inining activitl rr herever the mining acti!it) gets

completed in portions of the mine under development. T'hereb). the eco-restoration almosl

gets completed as and s'hen the mining gets completed and spalial and temporal e\tenl oflhe
adverse impacts minimizes progressively. It is obvious thal the PA. though got a progressive

mine closure plan approved by Departrnent of Mining and Geologl' on 29.04.20 | -5 itsell
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failed to consider its irnplementation. at all. stating lhat the lease period still subsists and the
Application for renerval of Environmental Clearance is still pending before the stalutory
authority. 11 shows the lack of environmental responsibility of the pA. Therefore. the 3'd
Respondent, by raising this objection. is trying to evade his responsibility.

Objection 33
llith respcct to the.finding.s itt Pura 3.5. il i.s subnitted thut the Re.\pondent htts <rl4tlietl ./br
on exlcnsiotl o ease period und ulso rcnavul of Enlironnrcnltl (learotce rhich is pending
beJin'a tha slatutotl' uulhorilies. The i.ssue o./ rchahilitutiort urul rcckunaliort crm he re:tuletl
to orlt'u/ier the clo.sure of thc ntines utl henc,e the.fintling,; thul the sume hurc ttt>t been
conplied vith are rilhout un.t busis. The./iruling:; u-e there-ftire u enoble.

The Para 3.5 is about the statemenr "Rehabilitaion and reclamation has been carried out". The
PA failed to compll.'sith rehabilitation. *hich is ro restore the mined area that has been
damaged due to mining to its fonner condilion. The PA also tailed in reclamation. *hich is
the cornbined process b), shich adverse environmental efl'ects of surface mining are
rninirnized and mined lands are returned to a beneficial end use. End uses mav be open space.
n'ildlife habitat. agriculture. or residential and commercial developnrent etc.Mine
rehabilitation and reclamation is also a part of rnining activit\. it should be carried out before
the lermination of the lease period. As replied to the objection 32. the pA failed to esecute
the environmental responsibilitl and therelbre. the 3'd Respondenr. b1 raising this ob.jection.
is trying to evade his responsibilitr.

Objection 34
.4s rcgutls lo the -findings in Po.tt 3.6. it is hnnbly subntittcd thut eyen acatnling tu lhe
Report. there vus quul1ittg us cu.lr os.fi.om the .teu.2003. ntuch belbre thc leu.sa v.ds
gr(nted in.li^,our of tli.s Rc.spotttlent. Further. the.finding.,; nec.l not be re.spondLtl lo us lht
Joint ('onntittee hal .spe ci/ic ull.r .fbutul thut thcra i.s un in:iigni.fitunt inry)oct ot1 llrc fhtru und

founu aul has suggastcd u :i.t,.stenalic und .scie nlifit ent intnnrcntul nrunogenrcnl plut, 1xt.st
mitp-closnrc.

Repll
The Para 3.6 is about the statement "Environrnental degradation caused on accourrt crf
unscientilb method of quarrling". The Joint Comnrittee reporleleborated the irreversible
changes ofthe landscape and terrain consequent lo lhe mining. The significant changes Io the
the nature of landuse. landcover and terrain characteristics is elident from the time-series
satellite data demonstrated through 8 photographs shosn in Fig.3l to 38. The unscientific
rnining rrithout providing benches of appropriate uidth and height resulted in stecp-cutting
measuring more than l6m and sleep slopes. increasing the possibilit_"'' of landslides and

rockfalls. Though the chances of adverse impacts due to landslides.soil erosion and rockfall
are minimized by removing overburden and top soil and due to the massiveness rock. the
rvater holding capacit) of tlre terrain is reduced and the overland tlorv increased. lt rnal also
be noted that the 3'dRespondenl has commented in Objecrion No 8 that massive soil erosion
occurred during floods shich has led to dislocation of boundarl, pillars. The quarrling
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activit) is considered as red categon there is apprehension and pslchological irnpacts among
the population, who fear that vibrations of quarrying tnay trigger landslips. enhance soil
erosion or destabilize rock boulders on the slopes of the hillocks and damage rhe built
structures including drvellings. The unscientific mining carried out by the pA by encroaching
into the buffer zone enhances tlre adverse impacts due Io increased noise level and air
pollutants causing apprehension about rhe increased disease burden. Had the buffer zone been
retained and green belt developed. it r',ould have resulted in significant reducrion in the
adverse impacts due to lhe red categorf inten,enlion. The rnining resulted in the removal of
greenery existed in the area and the hesitation of the pA regarding the rehabilitation and
reclamation further enhanced the adverse impacts. As a result. the land is norv converted into
a barren area. Though the biodiversitl report predicted that the impact on the flora & f'auna
will be insigniticant. Ihe unscientific activitl, enhanced rhe adverse impacl on the flora and
f'auna due to the unscientific inler'entions of the i'd Respondent. The 3'd Respondent also
attempted to mislead the Hon. Tribunal b1, misquoting the predictive statement in the
biodiversitv repon as that of the Joint Committee.

Objection 35

.-ls reganls to the.findings in Puu 3.7. il is suhmittetl thol IIE Conntilce htul trruiyetl at thc
conclusiort that lhe inpuct o.f-lhe quttnl.ing operulions on tlrc ent,intnnenl untl ctrtlogl. trts
in.significutt urul tithin the perni.,;:ihle limils. A.fiekl srut.at. ol the neu.ht luntse.y tr.ut
crn ucrctl bt the conntittae uul rhe tletuil.s of rlr stttttc hote hecn ento crored in Tsbla 5.
The Report contlude.s thur the re: h.\ ty' rhc puunerers unult,setl sltotretl thur rhe ptnruntrat.r
us preso'ibed bv the Burcut o/ lndiot Stontlurd.s (200-1 .rere .rrcll vithin the pernis.tihle
lintits exccpt.fitr PH |l,linor crack: lixmrl in t'en,.flt of thc neighbouring lntr;es, ulthough thc
.sunte could be due to nu terou.\ e.\temul .fttctor.\ such u.s tlte qulitt, arul uge of lha hottst.t
(rrlsrru ul- The .sone L'un,tot h( .solch' (1ltt'ih red to the nining uctit itie.s ol the -1r,t
Rasportdcnl. ll'ith respccr to rh(' con('crns ol tlu.st pollmion tntd t,ibn itsn.y iuc ro thr
Dto|etnetll of loly trucks. it i.s :;uhmittttl thot o'e there urc .retan other qtrurrit.s operuring
in the fit'init.t'. tlrc liohilitt'oJ the .sane .annot he .lastcned onl.t' on tlrc 3rd Rc,porulent.
It[oreot'er. lhe ('ontnifiee ho.t nrcntione<l contpliance tith respc<.t lo the routls neut. rltc
quorn' huring haen properly hlutktopped ond nruinrainctl regtiu.lt. lo retlrrt tht' Jtnt
pollutiott. In the reporr, rhe conmtirtee fus ackrunt.letlgcd rhe sot io-econttnr ic benclit o.l.tlrc
mitrc bcirtg opentred antl hus hcan rightlr,' oh:;en'cd rhur ultprorinrutelt lril persons in th,
localitv trcre dependent on the olrcraliotts ofthe quant,in or(ler to suslttitt their litelihood
und tfu such lhe neetl ol the hour tus t70t to clo.\e the qtrcn.n' hul to enutrc lh t 

'lru c&ie.\
udopted in canting ott t1uu"n'ing u(ri|iric.\ inregrutetl rhc cnt'ironnenrul concerns lhal hud
hcen roi:sed. lr i.\ pertinenr ro tlor! rhur v hul ]n'u.v leusetl to this Re :;pontlent yo.\ not d |irgin
tluttnt but o pre-e:(isling quutt.. .ls :;ldte(l .\upru. thi.\ Rcslxnulant cunnol he hcld soleh.
liuble.

Reply
The Para 3.7 is about the question. "Any damages to neighbouring houses and to the ecol.gl
due to quarning" to shich the Joinl Comminee has conducted elaborare assessment and
reported the various issues caused due to hard rock quarrling in different environrnental
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components (Table 4) and the apprehensions ol the l5 households living in the
neighbourhood (Table 5). Norvhere in the report. Ihe Joint committee mentioned that rhe
quarrying operations on the environment and ecologl ofthe area are insignificant and uithin
the permissible limits and hence that statement is groundless. The chernical data of
ground\vater has been generated by the collection and anallsis of the groundwater samples
from the adjoining available houses and during that time the quarry \\as not functional.
Though the basic four paramelers rvere under desirable levels. one of the significant rvater
qualitl pararneters. the hydrogen ion potential (ptl) does nor fall \\ ilhin the standard range as

per the BIS specilications and sere shou n acidic behaviour. Had the quarry been functional.
the samples rvould have got tested for various other rvater qualitv parameters for assessing the

e\act qualil) indices on pollution/contamination due to heav) and lrace merals in s.ater

besides the cations and anions. The report also highlighted the irnpacts due to vibration
consequent to the blasting lbr quarrying. enhanced dust emission. increased noise level etc.

The obiection ofthe 3'd Respondent bl rnisquoting the findings in lhe report is to mislead the
Hon. Tribunal.

Objection36
As regards to the findings in Paro 3.8. it i.s.submitted asfollovs:
l- For clause I regarding hulfer :ones, tlrc sonre is c,ontary lo the.findings in Paru 3.210J.

3.2228 ond 3.2229 rherein there ore speci/ic .firulings thot stiJicient buffer :ones ho.e heett

contplied u,ith.

2. As regards to clau.se 2 pertaining lo gurlond cunals. the ohieclions in puru 21 nun be

trcute.l as objection to thi.s.finding.

3. As regartls to clauses 3 und 1, the.findings are in.ftnour of lhe Re:;pontlent.

J. ,4.s regards to clause 5 reluting to the.finding in Paru 3.2215 uutl the sanrc hus heen

utntplied rlrith.

5. As rcgartls to clause 6 reluting to noise pollutknl. the oAedions in paru 22 nruy. lrc trcatetl
es obiediotl to this finding.

Reply
The Para 1.8 is aboul the queslion. "\\'hether pollution conlrol measures provided br the

operator was adequate or not". The Clause I regarding the buff'er zone is about the sripulated

condition of maintaining a bulltr zone of 7.5m all around the rnine which should be

vegetated to funclion as a green belt that could minintise various adverse impacts of mining.
especially dust dispersion control. noise attenuation. ecologic habitat developmenl etc.'lhe
3'd Respondent misunderstood this buffer zone as tlre (i) stipulated butl'er distance to be

maintained sith Taluk boundarl' as dealt in Para 3.210.1. (ii) stipulated bufler distance of
l00m to be maintained rvith the nearest du,elling unit or other slruclures from the boundarl
of the quarry as dealt in Para 3.2228 and (iii) stipulated 200m bufler disrance ro be

m6intained uith forest boundaries as dealt in Para 3.2229. With regard to the objections on

other clauses, they are all replied appropriatell, at the respective paragraphs and e\plained as

to horv the 3'd Respondent attr'mpted to violate the environrnental clearance conditions.
Therefore. it is evident that the 3'd Respondent is atternpting to mislead the Hon. Tribunal b1

rnisquoting the portions ofthe report. some ofthem probably oul ofignorance.
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Objection 37
As regurds to the.findings in Para I, it i.\ htmbh,subntified fior the conc.lutling renarks otcl
sugge\rions thot hm'e been prot'ided are conry etelt untenable. The .Ioint Contntifiee had
t'i.\ired lhe tluarn .sire ot a ti te rhen it hatl not heen in opareriott.for o long perkttl antl os
suc'h screral aspec'rs could rutr he vrifiecl. leotling to the t,.u.ious .fintlirlgs rhol y ere ut.ite<l at
hv thent ro be ba.red on a,\sunptions and presuntptions. L[oreoter. the.finding' ,\roled in rhe
rcporl hcn'e nol lteen ho.sed on rhe intlcpentlcnl sutl.q thur 'ru.s conducrcd h. the Joint
(.omnirree us per the direcri.,s o.f this Hon'ble Tribmal. hut ho,e heen nmtle hl plut.ing
rcliance on hearsa' uul .\tudies cot l ('retl bt' cyernal ogcn(.ic,\ trhith are olreutlt under
<'hollenge bc./bre the Hon'ble High Court of Ke rala.'.\tatubtl' authoritic.s. The reporr oJ the
,k)int ('on nirtee, not being ot indcperulenl report d: tliret.red b)'rhis Hon'ble Tribunttl. is
therefitre liuhle to be rejetted. Severd ruh'er.sc .firuling' hut'e bcen ptt.frtrth .solelt on the
ulleguliott tlrut the Personol ,1.\.\i.\tunl hus not pnxluc.etl rtnt.record.s in thi.s regortl. dcspite of'
the -/ttt thut conpliunce reporl'i rirh dl reconls ore submificd ro the EC contmitea ctan 6
ntonlh\. Yer, tlrc .vtnte hus neither hean ttttt.titlcred nor ho,s un opporrunitl. tl hearing hcen
gircn to the 3rd Respontlcnl ro s bmir their etltluntttion along rith rhe ncc.e'lnt' tkxumer .s.

L i.s ob.sencd th't mony of thc .litldings u.e al.n rogtr otl non-.speaking alle gotion.t. bercli
ol detuil.r. rcu.\ons or spct'ific ttriott.s und us suclt. rlrc.rc ullegorions c.tnnot lre occcpred. .\-o
ntcusuretnents or.studt lus lxcn utnthrctcd lt tht, Conntittac to orri|e ul tlp <tnttluion. r'ht
.loint ('omntilee hus nor tttndutttd tnt.t' 

'cietli/ic' 
.\rudr h t n her hus ttrit.e(l ( ir.\

utrlusiort.s lt.r plocing reliunc.c rttt .\ererul ostltnpt i( )ns. pt e.\unptiott.s. hen.sot. r:1t.. Thc
er irc tonclusion urrited ur by the ,loint ('ontniuee i.s v hollt tonrrut to the.lindings in puru

-1.6 ond 3.-. tharein the .loint ('rnmrittee hu: t.ttnclu.sitelt ./iruntl thut the qrrur,,.ittg
q)aruriotls hud no significtntr iulttttr of an_r'o/.rha pcnttmeter.s thut hn'e heen di:ttus';aj in tha
sonre. lrt.fict vith reslttct to tlrc h.vlrologi( enrironnrcnr. thc ('otnrniflcc hud held tfut thc
tlruinugc ffunt thc ]rorking quurr\ tll t u.t,\.flor.itlg into llrc ntintruter hote.stirtg tunk .scnel
tt.t ct pollukn ult.utrbo uul thul the ruin hot.t'stitry: lroni :ru.s rechurging neurln :lall.r
thnngh thc saun tnl'.fi' L,turc .\.r'.\le t.\ in thc hedrock. Il'ith rcgcntls to thc biriogiL.ul
cnt'inntnrnl, it hus been obvncd in lhe Roport lhot lha inryuct ol lhe quunj.ing opcrutirttr.t
on thc floru nrl./irunu r.r a.r.rc.rrrt/ to he intignili<tutt. -1.s.lbr the Kromkl tetet.qrutlit.t. it hus

lve rt ob:envd lhut the pdruneter.s vcrc -fbuntl to he :rall rithin ltcrni.ssihle linit.r prc:a.ifutl
bt thc Burenr o/ lndian Slundurds. The posililc inputt of tlrc :ocitt-?(onttmic dtt<'lqnnent tf.
thc pet4 e liring in the ticittitt of tlrc quurn tu\ ulxt uckno,'rledgccl.'[he Ralnrt t'xpre.t:l.t

t cttlion.\ lhul there i.t the rrced lo devlop .\tr.tlcgic\ to hetlt,r ntnruge tlte qua'ning
operution.t und protcct llrc ettt'intnnrcnt. Il doc.\ t'tol in unt' nrumnar.\ugge.\l thul thcre is u

nt't'J kt tltt.st'ttptn ion.t ol lltr' nittt.

Reply
In order to protecl the environmenl. the quarrl ing operations have Io be regulated lo achieYe

sustainabilit),. The Comrninee conducted the stud)' prepared lhe repon based on standard

procedures adopted for such tlpe of scientific appraisal. The pertinent data and lleld

evidences are gathered and interpreted follouing scientific norms and through pooling the
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e\perlise ofthe Joint Committee consisting of multi-disciplinaD esperts. The irnpacts due to
the quarrying activity could be short-tenn or long-term and reversible or irreversible. Some of
the short-term and reversible impacts may have got mitigated as time passed b),. But the most
serious and significant impact remain for long and some ofthem ma1 be irreversible even on
a long-term basis. The study captured all such impacts and arrived at lhe violalions and illegal
extraction carried out by the 3'd Respondent. The deranged land and topography is one ofthe
evidence of the ruthless and unscientific quanl ing operations that destro) ed lhe terrain and
various environmental attributes of the location. This being the fact. the objection of the 3'd

Respondent is vogue, misleading. unsubstantiated and uith ill-intention to evade tiom the
environmental responsibilities and obligations.

Objection 38
For the.foregoing reasons, rhese Jindings are able to be reiectecl os be ing self-contrulictorl'.
vilhaut proper inspection and suppofied b1' nror"r,nrt.

Repll'
The Joint Commiftee prepared the repo( with utmost objectivit.v- rnaking use of quantitative
and qualitative data gathered during the site visit. time-series satellite imageries of the
location. records provided b1 the PA. rhough limited. details available sirh the l\lining &
Ceologl,' Department. Kerala State Pollution Control board and State Environmental
Appraisal Committee (SEIAA). Kerala. All the tindings are validated and substanriated u ith
f'acts.'Ihe illegal errraction of'the granire building stone belond the permitted quanrig has
also been re-assessed and tbund that the 3'd Respondent has extracted in excess. As stated in
the orders of the Appellate Authoritl'of the Mining & Geology Depanment. a police case has

been llled against M/s. Covenant Stones alleging that the Companl had subrnitted a tbrged
rnining plan/schenre of rnining belbre the SEIAA for obtaining EC ertension shich rnal be

construed as evidence of ill-intention ol the 3'd Respondenr. In this background. the
objections of the i'd Respondent are against fhcts and is an in rain attempt to rnislead the

Hon. Tribunal. Hence. all the ob.jections raised b1 the 3"r Respondenl ma)'be rejecled.
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