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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, EASTERN ZONE 

AT KOLKATA 

MEMORANDUM OF APPEAL 

(Under Sections 16(h) read with 18(1) of the National Green Tribunal 

Act, 2010) 

APPEAL NO. 9/2025/EZ 

BETWEEN  

Ajaya Muduli & Ors.                               …Appellants 

Versus 

State Level Environment Impact  
Assessment Authority, Odisha & Anr.                          …Respondents 

 

REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO. 2- M/S KALINGA 

ALUMINA LTD. 

 
1. The Answering Respondent herein i.e., M/s Kalinga Alumina Ltd. is 

the mining lease holder, which was duly granted Environmental 

Clearance (“EC”) dated 01.09.2025 with respect to Ballada Bauxite 

Block for production of 4.0 MTPA Bauxite (ROM) being the Peak 

Rated Capacity of 1,46,508 tonnes of Overburden/waste and 51,504 

tonnes (25,782 m3) of top soil over a period of 5 years and setting 

up of Crushing/Screening facilities of 800 TPH (“Project”) within 

the ML area located in Village – Ballada, Taluka – Nandapur, District 

– Koraput, Odisha for an area of 144.945 ha (358.15 Acres) 

(“subject area”).  

 
2. It is submitted that the Answering Respondent has been granted the 

EC for the Mining Project issued by the State Environment Impact 
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Assessment Authority (“SEIAA”), Odisha, for a period of 10 years 

in accordance with the provisions of EIA Notification, 2006. The 

same has been done after following the procedure prescribed under 

the EIA Notification, 2006 and after strict due and comprehensive 

considerations at various stages by following all the necessary 

procedures and compliances. 

 
3. The captioned Appeal filed before this Hon’ble Tribunal challenges 

the grant of EC dated 01.09.2025 issued by SEIAA, Odisha in favour 

of the Answering Respondent for mining 4.0 MTPA of Bauxite (run-

of-mine).  

 
4. This Hon’ble Court, vide order dated 21.11.2025 had issued notice 

and admitted the present Appeal for hearing. Therefore, the present 

Affidavit in Reply is being filed. 

 
5. At the outset, the Answering Respondent denies each and every 

claim, allegations and submissions made on behalf of the Appellants 

in the Appeal. Nothing contained in the present Appeal may be 

deemed to be admitted by the Answering Respondent unless 

specifically admitted. 

 
PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS: 

 
6. At the outset, it is submitted that the Project Proponent/Answering 

Respondent herein is a responsible and environmentally compliant 

entity, which aims to contribute to the development of backward 

areas in India by preserving and respecting the local cultural & 
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religious beliefs of the native population. It is made clear by the 

Answering Respondent there is no damage as alleged by the 

Appellants in relation to the sacred sites of the local people.  

 
7. The Project will help in upliftment of the sacred sites i.e., 

Nageshwari Hill/Ballada Cave and its annual tribal festival called 

the Ballada Cave Jatra which is held in the month Chaitra (usually 

March/April). The project of the Answering Respondent will 

contribute to the development of infrastructure around the sacred 

sites by establishing various infrastructure roads, stairs for 

convenient approach to the hills/caves. Further, efforts would be 

undertaken for Beautification of the Cave. A copy of photograph 

depicting the existing condition and the planned end result of the 

developmental measures for the Ballada Cave is annexed herewith 

and marked as ANNEXURE A-1.  

 
8. It is important to mention that the said cave is not a natural cave, 

rather has been made by unearthing of rocks. Pertinently, the lease 

area of the mine is 144.95 Ha in which no habitation exists. 

 
9. It is also important to note that to adhere to the Specific Condition 

No. 1.2 of the EC dated 01.09.2025, the Answering Respondent 

approached the Department of Archaeology, Odisha, vide letter 

dated 15.10.2025, seeking consultation and permission with respect 

to protective measures for the Nageswari Cave and procuring a No 

Objection Certificate (“NOC”) regarding the presence of any 

protected monument within 10 km radius of the mining lease area. 

Pursuant to a field inspection, the Office of the Superintendent, 
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Odisha State Archaeology, vide letter dated 16.12.2025, has 

confirmed that Nageshwari Cave is not a protected monument. But 

it is a natural heritage feature, therefore, it must be safeguarded 

through appropriate safety and conservation management plan. It 

was further stated therein that there is no State-Protected Monument 

within the mining lease area or within a 10 km radius of the project 

site, and thus, has issued an NOC to the project.  

 
A copy of the letter dated 15.10.2025 sent by the Answering Respondent 

to the Assistant Director, Department of Archaeology, Odisha is 

annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-2.  

 
A copy of the letter No.1218 dated 16.12.2025 sent by the Office of the 

Superintendent, Odisha State Archaeology to the Answering 

Respondent is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-3. 

 
10. The Answering Respondent is sensitive about the sanctity of the 

sacred cave located on the Southern part of the Project Area. 

Therefore, the Answering Respondent has undertaken and assured 

the concerned authorities that a layout plan mentioning safety zone 

has been prepared along with a protection plan for the sacred cave. 

 
11. The Project of the Answering Respondent would also bring huge 

amount of employment opportunities in the subject area by giving 

direct employment to persons from nearby areas. Substantial 

benefits and incentives, in the form of contracts to local agencies for 

different services would also be provided by the Answering 

Respondent. In addition, the Project would generate employment in 
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the transport sector for development of roads and transportation of 

materials.  

 
12. In addition to the above, the Answering Respondent has also 

undertaken to develop a Greenbelt in an area equal to 33% of the 

Plant area with a native tree species in accordance with CPCB 

Guidelines. The Greenbelt shall inter alia cover the entire periphery 

of the Plant.  

 
13. Furthermore, any discharge of effluents from the Plant will be 

treated in a proper and scientific manner. For example, the slope of 

dumps shall be vegetated in a scientific manner with suitable native 

species to maintain the slope stability, prevent erosion and surface 

run-off.  

 
14. Lastly, appropriate air pollution control system and dust suppression 

measures will be developed. Answering Respondent has undertaken 

to monitor and maintain ground water levels and quality by 

establishing a network of existing wells and new piezo-meter 

installations. The Answering Respondent has also undertaken to 

control the noise considering the convenience of the surrounding 

population by assuring to maintain noise levels below 85dBA in the 

work environment.  

 
15. It is submitted that it is a settled principle of law that once an Expert 

Committee has applied its mind to an application of EC and granted, 

any challenge to the same cannot be entertained unless it is prima-

facie established by producing concrete evidence that such grant of 
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EC is done by total non-application of mind. This principle has been 

laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Rajeev Suri 

v. DDA, (2022) 11 SCC 1. The relevant paras of the same are 

reproduced as under: 

“508. The minutes of the two meetings of EAC are self-

explanatory and reveal due application of mind, in light of 

the principles relating to application of mind enunciated 

above. We do not wish to repeat the same to avoid prolixity. 

EAC is an expert body and it is amply clear that it has been 

made aware of all relevant information relating to the 

project and it has applied its mind to the proposal. Even 

on settled principles of judicial review, it is clear that 

relevant material has been considered by the committee 

and no reliance has been pointed out on any irrelevant 

material. The specific recommendations given by the 

committee do indicate that the committee was aware of the 

need for precautionary measures in environmental matters 

and accordingly, it suggested requirement of further 

permissions on certain counts. 

 

509. Once an expert committee has duly applied its mind 

to an application for EC, any challenge to its decision has 

to be based on concrete material which reveals total 

absence of mind. Absent that material, due deference must 

be shown to the decisions of experts. The facts of the case 

do not reveal any deliberate concealment of 

fact/information from the EAC or supply of any 

91385



misinformation. The petitioners' extensive reliance upon 

Hanuman Laxman Aroskar v. Union of India, (2019) 15 

SCC 401 is misdirected and will not be of any avail in 

advancing their cause. We are in complete agreement with 

the dictum that full and correct disclosure and highest 

level of transparency are warranted in any application for 

EC…” 

 

16. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has further in the case of N.D. Jayal v. 

Union of India, (2004) 9 SCC 362, held as under:- 

“20. This Court cannot sit in judgment over the cutting 

edge of scientific analysis relating to the safety of any 

project. Experts in science may themselves differ in 

their opinions while taking decisions on matters related 

to safety and allied aspects. The opposing viewpoints of 

the experts will also have to be given due consideration 

after full application of mind. When the Government or 

the authorities concerned after due consideration of all 

viewpoints and full application of mind took a decision, 

then it is not appropriate for the court to interfere. Such 

matters must be left to the mature wisdom of the 

Government or the implementing agency. It is their 

forte. In such cases, if the situation demands, the courts 

should take only a detached decision based on the 

pattern of the well-settled principles of administrative 

law. If any such decision is based on irrelevant 

consideration or non-consideration of material or is 
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thoroughly arbitrary, then the court will get in the way. 

Here the only point to consider is whether the decision-

making agency took a well-informed decision or not. If 

the answer is “yes”, then there is no need to interfere. 

The consideration in such cases is in the process of 

decision and not in its merits.” 

 
17. This principle has also been followed by the Hon’ble National Green 

Tribunal at Bhopal in the case of Dheeraj Tiwari vs. Ministry of 

Environment, Forest and Climate Change, O.A. No.42/2025 

(C.Z.). The relevant paragraph is reproduced below: 

“60. The SEAA members are expert in their domain fields 

and apprised the proposal, through scrutiny and detailed 

deliberations are done by the members. Therefore, the 

deliberations taken place in the meeting are always of 

technical nature. The objections and clarifications of the 

Project Proponent have been complied on various issues 

raised by the SEAC members and the proposal was 

recommended…”  

 
18. Therefore, in view of the above settled principle of law, in the 

present case, the Expert Committee i.e., SEAC & SEIAA has in 

detail deliberated upon the EC application of the Answering 

Respondent on various occasions before granting the impugned 

Environmental Clearance (“EC”) under challenge before this 

Hon’ble Tribunal.  
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19. This is established from the various SEAC & SEIAA meetings held 

on 22.09.2023, 01.11.2023, 02.11.2023, 11.06.2025 and 05.08.2025. 

A total five meetings have been held by the expert body after 

considering all environment and social aspects in detail before 

granting the said EC. Hence, there has been due application of mind 

by the expert committees which is also evident from the EIA Report 

and various Studies conducted therein.  

 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND: 

 
20. The brief facts leading to the present Affidavit are as under:  

 
20.1 A Letter of Intent dated 01.03.2023 was issued by the Government 

of Odisha, vide letter SM-MC2-MC-0007 whereby approval was 

accorded for grant of a mining lease for the Ballada Bauxite Block 

in favour of the Answering Respondent-M/s Mundra Aluminium 

Limited, subsequently renamed as M/s Kalinga Alumina Limited, 

for a period of 50 years. A copy of the Letter of Intent dated 

01.03.2023 is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-4. 

 
20.2 Pursuant thereto, a comprehensive Mining Plan along with the 

Progressive Mine Closure Plan was duly prepared by the Answering 

Respondent, which was approved by the Indian Bureau of Mines 

(“IBM”) on 08.08.2023 for carrying out bauxite mining activity for 

a period of 10 years. A copy of the drawing of the mining lease area 

as per the approved mining plan is annexed herewith and marked as 

ANNEXURE A-5. 
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A copy of the map of the approved mining lease area as per the 

approved mining plan is annexed herewith and marked as 

ANNEXURE A-6. 

 
20.3 Thereafter, the Answering Respondent applied for grant of Terms of 

Reference (“ToR”) for undertaking environmental studies for the 

proposed mining project on 01.09.2023.  

 
20.4 The proposal was placed before the State Expert Appraisal 

Committee (“SEAC”), Odisha, which, in its meeting held on 

22.09.2023, after considering the information/ documents furnished 

by the Answering Respondent, SEAC had prescribed certain specific 

ToRs in addition to standard ToRs for conducting detailed EIA 

study. The Committee had appointed M/s Vardan EnviroNet LLP as 

consultant in order to conduct independent studies and submit the 

requisite reports. It is imperative to mention here that M/s Vardan 

EnviroNet LPP is an accredited consultant approved by NABET in 

several sectors, MoEF&CC and CGWA having environment 

expertise for a period of 13+ years.  

 
20.5 Thereafter, the proposed ToR was examined by the Expert 

Committee-State Environment Impact Assessment Authority 

(SEIAA), Odisha, in its 141st Meeting held on 01.11.2023 and 

02.11.2023, wherein the Competent Authority, after detailed 

deliberation, decided to issue ToR on 06.11.2023.  

 
20.6 Thereafter, a detailed Conservation Plan for protection of flora and 

fauna in the Core and Buffer Zone of the mining area was prepared 
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and approved on 04.06.2024 by the Principal Chief Conservator of 

Forests (Wildlife) and Chief Wildlife Warden, Government of 

Odisha detailing the management and protection of the flora and 

fauna.   

 
20.7 The Answering Respondent also obtained permission to source 

water from the Jalaput Reservoir from the Department of Water 

Resources, Government of Odisha, vide Letter No.30630/WR dated 

08.11.2024. Therefore, the water extraction for Jalatput Reservoir is 

also with due permission from the Water Resources Department. 

There is no ground water withdrawal in the present project.   

 
20.8 In respect of forest land involved in the project, Stage-I (In-

Principle) Forest Clearance (“FC”) under the Forest (Conservation) 

Act, 1980 was granted by the MoEF&CC on 23.12.2024. It is 

imperative to mention here that it is not the Forest Clearance under 

challenge, rather the Environment Clearance under challenge.  

 
20.9 On the aspect of Public hearing, in accordance with the EIA 

Notification, 2006, the State Pollution Control Board, Odisha 

(“SPCB”) issued a public notice dated 01.02.2025, which was 

published on 04.02.2025 in widely circulated in 2 local newspapers, 

namely Sambada (Odisha edition) and The New Indian Express 

(English edition), notifying the date, time, and venue of the public 

hearing. Even the Public Hearing notices were displayed at Badel & 

Bheja Panchayat Office on 1st March 2025. Additionally, the notice 

regarding the public hearing was displayed on the Notice Board of 
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the Balda, Kulabir & Atanda Panchayat Office on 28th February 

2025. 

 
20.10 The said Public Hearing was thereafter conducted on 06.03.2025 

(between 11 am to 2.30 pm), at Mouza-Bheja, under Nandapur 

Tehsil, District Koraput, in the presence of representatives of the 

State Pollution Control Board, Odisha and under the Chairmanship 

of Additional District Magistrate, Koraput. 

 
20.11 The minutes of the public hearing proceedings were duly prepared 

and recorded by the State Pollution Control Board and were 

forwarded to SEIAA, Odisha on 04.04.2025 via speed post. The 

Public hearing proceedings were signed by 114 persons. A copy of 

the Minutes of Public Hearing dt. 06.03.2025 is annexed herewith 

and marked as ANNEXURE A-7. 

 
20.12 It must be noted that the record of the public hearing shows that 

Appellant Nos. 1 to 3 were physically present and have expressed 

their views and made submissions. Their submissions were duly 

recorded in the public hearing proceedings. and captured in the video 

recording as well, notwithstanding that they did not sign the 

attendance sheet.  

 
20.13 After completion of the environmental studies and due incorporation 

of issues raised in the public hearing/public consultation, the Final 

EIA Report along with the Environmental Management Plan was 

prepared and submitted by the Answering Respondent in May 2025. 
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20.14 Based on the Final EIA documentations as prescribed under the EIA 

Notification, 2006, the Answering Respondent submitted its 

application for grant of EC on 13.05.2025.  

 
20.15 Thereafter, the proposal was considered and appraised by the SEAC, 

Odisha in its 73rd  Meeting held on 30.05.2025 wherein, the SEAC 

decided to defer the proposal and raised Additional Details Sought 

(ADS) and directed the Answering Respondent to submit various 

documents/information such as the status of Stage-1 FC, LOI in the 

name of Project Proponent,  The Project proponent made detailed 

presentation before the SEAC on its EC Application.  The relevant 

extract of the SEAC is as under:  

a)  Status of stage-I Forest Clearance and copy of stage-I 

Clearance, if obtained.  

b) Copy of Letter of Intent in name of Kalinga Alumina.  

c) Explore the possibility of implementing the sprinkling 

system all along the conveyor line.  

d) Provision for continuous water sprinkling facility to be 

adopted all along the road during transportation of 

minerals.  

e) Note on Management of reactive silica.  

f) Parking Plaza details.  

g) Details on the exploration of minerals with respect to 

critical minerals and A detailed proposal for protection 

of the cave area used for worship by the local people 

including earmarking a no mining / safety zone in a 

layout to be submitted.” 
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20.16 That after submitting of the requisite documents as sought by the 

SEAC, the Answering Respondent’s proposal was subsequently 

considered in SEAC’s 82nd Meeting held on 23.07.2025, whereby 

SEAC perused the documents/information furnished by the 

Answering Respondent and consequently, recommended the grant 

of EC for a period of 10 years by 16 tailor made specific conditions 

and 90 standard conditions.  

 
20.17 The project proposal was finally considered by the SEIAA, Odisha, 

in its 230th Meeting held on 19.08.2025 wherein the EAC after 

detailed deliberation approved and recommended the EC qua the 

Answering Respondent. A copy of the minutes of the 230th meeting 

held on 19.08.2025 is annexed herewith and marked as 

ANNEXURE A-8. 

 
20.18 Upon due appraisal of the proposal, consideration of the EIA Report, 

Environmental Management Plan, and public hearing proceedings, 

the EC was finally granted on 01.09.2025 in favour of the Answering 

Respondent under the provisions of the EIA Notification, 2006. 

 
20.19 The Appellant has in the present Appeal challenged the grant of 

above EC. 

 
SUBMISSIONS: 

21. DUE CONSIDERATION HAS BEEN ACCORDED TO THE 

AREA SOUGHT TO BE MINED: 

 

171393



21.1 At the outset, it is submitted that the present Appeal proceeds on a 

fundamentally erroneous understanding of the scope and object of 

EC under the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and the EIA 

Notification, 2006. It is the claim of the Appellant that people living 

in villages around the foothills of Ballada are dependent on the 

surrounding area economically. Further, the Appellants claim 

religious and cultural sustenance, due to existence of a few caves in 

the project area, which has not mentioned/considered in the EIA 

Report.  

 
21.2 In this regard, it is submitted that EC does not proceed on a standard 

of “zero impact” on the environment and operates on the principle 

of environment impact assessment and mitigation measures. The 

legal framework recognises that developmental projects which may 

have an impact on the environment. But, there should be an 

informed/reasoned expert assessment, along with appropriate 

mitigation measures. This would ensure striking a balance between 

environmental protection and sustainable development in backward 

areas. 

 
21.3 That Section 3 of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 empowers 

the Central Government to take measures to protect and improve the 

environment while regulating development activities. The EIA 

Notification, 2006, issued in exercise of this power, 

operationalises/prescribes a structured process for the EIA. The 

emphasis of the statutory scheme is on assessment and regulation, 

not on prohibition merely because an area possesses ecological or 
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socio-economic significance. Reliance in this respect is placed upon 

the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the case of 

Lafarge Umiam Mining (P) Ltd. v. Union of India, (2011) 7 SCC 

338, wherein it was held as under: 

“75. Universal human dependence on the use of 

environmental resources for the most basic needs 

renders it impossible to refrain from altering the 

environment. As a result, environmental conflicts are 

ineradicable and environmental protection is always a 

matter of degree, inescapably requiring choices as to 

the appropriate level of environmental protection and 

the risks which are to be regulated. This aspect is 

recognised by the concept of “sustainable 

development”... 

 
76. Making these choices necessitates decisions, not 

only about how risks should be regulated, how much 

protection is enough, and whether ends served by 

environmental protection could be pursued more 

effectively by diverting resources to other uses. Since 

the nature and degree of environmental risk posed by 

different activities varies, the implementation of 

environmental rights and duties requires proper 

decision-making based on informed reasons about the 

ends which may ultimately be pursued, as much as 

about the means for attaining them. Setting the 

standards of environmental protection involves 
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mediating conflicting visions of what is of value in 

human life.” 

 
21.4 The present Project aims undertake mining of bauxite in a 

sustainable manner, which would contribute to the growth and 

development of the surrounding area and would entail positive 

impacts like influx of domestic and international tourism, 

beautification of the cultural heritage sites, generation of direct and 

indirect employment and other socio-economics conditions for the 

local people. Further, the project promises to emphasise on various 

mitigation measures like development of a Greenbelt Area, further 

improving the ambient air quality, flora and fauna and soil quality. 

Moreover, the development will benefit in terms of providing for 

basic necessities for the local people as the Project would contribute 

significantly in developing roads and infrastructure, which would 

cater/mitigate problems such as waste management.  

 
21.5 The Project would also bring huge amount of employment 

opportunities in the subject area by giving direct employment to 

persons from nearby areas. Substantial benefits, in the form of 

contracts to local agencies for different services would also be 

provided by the Answering Respondent. In addition, the Project 

would generate employment in the transport sector for development 

of roads and transportation of materials. 

 
21.6 In furtherance of this, Appendix III to the EIA Notification, 2006 

sets out the generic structure of an EIA report, which specifically 

requires, amongst others: 
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(i) a detailed description of the existing environmental and socio-

economic conditions within the prescribed study area; and 

(ii) identification, prediction and evaluation of anticipated 

environmental impacts arising from the proposed project, 

along with mitigation measures. 

 
21.7 The regulatory requirement prescribed in EIA Notification, 2006 is 

thus the identification and assessment of impacts, not merely 

adopting narrative of community claims at the stage of considering 

grant of EC. The EIA Notification does not require hills or forested 

landscapes to be characterised as “sacred”, as long as their 

ecological and socio-economic attributes are duly identified and 

preserved.  

 
21.8 In the present case, EIA Report has been prepared strictly in 

accordance with the EIA Notification, 2006 and its subsequent 

amendments, as admittedly there is no Wildlife sanctuary or 

Elephant Corridor situated in and around the subject area i.e., within 

10 km of radius, as prescribed. Therefore, any mining or blasting 

activity would not disturb/affect the natural habitat of flora and 

fauna.  

 
21.9 Chapter 3 of the EIA Report, which duly describes and recognises 

the existing environmental conditions, records in detail the baseline 

ecological and socio-economic conditions of the project area and its 

surroundings. It also includes records of forest characteristics, flora 

and fauna, land use, water resources and soil, as well as the socio-

economic profile of villages within the subject area. Therefore, the 
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claim of the Appellant that above factors are not considered is 

completely erroneous. 

 
21.10 Chapter 4 of the EIA Report addresses anticipated environmental 

impacts and mitigation measures. It proceeds on the basis of the 

baseline data collected in Chapter 3 of the EIA Report. The baseline 

data collected is of March to May 2023 which is in accordance with 

the EIA Notification, 2006. Further, it identifies/assesses the likely 

impacts of the proposed mining activity on vegetation, wildlife, soil, 

water resources, etc, and prescribes mitigation measures 

accordingly. In the present case, the claim of the Appellant is 

unsubstantiated as the impact assessment demonstrates and 

consciously considers in detail, the ecological factors. This implies 

that the EIA Report has been prepared with application of mind and 

due and detailed consideration to the factors that the Appellant prays 

for consideration. 

 
21.11 In these circumstances, this ground, which is premised on an alleged 

non-appreciation of the importance of Ballada Hill and the 

surrounding forest area, is wholly misconceived. The EIA neither 

ignores nor suppresses the ecological and socio-economic attributes 

of the area. On the contrary, these attributes form the very basis of 

the baseline studies and impact assessment undertaken in Chapters 

3 and 4 of the EIA Report. The said ground, therefore, deserves to 

be rejected. 

 
22. GRANT OF EC IS NOT SUBJECT TO PRIOR FOREST 

RIGHTS SETTLEMENT AND GRAM SABHA CONSENT.  
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22.1 It is humbly submitted that the process of EC is intended to evaluate 

the environmental feasibility of a proposed project and does not, by 

itself, authorise diversion of forest land or commencement of mining 

operations. The statutory framework clearly envisages distinct 

clearances, with EC and qualified with a composite Forest Clearance 

granted under the Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980.  

 
22.2 The Forest Rights Act, 2006 (“FRA”) includes recognition and 

vesting of forest rights of Scheduled Tribes and Other Traditional 

Forest Dwellers, and the protection of such rights. Pertinently, FRA 

compliance is linked to the Forest Clearance process under the 

Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980, and not to the grant of EC. In this 

regard, reliance is placed on the MoEF & CC Circular dated 

03.08.2009, which includes the FRA compliances into the Forest 

Clearance mechanism and requires verification and settlement of 

forest rights, along with written consent of Gram Sabha, prior to 

diversion of forest land. The relevant portion of the MoEF&CC 

Circular is reproduced below: 

“Accordingly, to formulate unconditional proposals 
under the Forest (Conservation) Act, 1980, the 
State/UT Governments are,  under the FRA has been 
completed or currently under process, required to 
enclose evidences for having initiated and completed 
the above process, especially among other sections, 
Sections 3(1)(i), 3(1)(e) and 4(5). These enclosures 
of evidence shall be in the form of following: 
 
a) A letter from the State Government certifying that 

the complete process for identification and 
settlement of rights under the FRA has been 
carried out for the entire forest area proposed for 
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diversion, with a record of all consultation and 
meetings held; 

… 

c) A letter from each of the concerned Gram Sabhas, 
indicating that all formalities/processes under the 
FRA have been carried out, and that they have 
given their consent to the proposed diversion and 
the compensatory and ameliorative measures if 
any, having understood the purposes and details 
of proposed diversion…” 

 

A copy of the MoEF&CC Circular dated 03.08.2009 is annexed 

herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-9. 

 
22.3 Significantly, there is no provision under the EIA Notification, 2006 

which mandates prior FRA compliances or Gram Sabha consent as 

a pre-condition for grant of EC. Appendix III of the EIA 

Notification, 2006 nowhere stipulates that FRA No Objection 

Certificates (“NOC”) or Gram Sabha written consent must be 

obtained before an EC is granted. It is a settled principle of law that 

what the statute does not prescribe cannot be judicially imported into 

the EC regime. Reliance in this regard is placed on the judgement of 

the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Union of India v. Deoki 

Nandan Aggarwal, 1992 Supp (1) SCC 323, wherein it was held 

that: 

“14… It is not the duty of the court either to enlarge 

the scope of the legislation or the intention of the 

legislature when the language of the provision is 

plain and unambiguous. The court cannot rewrite, 

recast or reframe the legislation for the very good 
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reason that it has no power to legislate. The power to 

legislate has not been conferred on the courts. The 

court cannot add words to a statute or read words 

into it which are not there. Assuming there is a defect 

or an omission in the words used by the legislature 

the court could not go to its aid to correct or make up 

the deficiency. Courts shall decide what the law is 

and not what it should be. The court of course adopts 

a construction which will carry out the obvious 

intention of the legislature but could not legislate 

itself. But to invoke judicial activism to set at naught 

legislative judgment is subversive of the 

constitutional harmony and comity of 

instrumentalities…” 

 
22.4 While it is not disputed that FRA compliance is mandatory, such 

compliance is required at the stage of diversion of forest land, i.e., 

while considering and granting FC under the Forest (Conservation) 

Act, 1980. The statutory scheme includes FRA verification, 

settlement of claims, and Gram Sabha consent within the FC 

framework. This ensures that the EC authority examines 

environmental impacts and mitigation measures, while the Forest 

Clearance authority assesses the viability of forest diversion, 

including protection of forest rights. 

 
22.5 Further, it is respectfully submitted that disputes relating to the 

recognition, determination, or vesting of forest rights under the FRA 
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do not fall within the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal. Section 

14(1) of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 (“NGT Act”) 

explicitly specifies the ambit of the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble 

Tribunal, as is extracted below: 

“14. (1) The Tribunal shall have the jurisdiction over all 

civil cases where a substantial question relating to 

environment (including enforcement of any legal right 

relating to environment), is involved and such question 

arises out of the implementation of the enactments 

specified in Schedule I.” 

 
The above Section restricts the jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal 

to the enactments mentioned in Schedule I of the NGT Act. The FRA 

is not an enactment specified under Schedule I of NGT Act, and 

consequently issues arising under the FRA are outside the subject-

matter jurisdiction of this Hon’ble Tribunal.  

 
22.6 The FRA establishes a self-contained statutory mechanism under 

Section 6, whereby claims of forest rights are required to be initiated 

before the Gram Sabha, examined by the Sub-Divisional Level 

Committee, and finally adjudicated by the District Level Committee, 

whose decision attains finality under the Act. Any grievance arising 

from or relating to the said process, including allegations of non-

recognition or improper settlement of forest rights, can only be dealt 

with by judicial review under Article 226 of the Constitution of 

India. An appeal challenging an Environmental Clearance under the 

EIA Notification, 2006 cannot be converted into a collateral forum 
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for adjudication of forest rights claims or for re-opening issues 

which the legislature has consciously entrusted to a distinct statutory 

framework. 

 
22.7 Without Prejudice, the argument of the Appellants that the alleged 

forest rights claims may be pending or under verification, or yet to 

be finally settled,  does not ipso facto have any effect on the grant of 

EC. Pendency of the FRA process does not, in law, invalidate an EC 

granted, as EC neither effects nor deals the issues pertaining to 

diversion of forest land.  

 
22.8 In the present case, the status of the Forest Clearance was expressly 

communicated to the SEIAA, Odisha, during the EC appraisal and 

presentation process. The SEIAA was, therefore, fully aware that the 

Forest Clearance, along with FRA compliance, is under process.  

 
22.9 Moreover, without prejudice to the legal position set out 

hereinabove, it must also be noted that the Answering Respondent 

has fully cooperated with the statutory authorities, including 

facilitation of the Gram Sabha process under the Forest Rights Act, 

2006. The requisite Gram Sabha proceedings were conducted on 

09.10.2025 and the issuance of the FRA certificate is currently under 

progress but is at its last stage. The Answering Respondent has also 

furnished an undertaking that a copy of the FRA certificate, along 

with settlement details, shall be submitted to the designated forest 

authority upon issuance of the same. A copy of the undertaking by 

the Answering Respondent dated 12.12.2025 is annexed herewith 

and marked as ANNEXURE A-10. 
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22.10 The pendency of such ministerial issuance does not render the 

Environmental Clearance invalid. Therefore, the Appellant’s 

contention is based on an erroneous understanding of the statutory 

scheme governing ECs and forest diversion by stating gram sabha 

consent as a mandatory requirement and by evoking the jurisdiction 

of this Hon’ble Tribunal for a challenge to the FRA compliance. The 

EC granted to the Answering Respondent is legally sustainable and 

does not suffer from any infirmity on account of alleged non-

compliance with the Forest Rights Act, 2006 (“FRA”) at this stage.  

 
22.11 In any event, the Forest Rights claims were filed by the concerned 

persons in as late as 2025, whereas the EC process started in 2023.  

 
23. ALLEGATION OF FALSE INFORMATION AND 

SUPPRESSION OF MATERIAL FACTS AT THE TOR STAGE 

IS COMPLETELY UNFOUNDED AND BASELESS 

 
23.1 The Appellant alleges that the Answering Respondent furnished 

false information and suppressed material facts in Form-I at the stage 

of seeking Terms of Reference (“ToR”). It is contended that such 

alleged suppression prevented the SEIAA from appreciating the 

cultural, ecological and hydrological significance of the subject area 

and led to the grant of an “inadequate” ToR. At the outset, it is 

respectfully submitted that ToR is a stage where any Project 

Proponent only discloses the anticipated effects of the Project which 

is called preliminary scoping. These anticipated responses to the 

information sought by SEIAA cannot be considered as findings.  
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23.2 The allegation of fraudulent misrepresentation and suppression, in 

law, carries a significantly higher threshold of proof. Mere 

disagreement with the interpretation, or preliminary responses does 

not, in law, establishes claim of false information or suppression.  

 
23.3 The ToR stage is a “scoping” exercise governed by paragraph 7 and 

the relevant appendices of the EIA Notification, 2006. The purpose 

of ToR does not finally adjudicate on the environmental impacts, but 

only to identify possible issues that may arise in the future, which 

may require detailed study to be conducted. 

 
23.4 Form-I, which accompanies an application for ToR, is a preliminary 

and mere initial disclosure instrument based on information 

available at the proposal stage. Form-I is not required to contain final 

and conclusive findings relating to environmental, social or cultural 

impacts, since that is to be done in the EIA Report. On the contrary, 

the very grant of ToR signifies that such matters are to be examined 

in depth and in detail during the entire appraisal process i.e.  

subsequent EIA study, public hearing and final appraisal stages. 

 
23.5 The allegations made by the Appellant against the responses of the 

Answering Respondent to the specific question in Form-I are 

rebutted as follows: 

 
23.5.1 Alleged Suppression of Cultural/Religious Significance (Q8, 

Q15.10, Q.20.5) 
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Appellant alleges that by answering “No” to the questions in Form-

I, the Answering Respondent suppressed the cultural or religious 

significance of Ballada Hill and surrounding areas. It is submitted 

that the Form-I questions relied upon by the Appellant pertain to 

rehabilitation and resettlement, adverse impacts on cultural values, 

and the existence of notified pilgrim or recreational routes. The EIA 

Notification, 2006 does not mandate religious classification of land, 

nor does it require religious characterisation of hills or forests at the 

ToR stage. 

 
In the absence of any specific statutory obligation to disclose such 

aspects for the grant of ToR, responses furnished by the Answering 

Respondent cannot be characterised as suppression in law. Cultural 

assertions relied upon by the Appellant are examined through public 

hearings and impact assessment studies. Same cannot be considered 

as conclusive inputs at the preliminary stage. 

 
It is imperative to mention here that as per the approved mining plan, 

the Answering Respondent cannot and will not carry out mining 

activities near the cave like geological formations and all suitable 

measures shall be implemented to provide safe passage for 

accessibility to the local people for their religious beliefs, rituals, and 

worships, if any. An undertaking to the said effect has been 

submitted to the MoEF&CC in respect of its Forest Clearance 

process. Further, even as per the EC condition No. 1, the Answering 

Respondent shall take all precautionary measures to protect 

Nageswari Hill/ Cave as approved in mining plan. No mining 
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activity will be carried out at 100 m distance from the cave. Infact 

the Answering Respondent will take into account steps/ measures to 

improve the religious cave and will also carry out activities for its 

beautification and better facilities for the devotees. The Answering 

Respondent has committed Rs. 20 Lakh for beautification of the 

religious cave which will be regularly maintained under the 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiative of the Project. 

 
Moreover, without prejudice to the above, it is submitted that the 

Answering Respondent has also complied with the specific 

safeguards stipulated with respect to cultural and heritage aspects. 

Pursuant to Specific Condition No. 1.2 of the Environmental 

Clearance, the Answering Respondent had formally approached the 

Department of Archaeology, Government of Odisha, seeking 

consultation and necessary permissions with respect to the 

Nageswari Hill/Ballada Cave and a No Objection Certificate 

concerning the presence of any protected monument within a 10 km 

radius of the project site. Upon conducting a field inspection, the 

Office of the Superintendent, Odisha State Archaeology, by its 

communication dated 16.12.2025, has categorically confirmed that 

Nageswari Cave is not a protected monument, but can be 

safeguarded as a natural heritage feature. It was also concluded that 

there is no State-Protected Monument either within the mining lease 

area or within a 10 km radius thereof, and the Department has issued 

a clear no-objection to the project from the standpoint of State-

Protected Monuments. This independent statutory verification and 

no-objection granted further quashes the allegation of suppression 
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and demonstrates that cultural and religious parameters have been 

duly acknowledged, assessed, and protected through the prescribed 

regulatory process.  

 
23.5.2 Alleged Suppression of Biodiversity/Forest Sensitivity (Q20.3, 

Q15.6) 

The Appellant alleges that responses in Form-I suppressed the 

ecological sensitivity of the project area. Identification of flora, 

fauna, habitats and ecological functions is precisely the purpose for 

which ToR is granted, and baseline studies are mandated. At the 

scoping stage, the absence of identified sensitive species or habitats 

based on available information does not amount to denial of 

ecological value, nor can it be equated with suppression. 

 
The subsequent preparation of a detailed EIA report, including 

comprehensive baseline studies on biodiversity, clearly 

demonstrates that there was no intent to suppress ecological 

attributes of the subject area. It is denied that there is any forest or 

ecological habitat destruction.  

 
Infact a detailed Wildlife Management Plan has been prepared for a 

period of 5 years during the mining operation period for the 

protection of flora and fauna of the project area and approved on 

04.06.2024 by the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (Wildlife) 

and Chief Wildlife Warden, Government of Odisha detailing the 

management and protection of the flora and fauna. An amount of Rs. 

4.57 crores has been identified and committed by the Answering 

Respondent for the Wildlife Management Plan. Further, as per the 
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Wildlife Management Plan no rare and Endemic flora and fauna are 

found either in the Mining Lease area or in the impact area. This 

Wildlife Management Plan has been endorsed and approved on 

04.06.2024 by the Principal Chief Conservator of Forests (Wildlife) 

and Chief Wildlife Warden, Government of Odisha.  

 
23.5.3 Alleged Suppression of Water/Hydrological Impacts (Q9, Q9.7, 

Q9.18, Q9.19, Q11.1):   

The Allegation of Suppression of Water/Hydrological Impact is 

denied. The Appellant relies upon responses to questions relating to 

diversion of watercourses, hydrological alteration and groundwater 

table intersection to allege suppression. It is submitted that the 

relevant Form-I questions are framed in terms of whether the project 

“involves” such activities. At the ToR stage, the responses furnished 

by the Answering Respondent deny future impacts at the proposal 

stage as anticipated. 

 
Assessment of hydrological impacts is undertaken during the EIA 

process stage, based on baseline data, and not conclusively 

determined at the time of Form-I submission. Accordingly, the 

allegations of suppression on this ground are erroneous. 

 
A detailed hydrological study report has been prepared and 

submitted by the Answering Respondent along with the final EIA 

Report. As per the hydrological study report, there will be no ground 

water seepage in the mine pit. The Hydrological study further notes 

that no major river passes through the mine area. The Jolaput 
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Reservoir being the nearest waterbody is situated at a distance of 3 

KM away from the project site. 

 
As has already been assessed in the EIA Report, the water 

requirement for the project is as follows: 

S. No. Consuming Area Water Requirement 

(KLD) 

1.  Haul road dust suppression 

including maintenance of 

topsoil 

600 

2.  Washing and cleaning of 

earthmoving equipment 

(service water system) 

45 

3.  Drinking system 10 

4.  Afforestation 15 

5.  Miscellaneous 20 

Total 690 

 
This indicates that the water requirement for the project is 690KLD 

which is to be met through the Jalaput Reservoir location 5Km away 

from the mining lease area i.e., is surface water utilisation. Ground 

Water will not be utilized in mining process so there will not be any 

impact on ground water. The mine is located on the hilly terrain dand 

no surface water source is passing through the mine lease area so 

there will not be any impact on surface water due to mining activity.  
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Further, due mitigation measures would also be undertaken by the 

Answering Respondent in project premises, which are as follows: 

 
1. Implementation of Rain Water Harvesting structures  

2. Construction of Graland drains for the collection of Rain Water  

3. Plantation in and around the project site 

 
As already stated and assessed, the water requirement of 690 KLD 

for the project is to be met from surface water source i.e., the Jalaput 

Reservoir located at a distance of 5KM, the purpose for which is 

exclusively only for Machhkund Hydro Power Generation Projects 

and not for public use.  

The requisite permission for utilisation of water from the Jalaput 

Reservoir from the Department of Water Resources has already been 

received, vide letter No.30630/WR dated 08.11.2024. A copy of the 

Department of Water Resources, Government of Odisha letter dt. 

08.11.2024 is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-11. 

 
23.5.4 Tree Numbers and Vegetation Area (Quantitative Allegations) 

(Q9.2.1 & 9.2.2) 

With respect to the number of trees, the figures indicated in Form-I 

represents an estimate furnished at the scoping stage. It is not 

mandated that the final forest inventory be submitted at the ToR 

stage. An estimate, by its very nature, cannot be equated with false 

information. 

 
Similarly, the reference to approximately 25 ha of vegetation 

pertains to proposed phase-wise clearance and not to the total subject 
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area i.e., 144.945 ha. The Appellant’s comparison of this figure with 

the entire project area merges distinct concepts and does not 

establish any misrepresentation.  

 
23.5.5 Roads and Access (Q9.14) 

As regards the allegation relating to road construction, it is submitted 

that Form-I responses reflect the project configuration as known and 

crystallised at the proposal stage. It must be noted that no new road 

is proposed to be constructed, rather, the already existing road 

constructed by the Forest Department is proposed to be used for the 

purposes of the project. There would be no new construction of roads 

required but only strengthening and widening of the said roads and 

therefore, the same is not required to be disclosed in the EIA Report 

separately.  

 
Where infrastructure planning is conceptual or contingent upon 

subsequent approvals, but more pertinently, does not include new 

construction but mere development of the existing constructions, 

non-final disclosure cannot constitute suppression. In any event, any 

road development, if proposed, would necessarily be subject to 

environmental assessment during subsequent stages of appraisal. 

 
23.6 Furthermore, SEIAA’s decision to grant ToR carries a presumption 

of application of mind. In the present case, SEIAA considered the 

disclosures in Form-I by the Project Proponent and, in exercise of its 

expert judgment, considered it appropriate to grant ToR and direct 

detailed EIA studies and report. This itself demonstrates conscious 

and informed exercise of jurisdiction. 
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23.7 Moreover, crucially, the Appellant has failed to establish any 

element of suppression or misrepresentation by the Answering 

Respondent. There is no identification of any fact which the 

Answering Respondent was mandatorily required to disclose at the 

ToR stage and has intentionally withheld the same. 

 
23.8 At the highest, the Appellant’s grievance reflects a disagreement 

with preliminary scoping responses or with the manner in which 

indicative disclosures were made. Such disagreement does not meet 

the legal threshold for vitiating the ToR process on the ground of 

false information or suppression. 

23.9 Therefore, it is submitted that the above ground is premised on an 

erroneous understanding of the statutory framework governing the 

ToR stage and fails to satisfy the legal requirements for establishing 

false information or suppression. The disclosures made by the 

Answering Respondent were consistent with the nature and purpose 

of Form-I, and the ToR was lawfully granted by a competent expert 

authority after due and deliberate consideration. The said ground is 

therefore devoid of merit and liable to be rejected. 

 
24. PUBLIC HEARING PROCEEDINGS WERE IN COMPLETE 

COMPLIANCE OF THE STATUTORY PROCEDURE 

 
24.1 Appellant, under paragraphs 26 to 36 of the Appeal, alleges that the 

public hearing conducted for the subject project is vitiated on the 

grounds of alleged non-compliance with the procedure prescribed 

under the EIA Notification, 2006. It is contended that the Draft EIA 
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Report was not placed in the public domain and only an executive 

summary was circulated, that local and affected persons were denied 

effective participation, and that the proceedings were neither 

properly recorded nor forwarded to SEIAA. On this basis, it is 

broadly asserted that the public hearing stands vitiated in its entirety. 

 
24.2 At the outset, it is submitted that these allegations are factually 

incorrect, contrary to the records, and legally unsustainable. 

 
24.3 Public consultation under the EIA Notification, 2006 is governed by 

paragraph 7(i)(III) read with Appendix IV thereto. The statutory 

scheme clearly demarcates responsibilities between different 

authorities, namely: 

(i) the Project Proponent, who is required to submit the Draft EIA 

Report and Executive Summary; 

(ii) the State Pollution Control Board (SPCB), which is entrusted 

with the conduct of the public hearing, recording of 

proceedings and forwarding of the complete record to SEIAA; 

and 

(iii) the SEIAA, which undertakes appraisal based on the EIA 

Report, public hearing proceedings and expert evaluation. 

 
24.4 The public hearing is consultative in nature. The law requires 

substantial and meaningful compliance with the procedure 

prescribed in Appendix-IV. Any such allegation must therefore be 

established by producing substantial material. 
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24.5 Appendix IV mandates advance public notice of the hearing through 

publication in one vernacular and one English newspaper, as well as 

display at appropriate local offices. As recorded in Chapter-7 of the 

EIA Report, the public hearing in respect of the present project was 

scheduled and conducted on 06.03.2025 at 11:00 am, in accordance 

with the EIA Notification S.O. 1533(E) dated 14.09.2006 and 

subsequent amendments. The notice of public hearing, specifying 

the date, time and venue, was categorically published by SPCB, 

Odisha on 04.02.2025 with project details, inviting objection, 

suggestions, views from the public regarding the proposed project, 

in: 

(i) Sambad (Odia edition), and 

(ii) The New Indian Express (English edition). 

 
24.6 Further, Annexure XIX of the EIA Report in the Minutes of Public 

Hearing held on 06.03.2025 records that notices were displayed on 

the notice boards of the Balda, Kulabir and Atanda Gram Panchayat 

Offices on 28.02.2025, and at the Badel and Bheja Gram Panchayat 

Offices on 01.03.2025. In addition, announcements regarding the 

public hearing were made through the Public Address System on 

28.02.2025 and 01.03.2025 in all villages falling under Balda, 

Kulabir, Atanda, Badel and Bheja Panchayats, which are located in 

the vicinity of the project site.  

 
24.7 Moreover, the public hearing was attended by approximately 1500 

persons, of whom 109 persons signed the attendance sheet, while 

others attended without signing. The proceedings further record that 
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32 persons made oral submissions, and that a substantial number of 

written representations were received during the hearing.  

 
24.8 It is pertinent to note that Appellant Nos. 1, 2 and 3 were physically 

present at the public hearing and expressed their views and concerns, 

which were recorded during the proceedings and captured in the 

video recording of the public hearing. Their oral submissions form 

part of the official public hearing record, having been recorded at Sr. 

No. 32 (Appellant No.1), Sr. No. 15 (Appellant No.2) and Sr. No. 

27 (Appellant No.3) respectively in the public hearing proceedings. 

The fact that certain participants did not sign the attendance sheet 

does not detract from the substantive participation or consideration 

of their objections. Appellant No.4, on the other hand, did not 

participate in the public hearing proceedings. The record thus 

unequivocally demonstrates that the appellants who chose to 

participate were afforded full opportunity to raise their concerns and 

that such concerns were duly recorded and considered in accordance 

with the procedure prescribed under the EIA Notification, 2006. 

 
24.9 Appendix IV of the EIA Notification, 2006 does not mandate that 

every attendee must speak. The statutory requirement is that an 

opportunity be afforded to those present to express their views, 

which opportunity was demonstrably provided. Mere dissatisfaction 

with the extent to which individual submissions were 

accommodated does not amount to denial of participation in law. 

 
24.10 Furthermore, Appendix IV requires that the Draft EIA Report and 

Executive Summary be made available at designated locations, 
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including offices of the SPCB, district administration and local 

bodies. 

 
24.11 Chapter 7 of the EIA Report expressly records that the Draft 

EIA/EMP Report along with the Executive Summary was made 

available at the offices of and that the said documents were also 

made available for access through the official website of the SPCB.  

 
24.12 The allegation that only an executive summary was circulated is 

therefore directly contradicted by the statutory record itself and is 

denied. The Appellant has not identified any specific designated 

office where the Draft EIA was allegedly unavailable, nor produced 

any contemporaneous objection raised prior to or during the hearing. 

The draft EIA report and its Executive Summary, in both vernacular 

and English languages, along with the prescribed administrative fees 

(in hard and soft copies), were duly submitted to the State Pollution 

Control Board (SPCB) on 15.11.2023 for conducting the Public 

Hearing, in compliance with the EIA Notification, 2006 and its 

subsequent amendments. A copy of the letter dated 15.11.2023 sent 

by the Answering Respondent to the SPCB, Odisha is annexed 

herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-12.  

 
24.13 Also, Appendix IV places the responsibility of recording and 

forwarding the proceedings squarely upon the SPCB. In the present 

case, Annexure XIX evidences that the SPCB duly recorded the 

proceedings of the public hearing, including the issues raised and 

responses thereto, and forwarded the complete record to the Member 

Secretary, SEIAA, Odisha vide letter No. 7101 dated 04.04.2025. 
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24.14 Importantly, as reflected on page 2 of Annexure XIX to the EIA 

Report, the forwarding letter expressly lists the enclosures 

transmitted to SEIAA, including the attendance sheets, written 

representations, CDs/video recordings and other relevant documents 

forming part of the public hearing record. Once the SPCB has 

discharged its statutory obligation in this manner, allegations 

relating to not reading aloud the minutes of the hearing or non-

signing by every participant, even if assumed to be correct, do not 

vitiate the process absent a showing of material prejudice. 

24.15 Even assuming arguendo that minor procedural irregularities 

occurred, the Appellant has failed to plead or establish how any such 

alleged lapse resulted in prejudicing the public hearing. On the 

contrary, the record substantiates that that SEIAA considered the 

EIA Report, the public hearing proceedings as forwarded by the 

SPCB, and the responses of the Answering Respondent before 

proceeding further. The statutory decision-making process thus 

remains intact and unimpeached. 

 
25. EIA REPORT IS CORRECTLY BASED ON EARLIER 

BASELINE DATA AS THE SAME IS VALID FOR 3 YEARS 

 
25.1 Appellant alleges that the EIA Report ought to have been rejected 

on the ground that baseline environmental data was collected 

between March–May 2023, whereas the application for ToR was 

filed on 01.09.2023. The said objection is wholly misconceived and 

contrary to the statutory and executive framework governing 

environmental appraisal. 
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25.2 At the outset, it is submitted that the EIA Notification, 2006 does not 

prescribe any embargo on the collection of baseline environmental 

data prior to the grant of ToR. The Office Memorandum dated 

08.06.2022 bearing F. No. IA3-22/10/2022-IA.III [E 177258], 

issued by the MoEF&CC expressly permits collection of baseline 

environmental data prior to grant of ToR and clarifies that such data 

shall remain valid for a period of three (3) years for the purpose of 

preparation and appraisal of the EIA Report. The executive 

instruction was issued to avoid duplication of studies and to 

streamline the environmental clearance process. A copy of the 

Office Memorandum dated 08.06.2022 issued by the MoEF&CC is 

annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-13. 

 
25.3 In the present case, the baseline data was collected between March–

May 2023, which was well within the three-year validity period 

stipulated under the aforesaid Office Memorandum. The ToR was 

thereafter granted without requiring fresh baseline data, and the EIA 

Report was prepared in conformity with the ToR and appraised 

accordingly. There is no allegation, nor any material to suggest, that 

the baseline data was inaccurate or misleading. 

 
25.4 The Appellant has also failed to demonstrate any prejudice arising 

from reliance on the said baseline data, or any material change in 

environmental conditions between the period of data collection and 

the filing of the ToR application. In the absence of any such pleading 

or proof, the objection remains a purely technical one, devoid of 

substantive merit. 
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25.5 In these circumstances, the present contention of the Appellant is 

baseless and unsupported by the EIA Notification, 2006, and 

therefore, is liable to be rejected. 

 
26. TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR) HAS BEEN DULY 

COMPLIED WITH: 

 
26.1 Appellant, at paragraph 41 of the Appeal, alleges that the ToR issued 

for the project were not complied with, contending that although a 

ToR compliance table is provided in the EIA Report, the references 

cited therein allegedly do not contain the information sought. The 

said allegation is misconceived, and legally unsustainable. 

 
26.2 At the outset, it is submitted that the EIA Report contains a dedicated 

and structured “Compliance to ToR Conditions” table at page xviii, 

wherein each ToR condition has been expressly reproduced and 

cross-referenced to the relevant chapters and annexures of the EIA 

Report. The presence of such a compliance statement itself 

demonstrates conscious adherence to the ToR and transparent 

disclosure for appraisal by the competent authority. 

 
26.3 The allegations/comments raised by the Appellants have been dealt 

in detail in the EIA Report before granting EC to the Answering 

Respondent. Some of the comments and their responses are as under: 

 
26.3.1 Regarding Socio-Economic Study, it has been alleged that names of 

the surrounding villages have not been mentioned in the EIA Report, 

neither is the socio-economic impact been assessed. It is respectfully 
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submitted that Chapter 3.4.12.1.1, specifically states that 102 

villages, located within a 10km radius of the mining lease area, have 

been identified and considered for the purposes of the EIA Report. 

Further, Annexure IX to the EIA Report pertains to Socio-Economic 

Survey Report which undertakes a comprehensive analysis of the 

Socio-Economic conditions. The Survey which was conducted 

included sample size of 10% villages which included 60-70% 

villages from Core Zone Area (within 5 Kms from the project site) 

and 10-20% villages were from the Buffer Zone area (5-10 kms from 

the project site) that involved statistically valid representation of all 

strata of the affected population. Therefore, this allegation is without 

any basis. 

 
26.3.2 Another allegation/comment made by the Appellants pertained to 

the Revenue Plan has not been made/considered in the EIA Report 

before granting EC. In this regard, it is submitted that, the entire 

mining lease area of 144.945 Ha. is a Reserved Forest Land and falls 

under the Nagasari Reserve Forest. The entire mining lease area is a 

single plot. Therefore, Revenue Plan in such a case would not be 

applicable as only a comprehensive mining plan is required which 

has been complied with.  

 
26.3.3 Further, the Appellants allege that the Bauxite Mines can only be 

used for captive consumption. However, it is submitted that there is 

no basis to allege the same. Further, the tender granted to the 

Answering Respondent pertained to a composite lease and did not 

restrict itself to use for captive consumption only. 
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26.3.4 Regarding the Air Quality Modelling, it has been alleged that 

Chapter 4.4.3 of the EIA Report, does not even contain emission 

from crushing operations. In this regard, it is submitted that the EIA 

Report has in detail considered the fugitive emissions expected from 

excavation, drilling, blasting, crushing loading & unloading 

operations. A model (AERMOD) has been made and followed to 

compute the pollutant concentration dispersed in microgram per 

cubic meter for any point source. This model includes analysis of 

emission from drilling, blasting, loading of material, emission of 

PM10 due to transportation and crushing as well, which is in g/s/m2 

unit. The conclusion derived from the model is given in Table 4.7 – 

Emission Factors for different mining activities wherein it is stated 

that PM10 is 0.082829482 and PM2.5 is 0.033132 for crushing 

activity. 

 
26.4 All other comments made by the Appellants in the tabular format in 

para 41 have already been comprehensively dealt with in the present 

reply.  

 
27. SUBJECT AREA IS A “BARREN/WASTE LAND” AS 

CLASSIFIED UNDER THE APPROVED MINING PLAN 

DATED 08.08.2023 

 
27.1 At the outset, it is submitted that the allegation that the EIA Report 

falsely characterises the project site as “barren/waste land” is wholly 

misconceived and contrary to the record. The description of land use 

in the EIA is not an independent or arbitrary assertion by the 
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Answering Respondent but is directly derived from the approved 

Mine Plan, which is a statutory document forming the basis of 

environmental appraisal. 

 
27.2 As per the approved Mining Plan dated 08.08.2023, the land use of 

the lease area is categorised, in Para 9.3.2.1 of the Mine Plan, as 

follows: 

(i) 91.10 hectares as barren/waste land; and 

(ii) 53.75 hectares as land with plants 

27.3 The Mine Plan further records that the total lease area of 144.9450 

hectares constitutes forest land, being the aggregate of the above 

categories. The EIA merely adopts this approved land-use 

classification and nowhere states that the entire lease area is barren 

or devoid of vegetation. It is denied that the subject land has been 

classified as barren/waste land.  

 
27.4 Appellant’s contention that the EIA seeks to portray the project site 

as completely devoid of vegetation is therefore factually incorrect. 

The EIA expressly recognises land with vegetation as a distinct 

category, consistent with the Mine Plan. Photographs referred to by 

the Appellant are only illustrative in nature and cannot override the 

land-use data contained in the approved Mine Plan or the detailed 

baseline studies undertaken under the EIA. 

 
27.5 The reliance placed by the Appellant on seasonal transformation of 

the plateau into grasslands during monsoon and post-monsoon 

periods does not render the EIA description false or misleading. 

Seasonal grass cover or grazing use does not negate the classification 
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of land as barren/waste land under approved land-use norms, 

particularly where permanent green cover is absent.  

 
27.6 The allegation that the EIA proceeds on an assumption that the area 

is of “no significance to people” is equally untenable. The EIA 

records the socio-economic profile of the surrounding area, village 

dependencies, grazing practices, and water resources, and assesses 

the potential impacts of the project thereon. However, a recognition 

of community use does not, in law, translate into a prohibition on 

mining activity since the statutory requirement is one of assessment 

and mitigation. 

 
27.7 Further, the approved Mine Plan also provides for buffer and safety 

zone of 100 m around the mining area, thereby addressing protection 

of trees from being cut in the periphery. In these circumstances, the 

allegation that the EIA is vitiated by a “false assumption” regarding 

the nature or significance of the land is wholly without merit. The 

EIA is founded on approved statutory documents, comprehensive 

baseline data, and expert appraisal. Mere disagreement with land-

use classification or dissatisfaction with project approval cannot 

convert a document-based and disclosed assessment into 

suppression or falsification. Ground 6 is therefore based on a 

misreading of the Mine Plan and the EIA Report and is liable to be 

rejected. 

 
28. THERE IS NO HABITATION IN THE SUBJECT AREA AS 

PER THE EIA REPORT 
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28.1 The allegation that the EIA contains a false or suppressive statement 

regarding habitation within the proposed mining area is incorrect 

and is denied. There is no habitation within the boundaries of the 

mining lease area, as already stated hereinabove and reflected in the 

project documentation including the approved Mining Plan. 

Therefore, the allegation made by the Appellant in paras 45-47, is 

therefore wholly misconceived, insofar as it alleges false disclosure 

or suppression on the issue of habitation, and thus, is liable to be 

rejected as there is no concrete evidence to establish the same. 

28.2 The averment made by the Appellant in Para 48-50 with respect to 

improper collection of baseline data for the EIA Report since it was 

collected before the ToR application has already been dealt with 

above in para 11 and is not restated for the sake of brevity. 

 
29. SECONDARY DATA FROM VISHAKAPATNAM CAN BE 

USED 

 
29.1 The allegation that the EIA is rendered invalid on account of reliance 

on secondary meteorological data is erroneous and is denied. The 

EIA report clearly records that site-specific meteorological data was 

collected at the project site during the period March to May 2023. 

The EIA framework does not mandate collection of site-specific 

meteorological data for all seasons, nor does it prohibit reliance on 

secondary data from recognised sources such as India 

Meteorological Department (“IMD”), Geological Survey of India 

(“GSI”), etc. 
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29.2 In addition to the above, secondary data was obtained from the 

nearest IMD station, which is a standard and recognised practice 

under the EIA framework. The EIA Notification does not mandate 

that site-specific primary meteorological data must be collected for 

all seasons in every case, nor does it prohibit the use of secondary 

data from IMD stations, etc. for baseline environmental assessment. 

 
29.3 The Appellants’ contention proceeds on the erroneous assumption 

that the use of secondary meteorological data, per se, vitiates the EIA 

process. The EIA Notification, 2006 and the Terms of Reference 

issued for this project require submission of baseline environmental 

data, which has been complied with. 

 
29.4 Accordingly, the challenge in paras 51–52, premised on alleged 

invalidity of the EIA on account of the methodology adopted for 

meteorological data collection, is misconceived and liable to be 

rejected. 

 
30. SAMPLING LOCATIONS FOR AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

(“AAQ”) ARE DULY ESTABLISHED AND ARE IN 

COMPLIANCE WITH THE TOR 

 
30.1 Appellants allege that the EIA report has violated the approved ToR 

by incorrectly placing AAQ monitoring stations. It is contended that 

no station was established within 500 meters in the downwind 

direction, that most stations were located far from the project site or 

in the upwind direction, and that, as a result, the air quality in the 

vicinity of the project site was unassessed.  
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30.2 The above allegations are factually incorrect and are denied. The 

EIA report clearly records in Table 3.5 that a total of ten (10) AAQ 

monitoring locations were established, of which A1 station was 

located within the project area/mine lease boundary. In addition, 2-

3 other monitoring stations were specifically established in the 

predominant downwind direction.  

 
30.3 The location of the monitoring stations were based on the 

meteorological conditions like the pollution dispersion in areas 

located towards predominant wind directions, receptors.  

 
30.4 The Appellants assertion that no monitoring was conducted near the 

project site is misconceived since the record demonstrates that site-

proximate and downwind locations along with site-proximate 

upwind locations were included in the air quality monitoring 

network.  Accordingly, the allegation that the EIA report failed to 

assess air quality near the project site, and that the resulting impact 

analysis is invalid, is untenable and liable to be rejected. 

 
31. WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT: 

 
31.1 The Appellants allege that the water sampling locations in the EIA 

report are mostly distant from the project site and are therefore 

unlikely to reflect actual runoff or pollution impacts from mining 

operations. It is contended that waterbodies within the project area 

were ignored, and that the resulting water quality analysis is 

unreliable. 
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31.2 This allegation is factually and methodologically incorrect and 

denied. The EIA report clearly records that surface water (“SW”) 

sampling was conducted at eight (8) locations, including SW1 

located within the project area/mine lease boundary, while 

groundwater (“GW”) sampling was conducted at eight (8) locations 

within a 10 km buffer surrounding the project site. The location, 

methodology, and laboratory analysis of all sampling points are 

documented in Table 3.12 of the EIA report.   

 
31.3 This is also evident from the Hydrogeology Report, which included 

seasonal measurement of groundwater levels at multiple observation 

wells and surface water bodies, analysis of water quality parameters 

compared with IS:10500 and CPCB standards, and characterization 

of aquifers through lithological logs, hydraulic properties. Potential 

impacts of mining on groundwater quantity and quality were 

assessed and mitigation measures such as rainwater harvesting, 

recharge pits, Construction of Graland drains for the collection of 

rainwater. Additionally, monitoring has been done for periodic water 

level and quality checks to detect contamination trends.  

 
31.4 The hydrogeology report conclusively records that groundwater 

quality is within permissible limits prescribed under IS:10500-2012, 

and that, as per the Dynamic Ground Water Resource of India, 2022, 

all blocks of Koraput District fall under the “Safe” category. 

 
31.5 The sampling program was designed to cover both representative 

upstream and downstream locations, ensuring that potential impacts 

of mining runoff were captured. The methodology employed for 
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sample collection, preservation, and laboratory testing followed 

standard protocols and was fully consistent with the approved Terms 

of Reference and the EIA Notification, 2006 framework. 

 
31.6 Accordingly, the Appellants claim that the water sampling locations 

are inadequate, improperly placed, or render the impact assessment 

meaningless is wholly misconceived. The factual record 

demonstrates that site-specific and representative data were 

collected, analysed, and used appropriately for the water quality 

assessment. The allegation in para 59 is therefore untenable and 

liable to be rejected. 

 
32. ALLEGED SUPPRESSION OF AGRICULTURE IN THE 

HILL SLOPES IS ERRONEOUS: 

 
32.1 Appellants allege that the EIA report suppresses the fact that 

surrounding villages cultivate lands on the slopes of the hill and that 

agricultural lands in the vicinity have not been disclosed. They 

contend that, as a result, the impacts of the proposed mining on such 

lands have not been assessed. This is factually incorrect and denied.  

 
32.2 As previously stated, the Mining Plan explicitly records the entire 

area of 144.9450 ha constitutes forest land and there is no 

agricultural land within the mine lease boundary. The EIA report 

accurately describes the land status within the project footprint.  

 
32.3 While lands outside the mining lease area, including those in the 

surrounding villages, are naturally in agricultural use, the EIA 
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includes mitigation measures such as enhancing green belt/cover, 

controlled transportation routes, etc are meant to minimise impacts 

on such areas. These measures are documented in the EIA Report in 

Chapter 4 and form part of the approved environmental management 

plan. 

32.4 Accordingly, the allegation that the EIA suppresses agricultural land 

or village cultivation, or that impacts on such lands were ignored, is 

untenable and liable to be rejected. The factual record demonstrates 

that the land use within the lease area has been properly disclosed 

and assessed. 

 
32.5 Further, as per letter dated 10.11.2023, the Answering Respondent 

has given an undertaking slope study stability will be carried out by 

deploying domain expert and study report will be submitted to 

MoEF & CC, Indian Bureau of Mines and other relevant statutory 

authorities.  

 
33. MINING OPERATIONS WILL NOT INTERSECT WITH 

GROUNDWATER TABLE 

 
33.1 Appellants allege that the proposed mining operations will intersect 

the groundwater table, resulting in depletion of the aquifer and 

adversely impacting the availability of water in surrounding wells. 

It is further contended that the EIA and supporting studies do not 

address this aspect despite a specific requirement under the approved 

ToR. 
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33.2 This allegation is wholly unfounded, denied and contrary to the 

material placed on record. A comprehensive hydrogeological study 

was conducted by a NABET-accredited consultant, and the findings 

thereof are annexed to the EIA as Annexure IV. 

 
33.3 The hydrogeology report identifies two aquifers in the study area, 

Aquifer-I up to 100 metres depth and Aquifer-II between 100-200 

metres depth. Based on field measurements, the pre-monsoon depth 

to water level ranges from 2.25 to 7.22 metres below ground level 

(mbgl), while post-monsoon depth ranges from 1.22 to 6.21 (mbgl). 

 
33.4 Crucially, when assessed in relation to the approved mining plan, the 

report records that the water table elevation in and around the mining 

lease area varies between 875 mRL and 1073 mRL, whereas the 

ultimate pit depth is 1166 mRL, with a maximum working depth of 

1280 mRL. The study categorically concludes that the mining 

operations will not intersect the groundwater table, and that no 

groundwater seepage into the mine pit will occur. It is also stated 

therein that groundwater will not be utilized in mining process 

therefore, there will not be any impact on ground water. A copy of 

the table for Estimation of Rainwater Collected in Mine Pit as 

recorded and considered in the Final Hydrology Report is annexed 

herewith and marked as ANNEXURE A-14. 

 
33.5 The hydrogeology report further records that groundwater quality is 

within permissible limits prescribed under IS:10500-2012, and that, 

as per the Dynamic Ground Water Resource of India, 2022, all 

blocks of Koraput District fall under the “Safe” category.  
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33.6 Accordingly, the apprehension of aquifer depletion or adverse 

impact on surrounding wells is without any factual or scientific 

basis. The allegation that the EIA failed to address groundwater 

impacts despite a ToR requirement is demonstrably incorrect, in as 

much as a dedicated hydrogeological assessment was undertaken, 

documented, and relied upon as part of the environmental appraisal. 

The contentions raised in paras 61–63 are therefore liable to be 

rejected. 

 
34. IMPACT OF INCREASE IN TRUCK TRAFFIC HAS BEEN 

ASSESSED IN EIA REPORT: 

 
34.1 Appellants allege that the proposed mining project will involve 

transportation of minerals through thousands of trucks per day and 

that the environmental impact of such transportation has not been 

assessed in the EIA report 

 
34.2 This allegation is factually incorrect and contrary to the record and 

therefore denied. The EIA report contains a dedicated traffic impact 

assessment, set out in Section 3.4.6 of Chapter 3 of the EIA Report. 

The said section evaluates the existing traffic conditions, the 

anticipated vehicular movement attributable to the project, and the 

incremental impact on the surrounding road network. 

 
34.3 Section 3.4.6 specifically assesses the proposed transportation of 

mined mineral by road, quantifies the expected traffic generation, 

examines road capacity in relation to existing traffic, and evaluates 
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the resulting impacts. The relevant portion of the EIA Report is 

produced below: 

“3.4.6.4 Interpretation 

The density of heavy vehicles was comparatively low. 
The LOS study shows that the existing traffic scenario 
is "Excellent" and the free flow of vehicles is observed 
during the study period.  

 
Due to the mine project the traffic density will increase 
as the entire mineral will be transported through the 
MDR road the value of LOS will change slightly to 
"Very good".  

 
However, it is proposed to transport the mineral 
(Bauxite) through closed conveyor system upto the 
railway siding and thereby with rail, therefore as such 
there will not be any significant impact on the traffic 
density on the MDR due to mining operation.” 
 

34.4 In view of the above, the assertion that the impact of transportation 

has not been assessed is demonstrably incorrect. This grievance 

raised in para 64 of the Appeal proceeds on an erroneous premise 

and is liable to be rejected. 

 
35. THE PROPOSED CLOSED CONVEYER IS A MERE 

NECESSITY OF THE PROJECT AND DOES NOT REQUIRE 

ANY SPECIFIC ASSESSMENT: 

 
35.1 Appellants allege that the EIA report refers to a closed conveyor 

system but does not furnish details thereof, and that the 

environmental impacts of such a conveyor system have not been 

assessed. The allegation is misconceived and is denied. The proposal 
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placed for environmental appraisal and grant of EC was premised on 

transportation of minerals by road, and the impacts of such 

transportation were duly assessed in the EIA/EMP report. 

 
35.2 The reference to a closed conveyor system in the EIA report was in 

the context of a measure under assessment to potentially reduce 

reliance on road transportation and was not part of the original 

project proposal submitted for appraisal. Since the conveyor system 

did not form part of the proposed project configuration at the 

relevant stage, there was no requirement to furnish detailed 

specifications or undertake a separate EIA for the same. 

 
35.3 The 2.5km conveyor belt proposed as of now is in compliance of the 

Specific Condition No.1.3 of the EC granted which categorically 

stipulates for the mineral transportation to be done via a conveyor 

and for the details to be provided for the same. It is submitted that 

half-yearly compliance for the same would be duly furnished as 

required.  

 
35.4 In the absence of the closed conveyor forming part of the proposal 

under consideration, as well as due compliance of the Specific 

Condition in the EC at this stage, the allegation of failure to assess 

impacts is without basis. Any proposal to introduce such a system, 

would necessarily be considered in accordance with the applicable 

statutory and regulatory framework. Accordingly, the grievance 

raised in para 65 is liable to be rejected. 

 
36. ALIGNMENT AND IMPACT OF PROPOSED ROADS: 
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36.1 Appellants allege that the EIA report does not assess the alignment 

of the roads proposed to be used for the mining project, nor the 

environmental impacts arising from such road usage, rendering the 

appraisal incomplete. This allegation is misconceived, denied and 

proceeds on an incorrect understanding of the scope and content of 

the EIA report. 

 
36.2 It is submitted that in so far as the allegation pertaining to the impact 

on the forest and landscape, hydrology, felling of trees due to 

approach road is concerned, all mitigation measures have been dealt 

in detail in the EIA Report.  

 
37. SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT WAS SUFFICIENTLY AND 

ADEQUATELY ASSESSED 

 
37.1 The ground raised by the Appellant in the Appeal does not identify 

which villages are purportedly omitted or which cultural or religious 

aspects were ignored. Such bald assertions, unsupported by 

particulars, cannot form the basis for impeaching a statutory 

environmental appraisal. 

 
37.2 The EIA Report itself in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.12.6, evaluates the 

demographic structure of the study area, including a list of 102 

villages, is presented in Table 3.37. Further, the EIA Report, while 

evaluating potential socio-economic and cultural impacts of the 

project, also acknowledges the presence of Ballada Cave, as 

documented in Section 3.4.12.5. 
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37.3 Therefore, the allegation that the socio-economic survey is 

incomplete, ignores cultural or religious significance, or fails to 

assess impacts on local populations is factually incorrect, 

unsupported, and misconceived. The grievances raised in paras 67–

69 are therefore liable to be rejected. 

 

38. MEASURES HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO CONTROL WATER 

AND AIR POLLUTION 

 
38.1 Appellants allege that the EIA report fails to adequately assess 

pollution from mining operations. Specific claims include that air 

emissions are based on unrealistic or irrelevant emission factors (US 

EPA AP-42 for coal) crushing operations are unaccounted for, 

baseline data is deficient, incremental air pollution modelling is 

irrelevant, and water pollution, including potential contamination 

from runoff, sediments, acid mine drainage, or chemicals, has not 

been evaluated. The Appellants further contend that the EIA 

incorrectly asserts that mining will not affect the groundwater table 

and that mitigation measures are insufficient. These allegations are 

wholly misconceived and contrary to the comprehensive material 

placed on record. 

 
38.2 The EIA Report, its Chapter 3, relies upon baseline data for the 

project area from March to May 2023 covering site-specific 

meteorological, air, surface water, and groundwater conditions. The 

assessment included monitoring of ambient air quality at 10 

locations (Table 3.5), surface and groundwater at 16 locations (8 SW 
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+ 8 GW) within a 10 km buffer, and noise and vibration levels. These 

measurements provide a robust and verifiable foundation for the 

impact assessment. 

38.3 Air pollution impacts arising from mining operations, including 

crushing, drilling, and haulage, have been comprehensively 

analysed in Chapter 4 of the EIA report. The Appellants’ contention 

that reliance on US EPA AP-42 emission factors for coal renders the 

assessment irrelevant is misleading. These emission factors were 

consulted only as reference benchmarks, and the assessment 

primarily relies on measured baseline data collected at the project 

site, ensuring applicability to local conditions and operational 

realities. All operations, including crushing and material handling, 

are incorporated in the modelling. 

 
38.4 Water pollution impacts have been similarly addressed. Surface and 

groundwater were monitored and analysed. The hydrogeology study, 

annexed as Annexure IV to EIA Report, confirms that the 

groundwater table will not intersect the mine pit, ensuring no direct 

impact. Runoff management, garland drains, sedimentation tanks, 

and stormwater controls are incorporated into the design. 

 
38.5 The EMP at Chapter 10 of the EIA Report provides a comprehensive 

framework for preventing, controlling, and mitigating pollution 

from mining operations. It addresses all identified potential sources 

of environmental impact, ensures compliance with statutory 

standards, and incorporates adaptive monitoring and management 

measures to respond to any unforeseen environmental changes. 
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38.6 In view of the above, the allegation that the EIA fails to assess air or 

water pollution from mining, or that baseline data, emission factors, 

or modelling are inadequate, is factually incorrect, methodologically 

unsound, and contrary to the record. The environmental appraisal is 

comprehensive, scientifically robust, and fully compliant with 

statutory requirements. The grievances raised in paras 70–75 are 

therefore untenable and liable to be rejected. 

 
39. THERE IS NO ADVERSE IMPACT ON BIODIVERSITY: 

 
39.1 These allegations made by the Appellant with respect to the 

biodiversity of the project area, non-appraisal of report by SEIAA, 

are factually incorrect and misconceived. A comprehensive 

biodiversity study has been conducted and furnished as Annexure 

VIII to the EIA report. This study includes detailed surveys of flora 

and fauna and documentation of the ecological characteristics of the 

project area. 

 
39.2 Further, the Biodiversity Action Plan (“BAP”), incorporated within 

Annexure VIII as Chapter 3.1.3, prescribes specific mitigation 

measures, monitoring protocols, and adaptive management 

strategies to safeguard biodiversity during the mining operations. 

  
39.3 Contrary to the Appellants’ contention, the SEIAA issued the EC 

after considering the EIA report in its entirety, including Annexure 

VIII, which explicitly evaluates biodiversity and specifies mitigation 

and management measures.  
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39.4 In view of the above, the allegations that SEIAA failed to appraise 

biodiversity or that the EIA disregards ecological impacts are 

factually inaccurate, procedurally unfounded, and contrary to the 

record. The grievances raised in paras 76–79 are therefore liable to 

be rejected. 

 
40. THERE WAS NO OCCASION FOR ASSESSING 

ALTERNATIVE SITES AS MINING IS A SITE-SPECIFIC 

PROJECT 

 
40.1 The allegation that alternative sites were not assessed proceeds on 

an incorrect premise and is liable to be rejected. The present project 

is a “site-specific mining project”, intrinsically linked to the location 

of the mineral deposit and the granted mining lease area. Unlike 

generic infrastructure or industrial projects, mining operations 

cannot be relocated to alternative sites due to geology of the areas 

and because of statutory grant. 

 
40.2 The regulatory framework governing environmental appraisal 

contemplates assessment of alternatives where such alternatives are 

feasible. In the case of a mining project, the relevant inquiry is 

whether the environmental impacts at the identified lease area have 

been properly assessed, mitigated, and managed. The EIA report 

accordingly undertakes a comprehensive assessment of impacts 

arising from mining operations within the lease area and prescribes 

appropriate mitigation and management measures. 
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40.3 In these circumstances, the absence of an analysis of alternative sites 

does not constitute any infirmity in the EIA or the impugned 

Environmental Clearance. The grievance raised in paras 80–82 is 

therefore misconceived and untenable. 

41. THE EC HAS BEEN GRANTED AFTER DUE AND 

DELIBERATE CONSIDERATIONS ON VARIOUS 

OCCASIONS  

 
41.1 It is respectfully submitted that the allegations in paras 83–84 of the 

Appeal are misconceived. The Terms of Reference for the project 

were first considered by the SEAC in its meeting held on 

22.09.2023, where the Committee undertook a detailed review of EC 

proposal, including the mining lease area, reserve forest status, forest 

diversion application, mining method, water, power, transport, waste 

management, greenbelt, manpower, cost, and IBM-approved Mining 

Plan.  

 
41.2 This implies that the SEAC did not merely rely on presentations as 

alleged by the Appellants. Further, upon perusal, it required several 

studies to be undertaken by domain experts like Socio-Economic 

Study, Biodiversity Study, traffic density study, hydrology study, etc. 

It also mandated that the project proponent must furnish information 

on Air quality monitoring stations, forest clearances, public 

consultation, environmental management planning, and various 

other details, which were duly supplied by the project proponent. 

This demonstrates that the Committee exercised its expert judgment 
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and applied its mind in framing the scope of the EIA studies, prior 

to making any decisions. 

 
41.3 Thereafter, the proposal was considered by the SEIAA in its 141st 

meeting held on 01.11.2023 & 02.11.2023, where the Authority 

noted the SEAC recommendations and issued the ToR with both 

standard MoEF&CC conditions and EIA studies-specific project 

conditions by the SEAC. The operative paragraph of the SEIAA 

minutes records that the ToR was issued “after detailed 

deliberation”, confirming that the decision was grounded in the 

SEAC’s detailed appraisal. The relevant portion of the 141st Meeting 

of SEIAA is reproduced below: 

“After detailed deliberation, the Authority decided to 
issue ToR with standard conditions of MoEF&CC 
along with SEAC recommended specific condition for 
EIA studies with Public Hearing for this project.”  
 

41.4 Accordingly, the claim that the ToR was recommended or granted 

without deliberation, discussion, or application of mind is factually 

incorrect. The documentary record demonstrates that the SEAC and 

SEIAA collectively ensured a multi-tiered, expert-driven scrutiny at 

the ToR stage, fully satisfying the statutory mandate under the EIA 

Notification, 2006. Any allegation of mechanical issuance of the 

ToR is therefore untenable and contrary to the record. 

 
41.5 Further, the allegation that the proposal was mechanically 

considered by the SEAC in its 73rd meeting held on 30.05.2025, 

without any detailed deliberation, is factually incorrect and stands 

contradicted by the record itself.  
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41.6 The minutes of the said meeting expressly record that, upon 

considering the information furnished and the presentation made by 

the consultant and the project proponent, the SEAC consciously 

decided to defer its decision and sought extensive, issue-specific 

additional information. This included, inter alia, the status of Stage-

I Forest Clearance, mitigation measures for dust suppression along 

the conveyor line and transportation roads, management of reactive 

silica, parking plaza details, exploration of minerals including 

critical minerals, and, significantly, a detailed proposal for 

protection of a cave used for worship by local people, including 

earmarking of a no-mining/safety zone.  

 
41.7 Thereafter, the SEAC in the 73rd meeting deferred the proposal 

coupled with such detailed requisitions, which effectively negates 

the allegation that the SEAC merely acted as a passive recipient of 

presentations or failed to apply its mind. 

 
41.8 Furthermore, the contention that the consideration of the proposal by 

the SEAC in its 82nd meeting held on 23.07.2025, in virtual mode, 

within a limited time span, itself demonstrates non-application of 

mind is misconceived. The allegation proceeds on a numerical and 

temporal presumption, divorced from the actual appraisal process.  

 
41.9 It is respectfully submitted that the proposal was not taken up for the 

first time in the 82nd meeting but was part of a continuing and staged 

appraisal, having already undergone scrutiny and deferment in the 

73rd meeting with specific additional information sought from the 
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project proponent. The consideration in the 82nd meeting must 

therefore be read in conjunction with the earlier proceedings and 

cannot be isolated to allege perfunctory appraisal. 

 
41.10 It must also be noted that the 82nd meeting of the SEAC recorded 

that the Project Proponent had complied with and furnished the 

information, details, and documents sought by the SEAC and 

perused the same prior to formulating and rendering its decision with 

respect to recommendation for grant of the Clearance. Moreover, 

even whilst recommending grant of clearance, the SEAC imposed 

various conditions to be complied with by the Project Proponent. 

Upon such careful consideration of the proposal by the SEAC, it 

cannot be said that the recommendation of the SEAC was 

mechanical in nature. 

 
41.11 Additionally, reliance placed by the Appellants on the judgment in 

Utkarsh Mandal v. Union of India to contend that consideration of 

multiple proposals in a single meeting vitiates the appraisal is 

misplaced. Neither the EIA Notification, 2006 nor the said judgment 

lays down any rigid numerical or temporal rule prescribing a 

maximum number of proposals that may be considered or a 

minimum duration for consideration of each proposal. The decision 

cautions against unreasoned and hurried approvals at the cost of 

environmental scrutiny. In the present case, the record demonstrates 

that the proposal underwent prior scrutiny, deferment, and 

requisition of additional information and its consideration and 
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therefore the allegation of an “empty formality” based solely on the 

duration of the meeting is untenable. 

 
41.12 The allegation that the SEAC failed to examine the issues raised 

during the public hearing is demonstrably incorrect. The minutes of 

the 73rd SEAC meeting specifically record a complaint raised by 

local people during the public hearing regarding the protection of a 

cave used for worship, which was acknowledged by the Committee. 

The SEAC directed the project proponent to submit a detailed 

proposal for protection of the cave area, including demarcation of a 

no-mining/safety zone. This clearly evidences consideration of 

public hearing issues & their integration into the appraisal process. 

 
41.13 The contention that the absence of elaborate reasons in the SEAC 

minutes or the impugned EC vitiates the entire process is legally 

unsustainable. In the present case, the record reflects a conscious, 

staged appraisal involving deferment, requisition of additional 

information, consideration of environmental and social concerns, 

and progression towards final recommendation. In such a situation, 

it cannot be said that the allegation of non-application of mind is 

sound. 

 
42. ANSWERING RESPONDENT HAS COMPLIED WITH ALL 

THE REQUISITE EC CONDITIONS 

 
42.1 It is respectfully submitted that the Project Proponent has, at all 

material times, acted in strict adherence to the EC dated 01.09.2025 

issued by the SEIAA, Odisha. The EC itself records that it was 
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granted after detailed appraisal by the SEAC and SEIAA and 

expressly stipulates both standard and project-specific conditions to 

govern project implementation.  

 
42.2 The Project Proponent is implementing them in a time-bound, 

phased and structured manner, including but not limited to: 

protection of the Nageswari Hill/Cave through a no-mining safety 

zone, phased development of greenbelt and plantation measures, 

installation of air and water pollution control systems, compliance 

with public hearing commitments, constitution of a dedicated 

Environmental Management Cell, and submission of periodic 

compliance and monitoring reports to the competent authorities.  

 
42.3 In the absence of any demonstrated breach of EC conditions, the 

Project Proponent’s ongoing implementation of the stipulated 

safeguards fully satisfies the statutory requirements under the EIA 

Notification, 2006. 

 
42.4 In view of the facts and submissions placed on record, it is 

respectfully submitted that the present Appeal is devoid of merit and 

is founded on incorrect, incomplete, and misconceived allegations. 

The Appellants have failed to demonstrate any violation of statutory 

procedure, suppression of material facts, or non-compliance with the 

applicable environmental framework so as to warrant interference 

by this Hon’ble Tribunal. 

 
42.5 It is further submitted that the EC impugned in the Appeal has been 

granted after due appraisal by the competent authority in accordance 
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with the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986 and the EIA 

Notification, 2006, upon consideration of the EIA Report, sector-

specific studies, public consultation material, and expert 

assessments. The project has been subjected to detailed impact 

assessment, and appropriate mitigation and environmental 

management measures have been incorporated as enforceable 

conditions of the EC. 

42.6 In these circumstances, it is submitted that the EC granted in favour 

of the Project Proponent is liable to be upheld. 

 
43. GROUNDS FOR REJECTING THE INTERIM RELIEF: 

 
43.1 It is respectfully submitted that no case for grant of any interim relief 

is made out. The grant of EC dated 01.09.2025 bearing EC 

Identification No. EC25800000R5647645N, issued under the EIA 

Notification, 2006, does not by itself authorise commencement of 

mining operations or diversion of forest land, nor does it result in 

any kind of irreversible environmental damage.  

 
43.2 No irreparable injury would be caused to the Appellants if the stay 

is not granted. However, it would cause grave prejudice to the 

Answering Respondent who has duly complied and cooperated at 

every stage of the EC process and continues to do so. The prayer for 

interim relief therefore deserves to be rejected. 

 
43.3 Moreover, as demonstrated hereinabove, the allegations raised by 

the Appellants are founded on selective reading of records, and 

issues outside the scope of the EC regime. The Answering 
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Respondent has been fully compliant with the statutory safeguards, 

staged clearances, and conditions imposed by the concerned 

statutory authorities. Same was to ensure that there is no harm to the 

environment.  

 
44. Rather, as stated above in detail, the Project of the Answering 

Respondent would contribute significantly to the district by bringing 

huge amount of employment opportunities in the subject area. 

Additionally, the Answering Respondent has also undertaken to 

develop a Greenbelt in an area equal to 33% of the Plant area with a 

native tree species in accordance with CPCB Guidelines. The 

Greenbelt shall inter alia cover the entire periphery of the Plant.  

 
45. Furthermore, any discharge of effluents from the Plant will be 

treated in a proper and scientific manner. Appropriate air pollution 

control system and dust suppression measures will be developed by 

the Answering Respondent.  

 
46. The EIA has considered/deliberated all the aspects in detail in 

various meetings. Thereafter, the EC has been rightly granted in 

favour of the Answering Respondent.  

 
47. It is further submitted that the as Appeal has already been admitted 

and is ripe for final adjudication on merits. In such circumstances, 

the grant of interim relief is not warranted in law.  
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47.1 Balance of convenience lies in favour of the Answering 

Respondent and against any interim stay being granted to the 

Appellants.  

48. That the Answering Respondent craves liberty of this Hon’ble

Tribunal to file any further additional affidavit or raise any other

additional ground as it may deem necessary during the course of

hearing.

 FILED BY 

MAHESH AGARWAL, ARSHIT ANAND, 
VIDISHA SWARUP, SIDDHI GUPTA 

AGARWAL LAW ASSOCIATES 
ADVOCATE FOR RESPONDENT NO.2 

GROUND FLOOR, MERCANTILE HOUSE, 
15, KASTURBA GANDHI MARG, 

NEW DELHI - 110 001 
Email: mail@aglaw.in 

PLACE: NEW DELHI 
DATED: 05.01.2026 
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GOVERNMENT Of OOISHA 

STEEL & MINES DEPARTMENT 
:11:ir:lr:II: 

No. ___ ;2_/ '13 
S.M .MC¢ •MC -0007 --2013 

From 

To 

Sri S. K Sw<1 in. 
Sp{l.::;ial Secrf!-la r i to G 1 )I,,''::! rnm� n t.. 

r•/lundra Al1.Jrrii n ium Limited. 
1 ot·� FIOor (Ea81 W1r19), Ar.;1.;;mi Corpor;:1te House, 
Sriar1Hgr.an--, Near Vaish110 Devi Cirdi3, 
S G. HIghw:::iy. Kh,.1(:11y<1r. 
1\hmedat::.:i,0-.33242 l 
E rnai I - t.£1.rullill.tfill!lQfil:1w !hGfl!!J 

Su�>" Le1ter of in�erit °\1\1'1th fefernn(�e t() e-r:1uc-,11()r'1 d,c.lioP.11 15 o:;;i ,?(173 !or grc1 n,t of rnini n.g le.a se 
fol" B iJ ll,;i(J(;J Smn: i1e Block f ,1::,r Bau:,; ite ii1 Bal lad£! vi1tr1gc bf Nand.::ipur i ah�siJ of 
Ko,aput D is1.-i<.;t ov�r 144. fM5 1-te,:_:t,-mt Arei:1. 

1. Background;

1. 1 Government -of Odi stia, put·sua11t to the M Ir�as .,md MI r�P,rals i Developrnerit
a.-1.j Ragujation) Ac:t. 1967 (1:he 'Ac:f) ari<I 1he Miner<1I (AIJC1dOl"lJ' RuC0s, 2()15,
as ;imended fr:,m tirn-a co ti11ifl {th� 'Auct•o11 �ules.'"j_ i:ss1.1o::!d Q1e- Notice,
lnvi•1r·,g Ter,dar (NIT) -::1::"ted 23.11.2022 ,o {:OPr1rnei.ca tile: nuct,0i1 protesi; for
gran, of mining •eas.-e fof Bal lada Bau ;,.1118 Blm: k lm:..r1 IP.Ci in Kor�put District of
Od 1:;, 1·1 r1. Tt,e e-;;!ILJC lion process was cone uc1e-d ir1 accord a1,c:t:1 11/Jlh ll1e der 1(1e,r
doc1Jrnent f.::;.f tl'1C: sc:110 n 11t18'r-c1 I hlnt,k ..=J ml i.•1�1 n,c! r� f.ii 1J·rr1in iurn Limited was
1lecl�retl as the 'Preferred 6iddB( LlflOBr Rule U(9)iiil) (Jt Ri.JI-P. 10 ( 1A.;, or
.,

1\uclio11 Rules, I 1a ,, iri!:} quo1>.?-•::I {I F, n ::ii !=>nee Qt.er or 7 2. 2'5 % .

1.'.Z As re.qui red u r,der R.1.Jle 1 0( 1 ) o.- n.u1e 10 f 1 A) uf I he Arn,:;tk1-11 R 1.cles ar1i:.1 tile 
1c:fl<;'e:r u-c:•c:urn-P. n I for the s-n Id r1Im Pr.r1 I blocl-:.. Muni:irf.l A lurrii n,ium L irn1teid ha!', 
mdde P::":•ment of the first irist'.:lhrier1t of .Rs.6.68,-41. 122.,.-{Rupeas $1:a: Crore 
Si:dy [igt,1 L,lkt1 Fort� One Thouocirii:.1 One H-1.mdre<I Tv;entl,• Two) being 20%, 
I, I wP.nty ,:ie rce-r.t} of the upfront ,::iTymt:1 nt th ,augll £--challan H eterenc.e I rh 
35�A.DCOO?G i:Jl(J .. a.o�� 20:23 81 KorEiput. Odist.a. 
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2. Grant of Lot1e r of low-11t

.Ai.::cor<lingl:r', �•\ltstr.rmt. to Rule 10{2J of the- ;\uct•on HulP.5 clncl tho ter,rs of �he 
T em:1€-r D(1<:-l.l'tnl?.'nl, tl,e Gc,·,•emrnent nl Od,sr1a ,s �I eased �o is.sue 1111!:i lt!-LLP-r 1.3f 
in1ent for 9r.ont ol t..•1iniog LP.:'!1:-;� f:::ir Banadil Bau:.i;it-e �lor::•� •or B�ux1t� h• B.:idl::Kla 
•1i ll.clg,e of t,J;;mj:"Jpur Tahasil of t<.orap,ut Oi:!i-Lr1r:1 011e, 144.945 Hecti:'lre ,.,_,rP,F:l 1o
Mundta A.:1.;1Y1iniurn l1mi1ed frn a fii!-fPDd of 50 (_fitly} yer.1r:::;.

:l. Conditions 

31 This 11::111-t:H of intent and the 5uhsequeol grarit of 3forem-P.-ntioned rni,,mg 

leas€ :;;hall I.Jo subject to •he provif:;1u1ls c,f m� /!t.-ct and 1he Hul-.:;R rr,aide 
ll1�reuod-e-r, as amended from ti11wf! to time, Bru:! M-.,rHJra Aluminium Li()1ited 
sh�II be rfP-!:i161na:ed as 1.tle ·st1cc:e;:;.51�JI l}1ddi:?!f' c1nd subsequenlly gr('!n�Hd the 
mini n.4 leo'l&e or1ly upon ga l1!'ifacti::.r:t' co,11pl etio11 o1 fll! 1hr. re-4uirorncnts. 'J rid er 
tile Acts arnJ R11IP.s made thereunder. 

I t1� State G(i•Jemme.nl m.::iy 1rnpose suet; :::it her ,:m 1d1 L1nns 111i the r,,.,j 11,e­
De·,•,e loprneni and f!'rui:Juc1,oti t"\�r-e-e.-rnert (MDP,ti..) and,'o.- Mi11ing le.flse :;3� m.::iy 
be CM1�lde-red b:_,,.- the- .State {30·,•einrna,11 to be i'l �he ln1ene::;1 o( mineral 
deve:lop rne-nt arid m pub I !C 1r,t&r-est. 

Mun-r.1.r� P..lu1ririu.1m limited sl1<1!I bP. tio1.1n(l by �i") lhe enac1m�rit, bnng,ng 1J1to 
effe{;t, i:.'tdo-ption, �rro111•.1�aciaf1, ilmendrr1e111, rn;,rJifa1�-c.11ion or r,ep,e-�t. of ilfi'.I 
Appl !CflblE- LitiWS ,; i ncludi r,g ttte ,A.c:• imd Rulfl-9 :, ,;:;,cc1.1nri ng i, I .::iny tlmi:?, i11cl'1.id in,;::
µiiur Lo c,r after ih-e Bid Due- Date� (ii) ariy f.lmern:lrrients rritid-e- t:,1• 1h-e- s,a-..� 
Gov-e-ma rl+!-1·•t 10 t1-,is effect in 11 :f::' T 1:-:'nder Dacu111ent, th� let.tar lli intent. the 
MDPA 21ndtor the rr-in:ng laasc dee<i .::it any lime, ,ndutlirig prior 10 or ;;1Fter 1t,� 
Bid Due D i:lilB-. 

r,11umfrr11 A1uminiurn Umi1f!•::I st,.::.i•I .g-nsure tha� the 9•JJ S�curity is valid •.1n1,1 1he 
Pcrforrnanr::� Sei:::uo1y is fumi:�.r,ed lo ihe Gov-e-r11mer.t o· Cx.1ish,L 

3-l Fur ri:1f'9 fCiK:e. he- re11uir0r"1'1ef1t!:- 'Ll r,,d e-r the Aut� Lior I Ru lss for de�ig n r.1 I ion -of
Mun,j ra Alu rr- i11i111n L ir",ited as t'he- "5�.1cc;€;!aafol bidder" .s ntl su h::;equ(l1ll grnnl of
!he mini n-g l,ca ,;;;c are re.i4ernled tJ.e low I! is cl., n fle(J th ,1 t the rc-QIJi,ern�m Is
,,1e.-1tioned below .. u� <FH�· for reference l'!nd in the- c-·.'ent of ,5111y :J1angt1 in the
A�t or the H IJ les made lhereund�r. I IH,• requtre m ent.5 1.1ml81· ms modified Ac.t ,:::-r
1he Rules 1nc1dc ihereunc.k.!f, as the:- ca:se rriay tm, sh.all be- applac:,31JIP..

i:I. 

Mundrn /!i,lurriirnum Lirnitcd shalt l)P, c.:i::msi<l-c-rc�,cl to 1w. lhe •�ucces,;ful 
bid<l�r"' upnn: 

1. con Ii 11 u ,ng •o ti€t in cc:•mpl ::,11(:.iP.- w,eh ;;,II 1he l1:1rm s �nd con,jitions of
eligibili1y;
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4. Validil_lf

ii. µa1rmm1 nf the. 513!e◊nd i"lstalmc::r•t bc,in,g 20% (lw-!inly pe• cent.) of
1he LI pf rori l pa1..-riie1' t.

t i t  rurnisl·,in{) f'lli lfr"e··.•OC2lt:1I� .8ml U'l(:.Dnrii1J()nr,:1I pe.,torrnilnce sc:-c:u�·1Ly tu 
the $t;':lee Gn•.,•emmeni; from ao Acccp1c1b1c- O .. rnk ,md 1,a,•.:ible .:1t 
Bt-n.JttaneswD,· Q,:Ji::.hc:.. pur!iu.;;11I In lhP.> .6,11ct.ion R11le�; an.::J 

v S{-J11slyi11(1 Lhe. r:o;i(11ti0n& specifiei:J in cl21us£- fb;, ,::if suli-:��•::::t1on [2> of 

Section 5 ot L1··,1.: Ai::::l ,.,An, respec:1 1o 8 rninin9 pl.an. 

Mundra 1\li..1 fil ini LJ m L,mi1!: ::J shc1I I sign :he. Mine Develo�1mc.w1t £.ll'l(i 
Pro(iui:.: I ttln .Agreement wi1h the Go1,·eirrri1"fl1.•Hlt � �r O, fr$h:':3 l•po11 cNai n ing eiU 

CO(l se-rits, .9J}fHo\1nlS,. permi(s, no-oDjections c1f1d th.a lik-1::: .i;l'!:', rr1r.:1y be 
req u ir{!-(1· tinder appl i(:..;) ble lt.1t•1:,,; ro, ,�;)mrneru:.:.,:;1 rn-er,t o• r11i11irig ooor.a tiofl�. 

s, 1b"�.::J uenl to sigr,irig of tllf:> M Im"! Llev�ln�m�nt ;;mr:I Production 
l\.;I rco men l, Murld ra ,l!,,I vmln, l, rn Limi1e{I s h-::311 makr:- pavment ,:,,f !he thiird 
1 n51al merit oeing 60%1 ( si�dy p0r c�.+! ,� I :i ut (hE::! tJpfront paymePlt and 
tt'1i8f1:1i11fter' h!::! Gn•.•e.mmen1 or Oclislir:i slioll �rr:11H the afor,e.m�n1dO!led 
JTti n ing lease. 

4 1 This leuer of , r tEW is vi11I ,d tur a f1eriod o1 3 (Three} years fmli) attr:- da ti:!" ( d 
its rssui:'.lm:e, w1th1 n , .... ·hi,::.h 1i me all i.he abo·,e wndi Lior ,s mut,l b� f t1lfilled and 1r,e 
ri.•li n ing Lease deN 111us1 bt:J Hr. e-r:u1e'1 t1€'!1w,e.,e n lhe M�, rid r a Atumi.-,,urn L11n1led 
air,d lhe Gnv� rnm�� n t of Od i8 h3. Ir, ca.!J;e th c::r,c is tJ tlela 'I' In �xe,:,1ution of r·.-1i n ing
Lease De�d duo LI) re.::1.SOn!; be"y"1)nd the coritrc-,1 of tne P refc -r-�::.! S iddH1 . rh�n if 
m r1 'l s, 1hm it ;;in ;.pr, licDtion �o Govern,-rierl! af Oil t!;; h ;;, requ-es ti rig tor f u ,1r,o.­
e :dcr,.!::.ian. 

4,:2 If the Governrnenl of Ocishai i� satl:st1f'td lt1HI lher,e is €1 rt�J;:w in exacutiai1 ot 
1\:1111ing -�ase lJl::!t!-d d1.1P, lo recrtson� be�•,i_,11d the control of u-.� Pr8f.1-rn•�d 6ddder 
f:1nd a !onger period i s  re4u1red lo �ri�bl� �he Preferred Bid'der lo �ahf.fy al l)r 
an�1 of th� a I �,;,..e c:t.m 111�1on5. i1 ma:i,,• extend th t!' V.Q ltd il'f of th1 s let.r.e� ,'.Jt mten� for 

wch period or p,e-riods. £JS the Gm1ernmen• or Odisha rnay f'ipedfy_ Pn)vided 
LI�� t. ( .Q) thi !:. le Her nr in�e n I ::.lli�IP be e-:dended for .Q rn.Q ;.:1 rnurn p1,mmJ r.il 2 \ r.vo) 
years; <1110 {b) lli-e total _:::ir..:ri -::i-:1 br whar:h th,� le.Uer of inte-nt -�voLJld mmr:-,in valid 
rn us! 1)01 t!XtMl-!'t.t 5 ( fivf::} years f:orn 1ne- <late of issu.:Jft!:1::1. 

4-3 The ho Ide· of lhe LG�le r of la, 1� !"hi �II r1 II c:ornpl '/ wi1 h the 1e rrns. and cond,tio,,s 
of 11tis L�ltF;r of lnten1, ir,cluclillg e:,:o-:::u:if)� the Mining L-ei;l�� ·,•,dthin the period 
referred to in Sut.HLII(!- & -or R.ulo:-J 1f) Dr th� Auction RLtles, tr-iijirig 1\t1l1cti: 

(.:Ji ldlt::i L�11�r 0f lnten1 s.llall be r-e•JOl;,Cd. and 
(ti) 1hc Bid SecJfrl1• 01 tho _'.:l,:_:rfo.rm£1nce $e,�unty-, i'l5 •ne case may be. and 
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an,• lnstalm-&nt of Upfront P.ayment pei�, s.llal\ be forlP.-lled and 
appropriated in run by the Sta.te Oovarnment. 

M uodr� Alu mlnium Limi•ed shall �umish acceplance of the terms and 
('..c_).nf! itioM of Latter of �ntenl ·1,t.thio 15 {F ifleen) davs frorn the <fate or issue of this 
lotter. 

t.:1erno No. J:zl yi/ gsM, 6hubeir-,as:1¥itlf dare(! tM 0� • 0 S- :21)��
Copy rorv.·ar.:1 s,i;I to me Direc�o, of tv1ir,es & Goolcq1,·, Od ,sha. Bhi..ibcines•Nar/ the 

Deputy D1r,actor of M�oos, t:.ora,lut for inrorm:;.tla.-, anc neC$$sary s-c•ion. 
-··-:1-

Spei:;.ial s�crntary 10 n,:'Jv1,immenl 

t ... teimo No "'/Jjfj!,:. ·-�-JSM, Bhwbenasw:,r,;;l�t-e-d the O�, 0'3-· $L0.2_1, 
Cop,• fot•Nardsd lo 'I.tie Collector, Kora.put for inforr-r1allon ano necessary oc1it·m 

821458



2

3

7

8

10

11

13
14

2039900

2040100

2039300

2040300

2040500

2040700

2041100

676200

1

4

5

6

12

9

2039100
675200 676000

2039500

2039700

2040900

675800675600675400

676200 676400 676600675200 676000675800675600675400 676800

2039900

2040100

2040300

2040500

2040700

2041100

2039500

2039700

2040900

BB-13

BB-09

BB-08

BB-11

BB-07

BB-05

BB-06

BB-04

BB-12

BB-03

BB-02

BB-14

BB-01

BB-15

BB-10

N

E

S

W

BALLADA BAUXITE BLOCK
Village-Ballada,  Tahasil-Nandapur, District- Koraput, Odisha

KALINGA ALUMINA LIMITED
(Formerly known as Mundra Aluminium Limited)

Certified that the plan is updated and Correct

PLATE -9

0 100 200 300 40040100

(Qualified Person)
Deepak Rathod

Lease Code:  PB 93

Scale: 1: 2000

Lease Area:   144.945 ha.

BB-13

BB-09

BB-08

BB-11

BB-07

BB-05

BB-06

BB-04

BB-12

BB-03

BB-02

BB-14

BB-01

BB-15

BB-10

G1

G1'

G4'

G2

G3

G4

G5

G5'

G3'

G2'

G0

G0'

BLOCK BOUNDARY 

BLOCK BOUNDARY PILLAR 

DRILLED BOREHOLES

CONTOUR

1

BB-09

CROSS SECTION LINEG1'G1

PLATEAU BOUNDARY 

SAFETY ZONE BOUNDARY

ULTIMATE PIT LIMIT

CONCEPTUAL   PLAN

1250

1250

INDEX

90°

PROPOSED WATER STORAGE

INDEX

PROPOSED PLANTATION

PROPOSED RETAINING WALL

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT -1ST TO 5TH YEAR 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT -6TH TO 9TH YEAR 

PROPOSED WASTE DUMP

PROPOSED GARLAND DRAIN

CONCEPTUAL PIT

EXISTING ROAD

CAVE AREA

1250

ANNEXURE-5
831459



700 m

N

➤➤

N
Image © 2025 Airbus

Image © 2025 Airbus

Image © 2025 Airbus

ANNEXURE-6841460



4 km

N

➤➤

N
Image © 2025 Airbus

Image © 2025 Airbus

Image © 2025 Airbus

851461



' -

PROCEEDINGS OF THE PUBLIC HEARING OF BALLADA BAUXITE MINES OF M/S KALINGA 
ALUMINA LTD. FOR PEAK RATED CAPACITY OF 4.0 MTPA OVER A MINING LEASE AREA OF 
144.945 HA AT VILLAGE BALLADA UNDER NANDAPUR TEHSIL OF KORAPUT DISTRICT HELD 
ON DATE 06.03.2025 AT 11:00 A.M. AT MOUZA- BHEJA, KHAT A NO. 27, PLOT NO. 225, AREA­
AC 2.48, KISAM-D-111 UNDER NANDAPUR TEHSIL OF KORAPUT DISTRICT 

The public hearing in respect of the above project was held on 06.03.2025 as per the 
schedule and at the venue in accordance with the EIA NotificationS. 0. 1533 (E) dt. 14.09.2006 and 
subsequent amendments. The details of the public hearing including place of Public Hearing and 
time was published in the daily newspapers: Sambada (Odia edition) and The New Indian Express 
(English edition) on 04th February 2025. Additionally, the notice regarding the public hearing was 
displayed on the Notice Board of the Balda, Kulabir & Atanda Panchayat Office on 28th February 
2025. Notices were displayed at Bade! & Bheja Panchayat Office on 1st March 2025. All due 
procedures were followed during the public hearing. The public hearing with regard to date, place 
and time was announced in Public Address System on 28th February 2025 & 1st March 2025 in all 

the villages coming under Balda, Kulabir, Atanda, Bade! & Bheja Panchayat which are located 
nearby the proposed project site. 

All the people who wished to participate in the public hearing were allowed to the venue 
and law and order was maintained throughout the public hearing. Although about 1500 people 
were gathered at the venue, only 109 persons have signed the attendance sheet and the rest denied 
to give thelt attendance during the hearing. 

Er. Deepesh Kumar Biswal, Regional Officer, State Pollution Control Board, Koraput 
welcomed the . public to the hearing and briefed about the objectives, process & procedures 
followed for conducting such public hearing. He requested the public to give their views about the 
project in the form of written or oral submissions. He also re'quested them to confine their 
submissions to the instant project and the environmental threats that they perceived from the 
same. 

Mrs. Alomani Sethy,oAS (SAG), Additional District Magistrate (General), Koraput highlighted 
the importance of such hearing & presided over the public hearing. She briefed about the project 
and requested the general public to offer their views on the project during the hearing. 

Sri Nahal Kishore Sharma (Vice President, ADANI Enterprises Ltd. Natural Resources) & Sri. 
Prasanna Kumar Panda (Advisor, ADANI Enterprises Ltd. Natural Resources) of Mjs Kalinga 
Alumina Ltd. explained in detail about the proposed project and briefed about the pollution control 
measures to be adopted in the Project. He assured the attendees that the project proponent would 
take all necessary steps to mitigate the environmental impact of the project and ensure the 
operation of the mine in a sustainable manner. 

This was followed by oral submissions made by all the attendees who wished to speak about 
the same. All others submitted their written petitions which were duly received at the venue. 
Although a total of 32 people spoke during the hearing, oniy 11 people signed the attendance sheet 
of oral deliberation, rest denied to give their attendance. Shri Trinath Khara of Hikimput Gram 

re his attendance, but did not speak. 
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The following is the summary of the public hearing proceedings, reflecting all the views and 
concerns expressed by the assembled public at the venue. The entire proceedings were video, 
recorded by the officials ofthe Regional Office, State Pollution Control Board, Odisha, Koraput. 

1. Sri. Chaitanya Hantal, Nandapur 
Sri Han tal emphasized that industrialization is essential for the development of the area, 

state, and country. He highlighted that industrial growth would lead to the generation of 
employment opportunities. Furthermore, he stated that the company should operate in a 
manner that does not harm the environment or forests in the area. He also stressed that, the 
the company should focus on various developmental activities, particularly in the areas of 
education and healthcare for the local population. Sri Hantal specifically pointed out that Balda 
cave located in the Nageswari Hill should not be affected by the project. Additionally, he urged 
that educated students from the local ·area should be given priority in employment 
opportunities in the mine. 

2. Sri. Madan Hadaputia, Balda GP 
Sri Hadaputia expressed concerns regarding the potential adverse effects of the project 

on the surrounding environment. He said that the villagers in the locality worship the goddess 
of Balda cave and also mentioned that the area is a popular tourist destination, thus requiring 
protection. He requested the company to ensure the preservation of the cave and also provide a 
high-quality road leading to the cave for better accessibility. Furthermore, he urged the 
company to offer health. education, and road infrastructure facilities in the nearby affected 
villages. Sri Hadaputia also emphasized that priority should be given to employing local 
educated individuals in the mine. Lastly, he requested the government to be prepared for any 
potential calamities that may arise as a result of the mining activities. 

3. Sri. Ramach.andra Khara, Hikimput GP 
Sri Kharc. emphasized the importance of developing the affected villages. He stressed that 

the project should not cause harm to the forest and mountains in the area. He highlighted the 
cave as a tourist destination and urged the project proponent to take steps for its development. 
Sri Khara also addressed the company to provide essential facilities, including schools, 
hospitals, and roads for better connectivity for the affected Panchayats. Additionally, he 
requested that educated students from the affected villages should be given priority for 
employment opportunities in the company. 

4. Sri. Bhagaban Petia, Hikimput GP 
Sri Petia reiterated the promises made by the company such as; the company would 

protect and develop the cave to attract more tourists, the company would undertake plantation 
activities after mining activities are completed and that. the company would provide 
educational, healthcare, and road connectivity facilities. Sri Petia stated that if the company 
fulfils these promises, it would lead to developmeP.t in the surrounding areas. He requested 
that the company shall provide employment opportunities to the affected villagers at the 
Alumina Refinery plant to be located in Rayagada, as the mining operations are expected to 
generate limited local employment. Additionally, he expressed concern about the inadequate 
funds allocated by the company for developmental activities and urged that a minimum of 10% 
of the royalty paid to the government should he allocated for developmental activities. Lastly, 
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he emphasized. that, as the area contains mostly tribal population, the company should 
prioritize the overall development of the affected villagers. 

5. Sri. Lakshmidhar Badam, Attanda GP 
Sri Badam was apprehensive about t:he project and shared an anecdqte expressing that, in 

the past, locals were being displaced due to the construction of a darn and other projects in the 
locality and the affected individuals were deprived of getting essential b.enefits. He also urged 
the company to ensure the provision o( water to the agricultural lands in the area to support 
farming activities. Furthermore, he requested the company to establish a high school in the 
locality, along with hostel facilities to accommodate students. He also requested the company 
to provide employment opportunities to the affected villagers and concluded by saying that if 
the aforementioned demands a.re met, he will support the project. 

6. Smt. Lakshmi Sisa, Bheja GP 
· Smt. Lakshmi Sisa expressed strong opposition to the project, stating that the villagers do 

not wish to surrender their land and forest to the company. She specifically raised concerns 
about the deforestation and potential displacement of their Goddess of Nageswari Hill due to 
the mining activities. She questioned where the villagers would live if their lands were taken 
and who would protect their forest rights. She emphasized that the community is . entirely 
dependent on the forest for food and other necessities. Additionally, she pointed out that they 
had not been properly informed about the public hearing and that the Gram Sabha had not 
been conducted in relation to the project. She questioned about the facilities that the 
government has provided to se1feguard the interests of the tribal communities. She said that the 
villagers have their forest rights and concluded by expressing her opposition to the project. 

7. Sri. }ana Sisa, Balda GP 
Sri Sisa stated that the project will impact the people of five Gram Panchayats. He further 

highlighted that the soil quality, water, and air in the area will be adversely affected due to 
deforestation caused by mining activities. He emphasized that the villagers are currently living 
in harmony with the environment. In conclusion, he opposed the project, saying that the land 
belongs to the people and they have rights over their land. 

8. Sri. Mana Khara, Balda GP 
Sri Khara expressed concerns about the existing challenges faced by the villagers, 

including frequent power cuts, electricity failure and water shortages. He highlighted that the 
community depends on farming for their livelihood and questioned how they would survive if 
the forest will be cleared. He concluded by stating his opposition to the project. 

9. Smt. Bobita Muduli, Bheja GP 
Smt. Muduli stated that they have been living in the area for generations & they are 

worshipping. Goddess present in the Nageswari hill. She emphasized that the villagers benefit 
from the forest, as it provides essential resources such as vegetables, wood & 'Nater. Smt. 
Muduli further mentioned that the forest is worshiped by the community as their mother. She 
expressed concern that the public hearing was being conducted without a prior Gram Sabha in 
their village violating PESA act and 5th schedule of the Indian constitution and expressed that 
they had not been informed about the hearing. She highlighted that the people of the five 
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surrounding panchay?tS are entirely dependent on the forest for their livelihood. Smt. Muduli 
also made it clear that they do not seek any compensation or benefits from the company in , 
exchange for their forest land. She concluded by expressing her opposition to the project. 

10. Sri. Reli Sisa, Balda GP 
Sri Sisa stated that the villagers had not yet received any benefits from the various 

mining and industrial establishments that are operating in the vicinity of their villages. He 
raised concerns about the lack of proper healthcare access, stating that it takes up to 30 
minutes for villagers to transport a patient using their own means. He also addressed several 

other issues, highlighting that the other villagers at various places have not received the 
promised benefits from other companies. Sri Sisa emphasized that the community is entirely 
dependent on the forest for essential resources such as food, vegetables, and fruits. He 

concluded by expressing his opposition to the project. 

11. Sri. Madhusudhan Dadia, Balda GP 
Sri Dadia stated that conducting the Gram Sabha without the implementation of forest 

rights is a violation. He further emphasized that the local communities have rights over the 
water, forests, and !and in the area. He expressed that the villagers live in harmony with the 

birds, animals, natural resources, forest, and the environment. He also noted that the mining 

activities \1\'ould lead to an increase in the temperature of the region, which could negatively 
impact the crops. He expressed concern about their livelihood if mining activities will take 
place. He mentioned that during the COVID pandemic, the villagers were able to survive as they 
were living in a healthy environment. Sri Dadia requested the government to protect their 

forest rights. He concluded by stating his opposition to the project. 

12. Sri. Raghunath Khara, Balda GP · 
Sri Khara stated that the villagers have not yet received their rights under the Forest 

Rights Act, despite applying for them since 2015. He. emphasized that only after getting their 
rights, a decision can be made regarding granting the company permission to establish 

operations on their land and forest by the village committee. He concluded by expressing his 

Onnocitinn 't" the nroiert .t"'t-" ..... .......... '-'}... '-' .......... l-'.1. J ,# .... 

13. Smt. Bimla Pujari, Bheja GP 
Smt. Pujari stated that the villagers benefit' from the forest in various ways. She 

mentioned that, since childhood, they have been sustaining themselves by collecting 
vegetables, harvesting .crops, and engaging in fishing activities in the area. She said that they 
are surviving by eating whatever the forests offer to them. She emphasized that the villagers 

sustain themselves only through farming. She concluded hy expressing her opposition to the 
project. 

14. Smt. Tula Sisa, Bheja GP 
Smt. Sisa shared that she is a widovv with two children. She stated that she does not 

receive any government assistance and is completely dependent on forest products, which she 

collects and sells to sustain her family . . Smt. Sisa emphasized that the forest is of vital 
importance to the tribal community, providing essential resources in many ways. She 
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. . . 

concluded by stating that their survival is dependent on the existence of the forest. She 
r • 1 • 

concluded by expressing her opposition t() the profect. 
. ; ~ 

15. Smt. Go~ri Sisa, .Bheja GP 
. Smt. Sisa said that the villagers ha.ve rights to their forest, mountain and the worship . of 

Goddess Nag~swari. She emphasized that the traditional Ayurvedi~ medicines collected from 

the hill are essential for their survived. Sl~e stated that they are reliant on these forest resources 
for their livelihood. She concluded by .. expressing her opposition to the company and the 

project. 

16. Smt. Gangu Khara, Attanda GP 

. Smt. Khara expressed her oppositi.on to the <.::mnpanyand theproject. She stated that she 

would not support the destruction of the cave where the Godd~ss is 'vi,IOt~~hipped. Smt. Khara 

raised cori.c~rns e1bout the survival of futur~ ger1erations if mining ~ctivities wil: take piace. She 

also highlighted the ongoing water shortage in their village.Sh~ statedthat if the mountain is 
mined, they will be deprived of access to medicines, food, essential. lea\~es, and oi:her resources 

, - . . 

which are necessary for their survival. Additionally, she mentioned that the villagers have been 

fighting for th.eir rights through rallies ~nd other efforts to reach out to the government, but 

have not been successful.. She concluded by strongly opposing the project. 

17. Smt. Kamala Sisa, Balda GP 

Smt. Sisa expressed that they do not wish to r2ceive any benefits fro:n the company. Sh~ 
said that the villagers are sceptical abm.it the project and are having sleepless nights thinking 
that where will they go, what they will eat and where will they conduct their traditional 

cultural activities. She further stated that they a.re wiiling to engage in labour work, fishing, and 

other similar C).Ctivities to sustain themselves but are not willing to give 11p their land for mining 
operations. 

18. Smt. Dalin~a Khara, Somali, Attanda GP 

Smt. Knara highlighted that their forest land provides a variEety of crops, vegetables, 

medicines and millets, . along with many essential resources for daily life. She raised concerns 

about the impact of mining on the mountain and forest, questioning how they would survive 

and what they would eat if the mining activities were to take place. Additionally, she mentioned 

that they worship Goddess Nageswari on the mountain and are ieading a prosperous life under 
her blessings. In conclusion. she expressed her opposition to the proposed project. 

19. Sri. Narayan Khillo, Balda GP 

Sri. Khillo stated that they sustain their livelihood through hard w0rk and self-effort. He 

expressed concern that the government has not yet fulfilled the basic aecessities in their 

villages. He also mentioned that they celebrate the festival of Goddess Nageswari on the 

mountain and was skeptical where will they worship if the mountain is mined out. He opposed 

the commencement of mining activities in that area. In conclusion, he expressed his opposition 

to the proposed project. 
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20. Smt. Golapi Khara, Balda GP 

Smt. Khara stated that they worship Goddess on the mountain and consider the forest a~ 

their mother. She emphasized that the forest, mountain, water, and other natural resourcer 

belong to them, and they have rights over these resources. She further expressed that they do 

not require assistance from either the government ?r the company. She highlighted that they 

are used to living in coordination with the forest and depend on it for their survival. In 

conclusion, she expressed her opposition to the proposed project. 

21. Sri. Sanyas Khillo, Bheja GP 

Sri. Khillo raised concerns about the potential adverse impacts on air and water quality 

resulting from the deforestation. He stated that over 10,000 people across five panchayats rely 

entirely on the forest for their livelihood. He also expressed dissatisfaction that the company 

had not consulted the affected villagers nor explained the potential challenges they would face 

due to the proposed mining activities. Sri. Khillo referred to the ongoing issue ar Niyamgiri Hills 

of Lanjigarh, Kalahandi. He highlighted that ·;arious types of crops are cultivated around the 

forest. He questioned where the people would go who depend on agriculture for their 

sustenance, if mining will take place. 

22. Sri. Rabindra Pangi, Balda GP 

Sri. Pangi stated that five villages are entirely dependent on Nageswari Hills for their 

sustenance. He fu:·ther mentioned that the proposed ri1ouritain is a popular tourist destination, 

even attracting visitor~ from the neighboring states ot Andhra Pradesh J.nd Chhattisgarh. He 
emphasized that the forest is worshipped by the villagers, as ir provides essential resources 

such as woo_d, leaves, water, etc. He expressed concern that the forest is ~o\:V _ on the verge of 
destmction .. l-)e stated th:tt, they are unable to bear th_e medi'=al expenses in c::J.Se of illness and 

iJre r(~li3nJ 0~1 thc. medicinal herbs fr~m tl:e forest for their health, :~re needs. s~·i. Pangi urged all 

~m::~ent to- carefully cons_ider how the locai cominuaities would survive if mini11g activities \oVill 
take place_· 

23. sd. Jaya; am Galori, Mali ·~·ublar, Kulabir GP 

H~ SC3id tl1a~ they f13V~ ri_ght.s over the . fore_st an~ ·vvould n~t per1n~t the COjTjpa·nyp to carry 

out minillg activities in the area. He-further emphasiz_ed their tribal rights in relation to the 

forest. in conclusion, he exp~~ssed his-oppositio~ to the prop~sed project. 

24. Sri. Nath Guru, Kitaba, Badel GP . . 

Sri NCJ.thguru stated that the mining activity \·villlead to food and water scarcity for the 

villagers and wil~ have art adverse impa~t on ag~iculture. He stat~d that they would ~ot permit 

the company to carry out mining activities _that vvould put their' forest & 'mountain at risk. i-I~ 
further: · empha~ized that the people would strongly resist any mining activities, as they are 

determined to protect their livelihoods ancl. the forest. In concl,Jsion, !-Ie expressed his 

opposi'tion ;to the prc)posed project. 

25. Sri Sunadar 1\lluduli, Attanda GP 

SrL M uduli urged tile villagers to c~1~sider the long-tenri benefits of preservingthe forest 

an.d t:mphasized the importance of prote~ting it H2 ~tated that during the construction of the 
. . . . . . . 

' . 
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Jalaput Dam, many villagers were displaced from their land. He also mentioned that, for his 
sustenance, he is engaged in agricuitural activit!es on the mountain. 

26. Sri. Budura Khillo, Attanda GP 
He said that · he is completely dependent 0!1 the m9untain as various crops are grown 

over there. He questioned how the comrnunity would survive if the Nageswari Hill will be 
mined. 

27. Sri. Suba Sisa, Badel GP 
He stated that the villagers were not pi·operly informed about the ptiblic hearing and he 

said that villagers got to kno\v about the hearingon very short notice. He said that people in his 
village ar.e worried and disturbed hearing about this mining project. He expressed his 
opposition to the proposed project. 

28. Sri. Kamesh Kamodi, Nandapur 
He expressed concern that, if the project is approved. it may lead to displacement of 

people, similar to what has occurred in other areas with similar projects. Be requested the 
project proponent to explain the benefits that the community wol;lld gain from the project and 
to address the potential pollution that may result from mining activities. He also urged the 
company to consult with the local people, discuss the proposed developmental activities and 

· provide information on the employment opportunities that the project will generate. 
Additionally, He highlighted that the community currently benefits from good quality air and 
water due to the presence of the green forest. 

29. Sri.GopalMattam,Nandapur 
He stated that the company should have sought the opinions of the local people 

regarding the project before conduct_ing the public hearing. He also mentioned that the 
community offers prayers to the goddess using resources from the surrounding forest. He 
highlighted the suffering of the people due to the construction of dams in the past. He 
expressed concerns that mining activities would lead to pollution. In conclusion, he opposed 
the proposed project. 

30. Sri. Narsun Kamudi, Koraput 
He suggested that the public hearing should be re-conducted and said that the company 

should seek the opinions of the villagers. He further stated that the government should 
consider the preservation of the local forests. 

31. Sri. Bikram Sisa, Balda GP 
· .. · :. · · Si'L Sisa raised. questions regarding the potential benefits and negative impacts of the 

project ~m'i r~quested a detailed explanation. 

32. Sri Ajay Muduli, Bheja GP 
Sri. Muduli stated that the public hearing is being conducted in violation of the PESA Act, 

the Forest Rights Act, the Fifth Schedule of the Indian Constitution and the Scheduled Castes 
and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act. In conclusion, he expressed his opposition 
to the pro sed project. 
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The Regional Officer, SPCB, Koraput read over the issues raised by the public in the hearing and 
Sri Nabal Kishore Sharma (Vice President, ADANI Enterprises Ltd. Natural Recourses) & Sri. , 
Prasanna Kumar Panda (Advisor, ADANI Enterprises Ltd. Natural Recourses) of the project 
responded to all the issues raised for the proposed project and said that the mining will be done in 
a sustainable manner without causing any damage to the local environment and livelihoods of 
locals. The issues raised by the public and corresponding comments of the applicant were prepared 
in Odia and English and it is annexed with the proceedings as Annexure-I & II respectively. 

Mrs. Aloinani Sethy, OAS (SAG), Additional District Magistrate (General), Koraput has given 
concluding remarks on the hearing and elaborated the process to be followed for submission of the 
proceeding to the MoEF & CC, Govt. of India for grant of Environmental Clearance. She extended 
thanks to the public participated in the hearing and for offering their views, suggestions relating to 
the project. 

The list of the oral deliberators and participants in the hearing is annexed as Annexure-Ill & 

IV respectively. 2141 nos. of written representations were received on the spot ori the day of public 
hearing which are enclosed as Annexure-V. 1 no. of written representation was received by this 
office before the public hearing (enclosed as Annexure-VI, refer page number 5889 to 5984) and 
another 1 no. of written representation was received through physical submission at Regional 
Office, SPCB, Odisha, Koraput after the public hearing (enclosed as Annexure-VII, refer page 
number 5884 to 5888). The videography of proceedings are recorded and submitted as DVD (One 
number). 

The entire exercise was conducted systematically in accordance with provisions of the EIA 
Notification S. 0. 1533 (E) dt. 14.09.2006 and subsequent amendments and no restrictions were 
placed on anybody who wished to attend the same. Ali those who wished to speak ai the venue 
were allowed to, including all those who were not resident in the affected area, while the others 
submitted their written statements. All attempts were made to ensure free and fair hearing. 

Regi _ al Officer, SPCB Koraput 
Regionai Ot¥\cf:r 

State Pollution Control Board 
Koraput 

Hearing ended with thanks to the chair. 

8/8 

1." -f. ·?,) 
. ~ 7 

Mrs. Alomani SetJ:i~, OAS (SAG) 
Additional District Magistrate, Koraput 

A44l. Diat. M••i•tL• •~ 
CO& A PUT 

931469



-
I 

Q
) 

1-. 
:s ~ Q

) 

1:1 

=
 

<e 

0= 
0>· 

(p-d 
CJ 

(]§ 
Q

 
C

Pl 
Q

r 
G

5 

~
 
~~ 

(p
 

\.P
 

<
.J) 

(J5 
(p

v
' 

<
.J) 

cv 
,--... 
0 

G
i 

Q
 

0 G
) 

(~ 
Q

 
&

 <<i> 
eP 

0>" 
(():5 

d: 
(J5 

(]§ 

(J5 
~
 

(]§ 
G

l 
Gn 

{]5 
&

 
((): 

(G
/ 

((p
 
~
 

(J5 
(;lJ 

( r
;:! 

(;lJ 
-
~
 

(p
 

<
.J) 

I...F
 

(p
 

(G
/ 
~
 

0
; 

ctJ 
0

; 
(J5 -d 

9
' 

;() 
Q

 

)o
 

((): 
g; 

L
 
~
 

G1l 
~
 

(]§-d 
0

; 
~
 

(}; 
Q

 
>o 

iiV 
~
 

cr-. 
~
 

GS 
)o

 
U

J
 

I 
U

J
 

(J5 
U3 

<.JJ 
E\J 

<.JJ 
<.JJ 

0
/ 

( 0= 
(p

 
( (J5 

~
 

c;::: 
(J5 

(p= 
0 

9
' 

;;r
 

( 0
; 

<
.J) 

0 
"Q

 
..-

0= 
"G

l 
. 

ctJ 
-

~
 

§).'iJ 
G

l 
0

/
 

cr-. 
(p

 
(J5 

u: 
u: 

0
/
 

cr-. 
~
 

(p
 

{]51 
<

.J) 
0= 

-
( (p

 

-
;)G

i 
(p

 
~
 

~-d 
(J5 

0>· 
Q

 
G

l 
0

; 
0

; 
(p

 
(]§ 

(J5 
(p

" 
(}; 

u: 
(p

 
(p

 
<

.J) 
(;j 

(//1 
(p

 

(p
 

u: 
eP 

. 
G

) 
u: 

"CP 
~
 

<CP 
G

\ 
-

t.fi 
@

 
(p

 
ctJ 

cr-. 
(]§ v' 

(p
 

iiV 
<

t.Ji 
cr-. 

~ 
~
 

(]§ 
:;:: 

0 
~
 

-
Q

1
 

(G
/ 

(]§ ,s o; 
0

; 
~
 
~
 

g; 
c;:: 

fi= 
-

(p
 
~
 

"(2p 
0 

(p
 

(@
' 

. -
G

5 
....-

c;-i 
eP 

U
;-d 

GO-d 
Q

-d 
C(p 

0 
._

. 
E\J 

C(p 

ex 
<

( 
~
 

CP 
u: 

~
 

0
; 

0.. 
(p

 
(p

 
071 

(J5 
1

-
;> G

i 
<

.J) 
;;r

 
;
(
)
 

(J5 
-

V
r.'l 

-

~
 
~
 

Q
 

(}; 
c; 

G
l 

((}; 
o. 

(
~
 . ru: 

....-
~
 

(p
 

)o
 

ep 
<

.J) 

Q
-d 

(p
" 

(p
 

~
 

(J5 
G

i 
"{]5 

U
J
 

<
.J) 

-

(p. 
9

' 
U3 

·es 
tiS 
(p

 
.......... 

((j:r 
-

-
eP 

{)!) 
(p

 
G

Jl 
'-"' 

G5 
@

 
05 
eP 
Q

; 
(j:r 

Gii 
G

Jl 
O

ll 
Q

; 
G

Jl 

GS 
(i, 

Cft 
1:0 
~
 

G5 
::<:) 

c..o 
-

({\0 
G

l 
-

~ 
~
 

0 0 0 0 0 -·0 
~
 

GS 
CP' "Gl 

Q
; 

(.{) 
(eft 

-
-

(j:r 
Q

 
@

 
Gii 

<1:0 
G

J 
B

 
Q

l 
tiS 

-
(.{) 

"r;§J 
CF 

f6Jl 
GS 

~..s 
~
 

Q
" 

Q:: 
\5I 

·
~
 

O
ll 

·~ 
:J(;j 

Q
; g, 

(j:r 
(.{) 

O
ll 

C
P

 
CP 

CP 
<

J
S

,!(j)Q
l<

.D
 

(ij 
((}:> 

::::::... 
(j) 

cv" 
CP 

<
 e>: 

c..o 
(}:; 

::r 
(p

 

::r 
~
 

eft 

"Gl 
B

 
(ij 

((iS 
(}; 

::r 
"Q

 
(
j 

"Q
 

(}:; 
9

' 
( (j) 

-
(j:r 

(;Trl 
1:0 

\5I 
CP 

.__., 
-

GS 
-

GS 
Q

; 
CP 

Q
; 

(j:r 
1:0 

r.h> 
::r 

c..o 
Q1 

&
 @

 
~
 

1(i5 
(~ 

(}:; 
fg 

(.{) 
Q: 

\J
7

 

<\51 
~
 
~
 

w
 

GS 
Q;~ 

1:0 
0 

)
0

 
1:0 

(~ 
((}:>· 

!Cfi 
CJ:r 

u 
GS 

G
l! 

~~ 
(.{) 

9
' 

)0
. 

Q
.J 

(j:r 
G

i 
-

::r 
(F

 
GS 

1:0 
)0

 
<CP 

CP 
::;:: 

c..o 
13l 

Q
/
 
~
 

C
P' 

Gr 
~
 

(j:r 
(Cr<> 

(171 
(p

 
((j:r 

e>: 
(.{) 

\.)<
0

 
'V

' 
(.{) 

0 
05 

1:0 
(j:r 

(j) 
((Q

l 

~
 

(\51 
~
 
~
 

"G
J 

tiS" 
~
 

1:0 
CPl 

B
 

(eft 
Q

 
!Cfi 

~
 

<
 Gr 

cv" 
e>::= 

§5 
c..o 

c..o 
cx

·
9

' 
<0:: 

GS 

Cft 
0::: 

1:0 
(j: 

(}; 
(}; 

Q
; 

oCj 
GS ..s 

(5
 

<G: 
<e>: 

~
O
:
:
:
G
J
Q
l
 

~
~
 

(.{) 
( (p

 
-

Q
l 

e>: 
(p

 
"Gl 

~
 

(p
 

07.., 
CP 

<Q: 
B

 
~~ 

g 
cv 

<0:> 
~
 

~
 

-
~
 

~
 

(pd 
Q

l 
~
 

(J; 
~
 

CP 
0= 

Q
 
~
 

~
 

r=
 
~
 

(Q
 

-
-

~
 

O
ll 
~
 
~
 
~
 

-
-

::r 
0 

G
l 

G
r 

Q
 

CP 
GS 

~
 

Gr 
05 

G
Jl 

Q
l 
~
 

(.{) 
((j:r 

(}7 
(1(p 

((j:r 

-
Q

 
(
p

a
@

 
tg 

GS 
CP 

E\J 

~-d 
0

; 
(p

 
G

l I(}; 
-

Q
1

 
(~ 

(37 
~
 

0
/
 

0
'>

 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
~
 

~
 

-
(1

 
eft 

~ 
0:> 

(j:r 
\(j) 

~
 

-
(.{) 

(j:r 
eft~ 

-
-

r:j 
G

i 
G

i 
(]l 

CF 
CF 

(iJ 
::;:: 

::;:: 
(;r 

(;r 
(j) 

((j:r 
((j:r 

05 
Q

; 
(}; 

05 
((): 

((): 
~
 

cv 
cv 

GS 
-

-
o; 

Q
l 

G
Jl 

GS 
Ce 

Ce 
\5I 

05 
05 

• 
• 

• 

~
 
~
 

GS 
~
 

(}; 
-

. ~
 

e>: 
(j:r 
(j: 

GS 
~
 

G
i 

G
i 

0= 
0= 

::r 
(;r 

((j:r 

::r 
-

(;r 
~
 

((j:r 
(((p 

GS 
~
 

CPl 
e>: 

~
 

(.{) 
Q

 
(}:; 
G

i 
~
 

w
 

GS 

Ci 
(}; 
::r 

"Q
 

o; 
(i, 

(j) 
Ci5" 

Q
; 

(eft 
Q: 

()::' 
r::Jl 

((}:; 
G

Jl "Gl 
-

0!;! 
-

(}; 
Q

 
((;r 
::r 
(j) 
(]l 

~~ 
G

l 
(iJ 

(\51 
\5I 
9

' 
\5I 
9

' 
~
 

(1
 

(j:r 

• 

G
Jl 

(p
 

(j:r 
~
 

((iS 
~
 

(}; 
(j:r 
Q

 
(p

 
-

.
05 

(F
 

05 
(}; 

"Q 
o; 

(};~ 
((j) 
(c;ll 

@
 

(}; 
c;; 

0 
((p

 
(Q

 
(.{) 

-
-

Q
 

e>: 
GS 

05 
fSJ 

(}; 

~
~
 

;:u 
((j:r 
fsrd 
~
 

(1(p 

((iS 
(}; 

(}:; 
(5

 
Q

l 

((J9 
(j:r" 
CPl 
G:ii 
(}711 

((}:>· 
~11 
G

i 
(F

 
::r 
(;r 

((j:r 

0 o; 
GS 

-
\5I 

(j:r 
((iS 
(}7 

G
i 

c; G
l! 

• 
~
·
 

Gr" 
fsrd 

g (iJ 
\5I 
1:0 
~
 

(
~
 

~ rsP 
"Gl 
Q

 
.Cft 

C'P1 
G:ii 
CPl 
G:ii 
G

i 
c; G:8 
• 

I 
941470



,-CP 
C

i 
(iJ 
G

l 
({0 

~
 

((\9
 

D
l 

"03 
Q

 

lfi 
CPl 
~l 
~
 

0 10 
(\pl 
r...o 
(j3 
(}5 

• 

l
_

 

0 0 0 -0 0 -0 
G

)) 

(s:; 
::r 

0 
@

l 
-

~
 

C9 
(]§ 

-
~
 

f5P 
'Y

 
Q

 
({0 

0 

~
 

C9 
(i5 

.(9
 

(}5 
((\9

 
'Y

 
C9 

<Q 
0 

G
J1:>03 

((i) 
0 

r...o 
r"" 

-
Q

 
-

(}; 
(s:; 

\.)..' 
Q

 
C9 

-
CP 

_ 
C

i 
cr~ 

Q::: 
~
 

\5P 
C9 

~
 

U
<

 
lfi 

:>rx 
(0

 
~
 

GS 
-

CPl 
~
 

(}; 
(j3 

(}; 
(§ 

G
: 

Q
 

"C:S 
0 

G
:.,j 

G
l 

lfi 
CP 

-
-

Q
;"ll 

(s:; 
0:: 

Q
 

(;rJ 
C9 

-
-

(}5 
C9 

~
 

G
l 

C9 
~
 

(j;"ll 
((i) 

C9 
r...o 

G
l 

C9 
Oi 

(}; 
::r 

::r 
r...o 

Q
"
'
~
C
P
§
~
{
i
 

) 03 
C9 

[yl' 
r<

A
 

\5P 
-

-
-

((9
 

~
·
 

(s:; 
\5P 

Q
 

C9 
(j;"ll 

D
l 
~
 

0 
~
 

G
l 

((;<.>· 
01! 

Q
: 

r...o 
.---

r...o 
CP"' 

Q
l 

(}; 
0 

G.8 
(;)l 

(}5 
C

i 
~
 

Q
 

f5P 
~
 

((F
 

G
: 

-
(}; 

0 
~
 

G
i 

G
l 

G
: 

0=..! 
r...o 

C9 
..--... 

CP 
~
 

CPl 
C\JJ 

(f) 
01! 

<
 Q::: 

CP 
~
 

01! 
I 

D
 

Ci"' 
((]5 

t..O
 

(}; 
L

L
 

0 
(]§ 

Q
 

0
: 

(}; 
Z

 
CP 

rx
 

w
 

C
i 

::r 
"--" 

ao 
~
 

((p
 
~
 

(\9 
"G

i 
(}; 

C9 
D

l 
fJ

 
Q:: 

r...o 
D

l 
G: 

• 
f\J 

G
l 

r...o 

"03 
c0 

(s:; 
-

-
ri1J 

Q
 
~
 

C9 
Q

 

C9 
G

l 
r...o 

(.f) 
::v 

~ (~ 
Q:? 

-
((\9

 
::r 
~
 

({0 
::r 

~
 

lj.:-C
P

 
~
 

f5P 
S5 

G: 
f5P 

cr= 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0
/
 

G
: 

(};1! 
( Q.: 

(};1
((;9

· 
::r 

::r 
~
 

CP 
"Q

 
\Y

"
 

03 
-

G
: 

(}; 
-CPl 

({0 

~
 

-
vr=

' 
(
}
;
 

-
\._>

.. 

((}; 
(~ 

((}:; 

(}; 
~
 
~
 

(~ 
(p

 
((;<.>· 

~
 

CP 
~-. 

G
l 

-
G

ll 
~
 

-
0:: 

((\p 
0 

(G
i 

-
((}; 

_: 
C9 

C9 
~
J
 

(;<.>' 
G

l 
c
v

 
(p

 
(.f) 

0 
r...o 

::r 
r...o 

((}: 
~
 

G= 
( (]§ 

\5P 
€fil 

0: 
"C:S 

~
 

((}: 
Q

 
(9 

-
~.. 

~
 

C9 
f\J 

C
i 

CP 
<0 

tB 
"& 

Q
 

(}; 
((F

 
~
 

r...o 
({0 

_
,(}

; 
G

l 
G= 

0 

(SJI"Gl 
(;rJ 

G
l 

Sf! 
G

: 
0 

r...o 
(}; 

(i5 
(j3 

Qi: 
r...o 

~
 

CP 
G

: 
~
 

(9-d 
~
 

(s:; 
(j3 

G: 
B

 
e>:: 

-
&

 
~
 

'Y
 

CP 
"03 

(\9 
B

 
({0 

0
' "G: 

(]§.. 
((}:; 

(}; 
(}; 

(~ 
3 

((}: 
C

i 
G

i.,J.-
(G

 
Q:; 

<
~
 

(G
i 

Q
 

Q
 

)0
 

::v 
(\9 
r...o 

((9 

(9 
cP 

G\_, 
cv 

~
 
Q
~
 

f\J 
~
 

Q
 

?---
C9 

(}5 

C9 
({0 

-
'Y

 
-

0 
CP 

-
0 

-
C

;n 
r...o 

Q
 

r
l
 

G
: 

r...o 
\.)J.,j 

~
 

G= 
(}; 

-
r~ 

G= 
G

: 
\.?

 
(s:; 

0
' 
~
 

&
 

lfi 
Q:; 

'Y
 

e; 
Q

 
Q

 
,----

(};.,j 
(]§

' 
~
 

03 
Q

 
~
 

-
(s:;"ll 

Q
 

Q:: 
f\J 

101 
C9 

~
 

::v 
~
 

<Q 
-

I.Y
' 

0 
0 

~
 

0 
(}

; 

r...o 
(s:;"ll 

( (8' 
-

(}; 
f\J 

(G
/ 
~
 

<CP· 
CP 

CP"' 
lfi 

0 
Q

 
G

: 
(}; 

r...o 
r...o 

-
-

({0 
CPl 

(]§ 
G: 

G= 
CP 

r...o 
<0 

Q3 
((}; 

C
i 

Q
 

r;§. 
(j 

~
 

( Cl:8 
Q:: 

D
l 
~
 

((}; 
Q

 

0 
C

i 
0= 

C
i 

G)) 
i0 

~
 
~
 
~
 

-
6:1 

"(3) 
6::1 

0 
~
 

G
l 

C9 
G

l 
...____ 

"Q
 

({0 
-

0 
(}; 

(}; 

(}; 
c; 

((p
 

r:-
(91! 

laS 
~
 

(j3 
r...o 

CPl 
G

: 

t]S 
-

({0 
(.f) 

(;rJ 
~
 

0= 
CPl 

C9 
€fil 

0 

r...o 
w

 
G

l 

(]§
' 

V
l 

r...o 
0 (9 
r...o

' 

&
 

'Y
 

(p
' 

r
A

 

03 
'cti 

~
 

(0
 

CP 
(}; 

(
~
 

CS! 
0 

0 
S5 

f()7 
-

r...o 
C9 
(s:; 

0 
<-O

 
r...o 

Q
 

,
g
.
~
 

c:P"' 
~
 

G
: 

Q
 

(91 )~ 
(}; 

Q
 

C9 
-

-
C9 

G
ll 

((P
 

D
l(}; 

ao 
Q::: 

(}; 
Q

 
D

l 
Oi 

({0 
CP' 

Q
 

03 
0 

~
 

r...o 
~
 

-
r~~ 

~
 

\
Y

 
CP' 

C9 
(
~
 c;; 

0 
-

r...o 
Oi 

0= 
0 

C9 
€fil 

C9 
::r 

w
 

'Y
 

C9 

0= 
(j3 

C9 
(Q

 
f\J 

((;r 

0 (j 
::VJ 
CPl 
f\J 
G

: 
cv 
D

l 
(JJ-d 

07 
(9 
::VJ 
f\J 

d (}; 
~
 

)
~
 

Q
 

'~ .. 
((j::: 

Q, 
'7

 

C
i 

0
' 

a; 
eftl~ 

B
 

(};-. '~ 
(({(5 

C9 
(Q

 
0 (}; 

<W
 

G
f' 

(
~
 

((}:; 
0 0 
)0

 
I 

0 
0 
5= 
0 r...o 
C9 
(§ 
~
 

0 r...o 
Q

 

&
 

'Y
 
~
 

c; D
l 

d 
&

 
eft 

'Y
 

r...o 
(G

/ 
(s:; 

(0
 

(;r 
E5 

BJ 
((p

 
(}5 

o; 
"03 

CP 
<C§l-. 

'Y
 

' 
-
-
~
Q
_
(
p
-
,
.
 

C
i Ql-

Q
 

Q
 

(;:r 
((}:; 

C9 
(s::8 

ctJ 

~
 

::r 
CP 
D

l 
(0

 
(}; 

CP 
~
 

(}5 

l_p"ll 

~
 

(\9 
(j;"ll 
({0 

-

f\J 
(~ 

&
 G5 

'Y
 

(}; 
~
 

<W
 

(;r 
G

f' 
(0

 
((§

! 
(}; 

Q
 .. 

((}:; 

Q:; 
(i5 

(;r 
r...o 

Q
1

C
9

 
G

: 
(§ 

(
~
 
~
 

CP 
GS 

@
 .. 
~
 

Q
 

0 

Q
 

C9 
(}5 

'Y
 

G
: 

(eft 
G

) 
0 CP 
~
 .. 

(}; 

(;rJ 
'Y

 

&
 

'Y
 

C9 
(;rJ 
r...o 

a ~
 .. 

w
 

(s:; 

~
 

'cc;i 
w

 
-(s:; 

G
: 

C9 
(\p

l(;rJ
 

r...o 

(~ 
~ 

C9 
fJ

 
D

l0
 

~
 

"Ce 
0 .. 

(55 
(p

 
(({(5 

G
: 

-({0 

"cs 
ci5s-d 

Q
 

({0 

0 
(@

 .. 
~
 

Q
 

-
((j::: 

G
l 

951471



0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

-
-

0 
. 

0 
0 

0 
-

-
0 

0 
~
 

~
 

~
(
~
 
"~ 

~
 

0 
0 

~
 

0 
~
 
~
 

6 
~
 

Q
 

0 
~
 

~
 

-
(~ 

-
~
 

-
\]i~ 

(};' 
\]i~ 

(};' 
~
 
~
 

r5l 
G5 
~
 

~~ 
~
 'Q

 
~
(
Q
 
~
 

~
 

sv 
<..o 

~
(
0
 

Q
 

~
 

&
 0 

0 
~
 
~
 

®
 

Q
 

0 
(};' 
~
 

-
9 

(};' 
(p

 
0 

~
 

w
 

<..o 
<..o 

<..o 
(
~
 

~(~· 
=

 
~
 

<..o 
-

0 
~
 
~
 
~
 

-
(;rJ 

(~ 
~(c,;i 

X
@

 
o 

sv 
~
 

C;rJ 
~
 

§ 
~
 

r5l (g 
~
 
~
 
~
 
~
 

CP 
~
 

<..o 
<..o 

<..o 
(]§ 

(};' 
AJ~ 

~
 

SV 
~
 
(~ 

v~ 
~
 

_ 
~
~
 
~
 

0 
~
 

QT~ 
0 

G
 

0 
CP 

~
 

GrJ 
sv 

(};' 
(Q

 
~
 
(~ 

(};' 
0 

Q
 

~
 
"
~
 
~
 

0 
~
 

(};' 
0 

~
 

-
GJ 

-
~
 

CP 
OT 

~
 
(~ 

<..o 
'Q

 
(p

 
0 

~
 

0 
GJ 

~
 

~
 

'Q
 

~
 
~
 
~
 
~
 

(Q
 

<..o 
~
 

<..o 
~
 

GJ 
(};'~ 

G5 
~
 

-
(iS

 
r~ 

A
] 

G
 

'Q
 

-
~
 

(((0
 

(]§ 
G5 

OT 
@

 
(
~
 

r;i 
~
 

G5 
~
 

~
 

CP 
0 

~
-
,
~
 

~
 

g; 
6\J 

G
f 

(r:;l 
0 

(C>= 
Q: 

-
~
 
~
 
(~ 

-
(
~
 
~
 

0 
((0 

~
 
~
 
~
 
~
 

~
 
~
 

~
 

CP 
G5 

~
 

<..o 
~
 
~
~
(
~
~
(
C
i
S
 

~
 

r5l 
0 

~
 

G
J 

G
J 

~
 

<..o 
-

G5 
OT 

w
 

<..o 
CP 

Q
 

G5 
(~ 

CP 
~
 

G5 
GJ 

<..o 
e>: 

~
 

~
 

-
<..D 

<..D 
~
 

-
'n

 
=

 
~
 
~
 

Q
 

C>= 
~
 

G
J 

-
0 

e
v

 
Q

 
-..v

 
~
 

(v=
 

-
-

<..o 
(~ 

0 
~
 

<..o 
G5 

G5 
:5 

-
Q'! 

\]il 
(;) 

CP 
~
 

9 
G5 

r5l 
OT 

w
 

0 
r5l 

~
 

CP 
(@

 
~
 
~
 
~
 

(~ 
(0

 'Q
 

Q
 

(!OJ 
0 

-
~ 

(};'" 
0 

(GrJ 
9 

CP 
Q

 
G< 

~
 

OT" 
~
 

~
 
~
 

~ 
(Q

: 
~
 

G5 
0 

0 
0 
~
 

<..o 
~
 

0 
(3'J 

~
 

e>: 
(e>: 

0 
~
 

-
(Q

: 
(r;E. 

<..o 
~
 

~~ (>e 
· EP 

EP 
G

J 
<..o~ 

(~ 
9 

~
 

e>: 
v

-
G5 

\.)
J
 

r5l 
V

:1 
-

<
"
-

p~ 
~
 

0 
~
 

-
(Q

 
<..o 

0 
-

~
 
~
 

(;rJ 
~
 
~
 
~
 

6\J 
0 

(~ 
t:: 

0 
~
 

0 
It>::~ 

(f) 
A]~ v~ 

(;lJ 
G

) 
~
 

~
 

6\J 
\]i~ 

(};' 
w

 
~
 

\]i 
u 

6\J 
(~ 

(
~
 

6\J 
~
 

G5 
(c;D 

~
 

(!OJ 
<..o 

CP 
~
 

W
 

~
 

"\Ji~ 
(
~
 

Q
 

-
-

~
 

<..o 
~
 

t:: J 
9 

GJ 
G5 

(;lJ 
\]i' 

-
0 

(};' 
<..o 

~
 

((;9· 
0 

6i 
-
~
 

(Q
 

\]i~ (~ 
~
 
~ v~ 

~ 
C>= 

~ 
~
 

(};' 
(};' 

<..o 
\]il 
~
 

~
 

~
 

~
 

(Q
 

65 
(
~
 

e>: 
((j§ 

~
 
~
 

6J 
C>7 
G

l 

0 
C9\ 

~
 

~
 

~
 

<..o 
~
 

(c;D
 

~~ 
~
 

~
 

~Gi 

GJ 

((l:g 

~
 

Q
 

0 (};' 

~
 

f5 
((;ll 

~
 

(p
 

(
~
 

~
 

<..o 
<9\ 

~
 

G
i 

6\J 

&
 

9 ~
 

(
~
 

G5 
(};' 

-~
 

~
 

(Q
 

(;lJ 
1,\5 

\]il 
(
~
 

~
 

-
~
 

(0
 
~
 

v: 
(};' 

(Q
 

Ci1 

~
 
~
 

~
 

G
S, 

1,\5 
GJ" 

. 
(0

 
0 

131 
~
 

((0 
0 

0:: 
G5 

(};' 
~
 

GJ.J 
~
 
~
 

-
0 

\]i 

::0" 
(p~ 

w
 

07 
(]§ 

~
 

~
 

::0" 
~
 

w
 

( ~
 
~
 

Q'! 
~
 

~
 
~
 

(};' 
~
 

(0
 

(1(3> 

105 
Q

 
<..o 

G5 
(p

 
-

(};' 
(p

 
!OJ 

~
 

(};'" 
~
 

(]§ 

~
 

(]§..! 
e>: 
G5 
~
 

'G
 

~
 

((iS
 

GJ 
(]§ 
~
 

~
 

0 
~
 

<..o 
~
 

~
 

Q: 
~
 

Q
l 

w
 

0 
~
 

(
~
 

Q
 

-
~
 

GfJ 
6\J 

-
~
 

~
 
~
 
~
 

!OJ 
(3'J 

'G
 

tb 
tb 

(~ 
G5 

-
~
 
~
 

::0" 
(Q

 
w

 
0 

\]i 
\]i 

Q
 

(};' 
0 

(]§ 
~
 

~
 

0 
~
 

(;lJ 
9 

-
~
\
]
i
l
 

~ 
0 

~ ~~ 3 
U

l 
~
 

Q
 

-
~
 

9 
<..o 

GJ 
65 

L
 

C>7 
((};' 

<
{ 

0::: 
L

L
 

(G
J 
~
 

~
 

<..o 

~
~
 

0 <..o 

~((;ll 

~
 

(0
 

G
l 
~
 

(GJ 
·
~
 
~
 

<..o 

G5 
<..o 
~
 

~
 
~
 

w
 

<
{ 

(f) 
w

 
Q

_
 

~
 

~
 

a:Y 
~
 

0 
((;9 
~
 

(C>= 
~
 

0 \]i 
((fi\ 

o; 
(G

J 

oc,;i 
I ~
 

<..o 
~
 

~
<
.
.
o
 

~
 

"" 
-

6\J 
a; 

V
J
 

o(;ll 
~ 

<..o 
<..o 

~
/
Q
 
0
l
~
 

((]§ 
~
 

131 
~
 

~
 

<..o 
~
 

(
~
 

cO 
~

/ 
Q
~
 

CP 
~
 

((]§ 
~
 

G5 
0 

~
 
~
 

~
 

9 
1,\5 

~
 

-
~
 

<
( 
~
 

Q:!' 

~
 
~~ v~ 

Q
_

 
~
 

(};' 

u 

0 <..o 
~
 

G5 
'1ii? 

6=..! 
G

l 

G1i 
Q

 

~
 

(;lJ 
<..o 

C
j:) 

)0
 

u )0
 

)0
 

~
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
~
 

@
l 

(};' 
G

l 
Q

" (0
 

-
G5.J 

(};'" 
(;lJl 

~
Q
l
~
 

0 
~
~
 

<..o 
((0 

0= 
~(&,i 

~
 

0 
~
 
~
-

O
N

 
((;ll 

~
 

(5; 
0 

G5 
(j:r 

~
 

(55 
((;9· 

9 
G? 

GJ 
G5 

((j;: 
~
 
~
 

r=
 
~
 

(;lJ 
~
 
~
 

<..o 
~
 

-
(G

J 
e>: 

CP 
C<D 

~
 

e>n 
~
 
~
 

<..o 
<..o 

~
 

G5 
0 

(
~
 

(
~
 

(((0 
~

· 

g 
Q; 

(~ 
CP 

~
 

<..o 
~
 
~
 

ffi 
(G

J 
0

l 
6\J 

<..o 
GJ 

~
 

~
G
§
G
S
G
~
 

<..o 
~
 

<..o 
-

<..o 

~
,
~
~
~
G
S
 

( ~
 

0 
~
 
~
 

<..o 
v=

 
(131 

6\J 
(j:r 

-~
 

(((0 
0 

((;ll 
0= 

0 
CP 

G
l 

9 
Cs 

(55 

~
 
~
 
~
 

~
 
~
 

0 G
ll 

<..o 

0 
~
 

961472



~
-
-
-
-

--
.-
-
-
-
-
-

~as-d 
G8 

(g
;' 

(jJ 
a; 

(9
 

Q
 

((j§ 
((\9

 
0 

::r 
r...o 

(5
 

(9
 

(1(0 
((9

 
0 

0= 
(9 

Cf5 
0

: 
(9

 

(p
 

(Q
 

~
d
 

0 
'Y

 

@
' 

G5 
as 

-
(9

 
Q
~
 

CP' 
Q

 
G

i 
((>:8 

(Q
 

-
O

N
 

~
 

0 
(9

 

Q
 

(~ 
1~ 

(9 
~
 

Q
 

(5
 

(Q
 

(.{) 
E\J 

-
03 

::r 
~
 

0 
((p

 
0

: 
0i 

i:\9 
(p

 
(5

 
r;tf 

(9
 

'Y
 

(9
 

((J: 
({\9

 

(J1 
(j:;' 

(?
I 

E\J 
::r 

(5
 

0
: 

~
 

(;91 
(.{) 

(P
''l! 

((F
 

(i§.,l 
((9

 
(?

I 

(.{) 
e>: 

(9
 

'Y
 

(p
 

~ 
a> 

G
i 

((i5 

~
 

((?
I 

G5 
0= 

Q
 

r;6l 
(9 

167 
(j:;' 

(j:;' 
CY 

&; 
)(~ 

(] 
Q

l 
((j: 

(;91 
(;91 

(6
 

-
G5 

(.{) 
(9-d 

(9
 

(.{) 

'(c;;i 
(j:; 

0 
(§

 
0= 

(.{) 
e>: 

(9
 

as 
0 

(6
 

r;6l 
r;6l 

[5
I 

(Q
 

;oJ 

0: 
(j 

(.{) 
(] 

~
 

~03 
0 

e>: 
(\51 

(5
 

0: 
Q

l 
(i5 

0= 
1(0 

G5 
as 

Q
 

G5 
~
 

(\51 
\)'\} 

ra; 
(j:; 

(.{) 
E\J 

co 
G5 

1(0 
\)'\} 

G
i 

G.'! 
1(0 

Cf5 
r...o 

(.{) 
(C

l 
(\51 

G5 
\5I 
~
 

Q
 

(6
' 

0-dc:P
 

0
: 

G
i 

(.{) 

((p
 

((j§ 
~
 

((j:; 
(5Q 

0
: 

(\51 
(.{) 

0= 
(.{) 

CP' 
1(0 

G5 
-

(?
I 

9:\l 
~
 

E\J 
1(0 

Q
 

CP 
-

......... 

~
 

(1(0 
(9

 
EiJ 

Q
 

::r 
@

.,l 
G5 

(5
' 

(.{) 
Cf5 

0= 
Q

l 
((i5 

(i§.,l 
CP1 

\)'\} 
0= 

(6
' 

-
-

e>: 
(;r 

·~ 
G5 

G5 
E\J 

(6
 

((]§ 
CP 

C9 
Q

l 
-

(p
 

(9 
(.{) 

0= 
(
~
 

Q
_

 

~
(
~
 

((;r 

(?
I 

Q
 

(6
' •83 

((({5 
9:\l 

G5 
2 

()g 
(.{) 

05 
((j§ 

(9
 

i:P 
EiJ 

(5
 

w
 

(9
 

Q
 

~
 

-
@

 
~03 

Q
 

(9 
Q

 
13? 
(.{) 

(9 
(;r 

G5 
((p

 
Q

 
(.{) 

-
(jl;l 

G5 
(}; 

(.{) 
<

'· 
Q

l 
((0 

(9
 

l3l 
(Q

 
((?

I 
(;r..l 

50 
&\) 

'Y
 

Q
l 

(5
 

((j:; 

0
/
 

0
/
 

L
_

_
_

 

--
-
-

(5
' 

CP1 
0 

(9
 

'Y
 

C1' 
(9

 
W

(
 

G5 
G

i 
a> 
(.{) 
(j:; 
(5

 

CP' 
~
(
 

(}it' 
0 0

(
 

cv• 
Gl 
~
 

(.{) 

•cy 
(p

J
 

0-d 
(1(0 

Cf5 
0

i( 
~
 

(9
 

0 
0 0 0 
0 

{
]'\ 

0
/ 

0
/
 

-
-
-
-

-· 
-
i 

0= 
0-d 

~
 

CP' 
-

-
(Q

 
(p

 
(9

 
((({5 

r...o 
Cf5 

(p
 

G5 
(9

 
G

ll 
(.{) 

(Q
 

(9
 

G
! 

-
P.J 

c: 
G5 

(
o

 
\5I 

CP' 
(~ 

G
i 

G
il 

(]5 
-

(\j5 
(j..l "Q 

Q
l 

•JS 
C

J 
0 

(9
 

::r 
'Y

 
~
 

~~
 

G3· 
(]§ 

(ji 
0

·" 
(_!) 

[)11. 

(}; 
C9 

(i:,~ 
c;y 

(
~
 

GJi 
G

i 
?f-

0 
-

..9 
Q

l 
-

@
 

(_):; 
::r 

CP~ 
C.JJ 

"Q
 

-
(9

 
Q

 
~
 

((i5 
0 

ry 
Q

 
((;9 

03' 
(;>~ 

~
 

0 

-
((;9 

CE 
~
 

:;n 
\5I 

03 
()I 

0= 
(J5 
(.{) 

G5 
6

: 
(;9 

G5 
G

i 
(9

 
e>: 

(Q
 

13? 
0 

(§! 
(}:; 

Q-6 
(5: 

Q
 

(yJ 
05 

(p
 

((i5
 

~
 

GJ 
Q

 
({(0 

(j:;~ 
Cj5 

E\J 
~
 

-
G
~
 

G
ll 

--
(9

 
P.J 

::r 
G5 

(9
 

O
J 

~
 

() 
(j:; 

0 

(6
 

(9
 

Q
 

;7
 

(.{) 
(1(0 

(1(0 

Cf5 
(p

 
((;r 

e>: 
(.{) 
(j:;-d 
E\J 

Cf5 
((55 
(}; 

G5 
~
 

(9
 

::r 
(.9 

CP' 
(6

 
(.{) 
(9

 

~
~
 

Q
 

1(0 

~ 
((j:; 

1(0 

g;J 
Q

l 
@

 
(9 

G5 
(.{) 

G
i 

e>: 
\5I 

Gr-d 
Gil 
'Y

 

~
 

Q
 
~
 

E\J 
i:\9 

(G5 

~
 

55 
(3 
:::<JJ 
E\J 
(p

 
(G: 
G

! 
((j:; 

G5 
(5

 

Gil 
~
 

-
G

il 
(g; 

Q
l 

(9
 

Or~ 

~
 

(9 
0 

03 
0 

-
u 

as 
(]§ 

~
 

(>:8 
;oJ 

as 
e>: 

0 
"@

 
)0

 
(9

 
)0

 

C/:J 
L 

c;; 
-

l(
i 
~
 

(9
 

0= 
(6

 
\)'\} 

(9 
0 

(9
,; 

E\J 
( G5 

(9
 

\5I 
(j) 

(5
 

'7
 

(9 
(#

' 
CP 

( C>:8 
cv• 

CrJ 
ri>

nl 
03 

(.{) 
(j/1

"
 

-
G5 

(@
 

Q
l 

Q
 

-
(.{) 

(>:8 
Q

_
 
~
 

(9
 

;oJ 
a-.. 

03 
2 

((j:; 
(~ 

e>: 
~
 

(;r 
w

 
Gr-d 

G5 
(6

' 
)0

 
(.{) 

'-... 
G5 

(5
 

((j§ 
(p

 
~
 

<t: 
c;; 

(Q
;j 

(10 
((?

I 
G

il 
W

 
((9

 
C
9
~
 

Cf5 
\5I 

Q
l 

13? 
1(0 

~
Q
 

G5 
C9 

(.{) 
C9 

·Gi 
(.{) 

(9
 

(5
 

G5 
:::<JJ 

Q
 

::r 
0 

(p
 

(9
 

€\} 
9 

1(0 
Q

 
0 (.{) 

((p
 

Oi 
Q

l 
G

i 
~
 

(;r 
(.{) 

e>: 
(.{) 
(}rl 
G

i 
::r 

"Q
 

Q
 

0 (.{) 

0= 
\)'\} 

(Q
:ll 

E\J 
03 

G5 
Q

 
~
 
~
 

(9
 

((;r 

(1(0 
Q

: 
Cf5 

GiJ 
......... 

Q
l 

(6
' 

((j§ 
(
5
~
 

(9
 

(1(0 
((i5

 
Cf5 

CP 

-
-
-
-
-
-

-----1
 

"" 0/ 
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
 _

j
_

 _
_

_
_

_
_

_
__

_
_

_
 -
-

-
-
-
-

971473



C9 
(}7~ 

G5 
0

: 
0 

Gii 
(9 

(_[) 
c;; 

-
G

Jl 
G3 

~
 

G
Jl 

(}7 
-

G
: 

G5 
~
~
 

CP 
"(6:) 

(g~ 
G

l 
-

C9 
~
 

C9 
G5 

-
~
 

~
 

~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 

-
G7 

CP 
G5 

w
 

"()3 
0 

~
 

G
l 

((p
 

((>
: 

~
 

)0
 

()3 
~
 

0
: 

~
 

)0
 

C9 
~
 

(_[) 
"C

(p 
Ei 

@
 

-
(p

 
-

" C
;r 

(p
 

":::r 
-

L
 

(9~ 
(]5 

ctJ 
CP 

Q
 
1~ 

G5 
G

l 
~
 
~
 

,.... 
CQ 

G
J 

-
(_[) 

'->
-

~
 

-
0

: 
()3 

G5 
2 

~
 

~
 

(g
 

~
 

(_[) 
-

0 
~
 

0
"\ 

CP 
C9 

w
 
~
 

&
 

G
Jl 

~
 

~
 

0 
~
 

G5 
G

: 
(_[) 

~
 

0 
((>

: 
~
 

0 
-

CJY 
(p

' 
@

J 
Q

 
';& 

CP-a 
~r;{ 

(p
 
~
 
(
~
 
~
 

0:~ 
,.... 

CP 
~
 

0
"\ 

Q7 
lD

 
G

J 
v
-

-
~
 

GJ 
~
 
~
 

0
"\ 

(~ 
~
 

w
 

()3 
C9 

~
 

-
--~ 

~
 

0
"\ 
~
 
~
 

G
: 
~
 
~
 

0 0 0 0 0 
0"

\ 

L
 

)
0

 

0
: 

~
 
~
 

(G
/ 

)
0

 
~
 
(~ 

~
 

0
: 

G5 
C9 

_ 
~
 
~
 

~
 

G
l 

(Q
: 
~
 

G7 
CP 

0-a 
CP 

CP 
~
 

G5 
G7 

G5 
(g

 
CP 

~
 

G
: 

"(9
 

~
 
(~ 

(_[) 
~
 

(@
 

Cit 
G5 

(jQ
 

C
;r 

(_[) 
GJ~ 

~
 

9 
0 

~
 
~
 

(9 
~
 

(}7 
G

Jl 
~
 

CP 
(~ 

~
 
~
 
~
 
(~ 

G5 
G

Jl 
~
 

Q
 

0 
G3 

(}7 
(_[) 

(_[) 
C9 

G
l 
~
 
~
 

~
 

)0
 

Q
 

G
Jl 

(Q
 

Q
: 
~
 

:::r 
(Q

 
.~
 

~
 

)0
 
~
 
(~ 

~
 
~
 

0 
~
 

0 
~
 

~
 

L
 

((;r 
9 

~
 

Q
l 
~
 

(]5 
(}7 

0 

~
 

2 0 

~(}3 

<9 
B

 
((p

 
(0J" 

~
 

C(p 
C9" 

~
 

~
 
(
~
 

CP 
(Q

J 
GJ 

G= 
)0

 
~
 

Q
/ 

l' 
d

--. 

~
 

'S:. 
~
 ""t" 

~
 . 

()3 
J 

-. 
GJ 

.: Eo-
~
 

.!.""" 
((p

 
~CP"""' 

(1\ 
• 

((i5 
.

• <
 

(
~
 
&
~
 
.
J

 

w
 

G:i:S
-

(1\ 
• 0 

((i5 
-

w
 

(~ 
:3 

w
 

<
 

'G> 

~
 

~ 
G5 '& 

r;o 
&

 Gi 
(j! 

(p
 

(_[) ;(]• 
Q

' 
Q

tl 
~
KJ 

((}: 
Gi' 

co 
r;o 

--
u(g 

t:PJ a; 
0.. !J\1 

G
t 

(f) E0 
G

Jl 
:r-
(1; 

Gi' 

981474



ANNEXURE - II 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES RAISED BY THE PUBLIC AND COMMENTS OF THE PROPONENT 
IN THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR BALLADA BAUXITE MINES FOR M/S KALINGA ALUMINA 
LIMITED FOR PEAK RATED CAPACITY OF 4.0 MTPA OVER MINING AREA OF 144.945 HA 
IN VILLAGE BALLAD A UNDER NANDAPUR TAHSIL OF KORAPUT DISTRICT HELD ON 
06.03.2025 AT 11.00 AM AT MOUZA BHEJA (KHATA NO. 27. PLOT NO. 225 AREA -2.48 
AC, KISSAM-D-111) UNDER NANDAPUR TEHSIL DISTRICT-KORAPUT. 

Sl. 
No. 

1. 

2. 

Issues raised by the public ! 
during hearing 

Resettlement and 
Rehabilitation (R&R) 
Plan/Compensation details 
for the Project Affected 
People (PAP) should be 
furnished . 

Education Renovation of 
Primary school/Higher 
Secondary School, Free 
education in schools. 

Response of the Project 
proponent 

No R&R is involved in the present 
proposal as there is no habitation 
within the Block. The complete 
mine lease area is 144.945 Ha 
(Forest . Land), If any 
compensation is required due to 
project activities, the project 
proponent has committed to 
earmark the budgetary provision 
for same. 
The project proponent has 
proposed to renovate the 
following schools: 

• Govt. High School, Balda 
• Upper Primary School 

Taintar. 
• Upper Primary School 

Bade!, 
• Balda SSC High School etc. 

In addition to the above physical 
activities the following activities 
are also proposed to be carried 
out by the Project Proponent to 
uplift the social status of the 
study· area. 

• Strengthening of 
education facility by 
providing scholarships to 
the local government 
schools. 

• Specialized learning 
support for local students. 

• Coaching support for 
higher class students. 

• Specialized coaching for 
youths for competitive 
examinations. 

Healthcare facilities like In order to uplift the existing 
3. provision of Ambulance, health care regime in the study 

Distribution of free medicine, area, the project proponent has 

Proposed 
Expenditure (in Rs) 

50,00,000 

50,00,000 

60,00,000 
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conducting health Camps 

Infrastructure 
Development: 
Construction of road, Water 
coolers and purifier, for 
Drinking water 

Physical Work: 
1 Strengthening/ maintenance 

4· of village roads, Rainwater 
Harvesting at Community 
Area, Provision of Plantation 
and Streetlights in 
Community Area, Provision. 

Water Cooler for Potable 
Drinking water 

proposed to collect data from 
sources like the National Family 
Health Survey (NFHS) which shall 
be used in tracking progress and 
identifying areas needing 
attention. 
Conducting periodic health 
assessments will aid in evaluating 
the effectiveness of interventions 
and making necessary 
adjustments. 
Outreach of Health care 
initiatives in the study area is 
proposed to be done through 
Mobile Health Care Units. 

Mjs. Kalinga Alumina Limited 
envisages social development 
programs so that health care, 
educational facilities for the 
community, providing drinking 
water to the villages, building I 
strengthening of existing roads in 
the area. 

Suitable drinking water supply I 
shall be provided by the 
proponent through hand pumps, I 
dug wells and tube wells to 
certain extent, besides supplying 
drinking water through the 
mobile tankers in the affected 
villages and/ or . on request of the 
local populace. 

The project proponent has 
already taken steps for 
installation of solar streetlights 
and bore well in adjoining 
villages. 
As informed; the industry mine 
shall generate 300-400 jobs 
directly and indirectly. 

Skill Development 
First preference would be given 

and to the local population for 

5. 
Employment 
Wick making, Stitching, 
Mushroom Production and 
Computer Training. 

employment. 

Direct and indirect Employment 
would be generated by upgrading 
the skilled and unskilled by 
providing appropriate training. 

1,00,00,000 

~---~------------------------~--------------------------~----------------~ 

1001476



6. 

7. 

What about the Ballada Cave, 
it will be destroyed due to 
mining activity. 

Agriculture of villages will be 
affected. 

Wages for employment would be 
as per prevailing labour laws and 
are not part of Public Hearing 
Cost. 
The approved mining plan 
stipulates that mining activity 
shall not be carried out in a 
distance of 100 meters from the 
Cave. Hence the cave shall remain 
undisturbed and on the contrary, 
the cave and its vicinity shall be 
developed and beautified so as to 
attract tourism. 
The mine has ear marked Rs. 20 
Lakhs for beautification of the 
cave which would be regularly 
maintained under the CSR 
initiative of the Project. 
Agriculture training would be 
provided to help villagers to earn 
their live hoods. 

Agricultural Facilities 
Physical Work: Donation of seeds, 
saplings, block plantation in 
village area, Plantation in school, 
fertilizers, manure · to needy 
farmers, Financial assistance for 
Irrigation facilities, Construction 
of farm ponds for needy farmers, 
Training related to Modern 
Agricultural techniques to the 
farmers. 
For meeting the needs of physical 
demands of the farmers a fund of 
Rs. 70 Lakh is allocated from the 
Public Hearing Budget of the 
project proponent. 
Cost of Forest Diversion has been 
calculated which is Rs. 36.27 Cr. 

The project proponent shall 
adhere to the forest right act and 
the affected individuals would be 

The Forest Right Act is to be settled and compensated as per 
8. adopted for diversion of the Law. 

forest and R&R plan. 
As informed, there is no 
habitation inside the Mine Lease 
area therefore no FRA or R&R is 
applicable. 

20,00,000 

70,00,000 
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9. 
Applicability & 
Implementation of the PESA 
Act. 

10. Stream Water Affect 

What measures will be taken 
11. to prevent air pollution in 

this project 

Reportedly, PESA Act is not 
applicable as no Private Land is 
involved in the lease area. 
Mine lease area is 144.945 Ha 
which totally reserve forest area. 
The area has no perennial nalla or 
stream; hence there would not be 
any impact of mining on surface 
water regime. Hence, there is no 
possibility of any siltation in 
nature:!! streams and reduction of 
vertical percolation. 
Reportedly, the rainwater flow 
towards the catchment area 
would not flow through the lease 
area as garland drains would be 
made around the lease area and 
the water would be collected in 
Holding ponds. Hence, solid wash 
off will not occur. 

The cost of Garland drain has 
been taken under the EMP Cost. 
Air pollution control measures 
like development of greenbelt 
and avenue plantation, water I 
sprinkling along haul roads 
would be deployed to minimize I 
the impact on surroundings. · 
Transportation would be done 
with covered trucks/Conveyor. 
The cr.ushed bauxite from Ballada 
mine would be transported by 
trucks to Bheja railway siding, 
located at a distance of about 6 
km from the lease boundary. 
Existing road from mine pit to 
railway siding to be strengthened 
and widened during the 
operation phase. 
Intra-mine movement of ore and 
08 would be carried out using 
dumpers of appropriate capacity 
as per provisions of the ApproveQ. 
Mine Plan. 

Budget for Control of air pollution 
has been taken into account while 
prep3ration of the EIA/EMPand I 
would be increased upon the 

20,00,000 

U_ 1 
recommendatiOns 

___l:m.petent authority. 
of '1 __ _________) 
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~--

Overburden protection 
12

· subsequent plantation 

Proponent has proposed to plant 
8,440 number of trees on 4.22 Ha 
area as green belt within the mine 
lease are in 5 years with 90% 
survival rate. 
Native species have been 
proposed to be planted in the 

& Mine lease/ mined out area in 
phased manner. 
Regular guidance from the forest 
department would be taken 
before plantation. 
For plantation of 8440 trees, it is 

1,12,00,000 

proposed to spend Rs 112 LakhL 
(Taking per plant cost to Rs 

1-------1---- --------- -t--1_2_00_.,))_ . - . --- -l 
Reportedly, no tree cutting I 

· 13. Cutting down Trees 

involved in this project. I 
However, the proponent has 
proposed to plant 8,440 no. of 
trees on 4.22 Ha area as green 
belt within the mine lease area in 
5 years with 90% survival rate. 
As per the rules of State 
government the DMF would be 

I 

' I development Approx. Rs. S5 Cr would be paid 
14 1 Increase of DMF fund for paid to state government1 

[ J i to ~o- ve~nment exchequer over 
L__ ____ .. _ _ _________ -- - ---'-1 _th_e_. ,_1fe or mme. _________ _ ____ -------! 
i Tot~_ L 4,82,00,000 

For Project Cost of Rs 230 Crcire it is proposed to spend Rs 4.82 Crore towards Public 
Hearing Commitment. This is over and above the govt. exchequers pertaining to different 
mining taxes and duties such as auction premium; royalty, NMET & DMF which would be paid 

~ . . 

to government authorities over life of mine. 

R . . -l - ,;.; .. -- ·r 
eg ~ O f13 i_..:dJL·'<n 

State Follution Control Board 
Koraput 

Additional District Magistrate, 
Koraput 

AM\. Disto M••itt(at.e 
I: OR A PUT 
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12th December 2025 

Undertaking for Compliance to Court Orders, NGT Orders and FRA Act 

It is to certify that we, Kalinga Alumina Limited, have applied for diversion of 157.212 Ha of 
forest land (144.945 Ha for mining lease area and 12.267 Ha for approach roads) for the 
purpose of development of Ballada Bauxite Block in Nandapur Tehasil, Koraput District, 
Odisha. 

We hereby undertake that shall comply all the provisions of the all Acts, Rules, Regulations, 
Guidelines, Hon'ble Court Order (s) and NGT Order (s) including the complete compliance 
of the FRA, 2006 as per the Rules 11 (7) of the VSES Rules 2023 pertaining to this project, 
if any, for the time being in force, as applicable to the project. 

We further inform you that Gram Sabha was conducted on 9th Oct 2025 and issuance of 
the FRA Certificate is under progress.     

We hereby give an undertaking that a copy of the FRA certificate along with settlement 
details as applicable, shall be submitted to the designated forest authority once the same 
is being issued by Collector and District Magistrate, Koraput. 

Authorized Signatory 

K Anil Kumar 
Vice President - Projects 
Kalinga Alumina Limited 
Shantigram, Ahmedabad 

 Gujarat-382421 

Kalinga Alumina limited 
(Formerly Known as Mundra Aluminium 
Limited) Adani Corporate House, Shantigram, 
Nr. Vaishno Devi Circle, S. G. 
Highway, Khodiyar, Ahmedabad - 
382421 Gujarat, India 

Tel: + 91 79 2656 5555 
Fax: + 91 79 2555 5500 

Info.nr@adani.com 

CIN: U09900GJ2021PLC128064 

Registered Office: Adani Corporate House, Shantigram, Nr. Vaishno Devi Circle, S. G. Highway, Khodiyar, Ahmedabad – 382 421 

Compliance No. 2.15 
ANNEXURE-10
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Fn:nn 

Go\'UDlllfUl of Od litUt 

Depllrtmcnl of \\'atcr ltcrourtei 

·N· 3 0 6 � 0 ,1\••t:i.. I' 8;/J//)p.<)i,. 7 I r,l, ____ _,, _____ YI"," 1!m:: 
WR�i�:fAJJI-IJ"RC�lll.17l1fJl4(0SWAS Fil� l'iitJ.) 
kr-ll-WRC-110/1014(Pli,l'slcul File 1V11.J 

S1nt. Arati Rom, O.AS. (SAG). 
A,ddhii;,11411 Se,;;r,:,tary to (ii1;J,,:,crnmecnt 

Ml:-. K.u.!lnga Alumina Umht:d. 
Dist- Koraput. 

Sub: Applk:ation :dlm.:atimt qf <L.282 msec of su.rtrucc 1,vatcr from .l.abtput ,.,..,,.,..,...,,n,,r for
operation purp,;1se!:> in filvour {1f Kahnga. Alumimi Um tied .. Kornp,ut. 

Sir. 

im.iit:ing refe,11:!'nce tu the: sul�icct :arid appHc1:1do,n citl.?d 
ait('t ei:u:,�ful l'ot1:,;.iderntion. Governm12nt in lkpartment of \\i'

a

tel:' Rc�ourc,es. 
idkH.::at� 0.282 cu.sec of surface w.litcr fmm .lalaput R.�'.!A;"l'\'(l!X in llli'•Otlr 1\,tfs 
Lintitt.·1.t Koraput from O 1.04.2015 for a period :5 )'ears for operntioflal pm·po� witht)Ut i.l!:.-sur&11ce 
d11r11,g !he l,:mi vc1·K1(jJ::R;mn:;11v time whh intake kicatron having i..atitud�: 18" 48JJ6" N & 

36' 6.89" E. with the krms & con<Ht1<1ri!i mentioned he low 

further, ;you are re,qm::stcd !Lt consHuct a '•\t1J11r stmagi:: fadlity lo meet the v..r11cr 
rcquirenH.mt duti.ng the l�fill p!!rk1d/tci1rcit)' aime. 

TKR.\fS AND CONDITIONS:-

L �1/s Ka.liriga Alumina limiw,ri K,mapul 11b�JI rnakc s1.1i1abl,c -"!lr,'tng�ments to, ta.ke ,11� wak>r from 
the. lr·riijAlkm �vurks al which it V.'ill be supplied. M/s K.alingn A.lumi:na Limited, Korapul shall ni::,t 
us(! tht• v,ater suppl.icd t<l him fur any purpo5i1: otlier tlt1u1 that ,vhich is sp.ecified 111 the· schcdul�. 

2. If the s.p,::�iu.l water nnc for· l�\>C: aforesaid guanttl.)' of Y.ntm: or ,any :fID,rt 1her1mf. i!i r�ut paid cm rnr
bc(,:.m: the 1fa:Lf �pecitied in the agreement lt sh:dl bte.come p1yablt tu once (ltlll-e�.;. the
Om1¢:'rnmet1t sam:.:th:.m!l tor spcci;ii rea.son im i:xte1ision ,)f time) ru-id Mis. Kaltngn Ah.:imin!l
Umi1ed. Kln·uput and the sut"Ctfos �ft.:111 ht liable joi"Lly rtnd :sevt:iirally to pay the s1u1nl! ·with 
i:c)mpomw;I inttl:'est .at r:hc m1e ofr1,\'1) p,c'l�t.mt per trtense,n lrom the d,m.!' of default All arnrmnt due 
to the Govermrutm under t�rm!i of these presents shaH ,r not pahi in time_ bi! n..-ctnlcr:nblit �� :, 
�,uh lie dcmuml under the Oris:\i11 fl\1blic Demand:;; Recm'cl')' /\.ct, t t>62, 

�l. 

1¥1:'.ltlctry drop of water ls p;reclous. Use optimaUy by adoptinc recycta:, reuse and zero dischilifit!
tecl'tnolo11y"" 

ANNEXURE-11
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-ln
.t {ij l\·1:s Kslinga Alumma Limlted1 Koraput shall be limMe fh•r ,;rirniinid and civil action lf by 

rlrnv,I of \\'<1tcr, rights of any third party are affoc:tc-d and sh.ill! im.11::mnify :i:ht Govt'rrm11:1n 
ag;iir1 st d ,iitr'!!> dum.1ge {lri: ft>rred: by 1h� p,ers(,n ur • p�TS--Ons allectt.'!d b�, thit' 
i;rran�d. 

{ii) Mis Kaiinga Alumina Limited. Kor2put :i:.hnll nnt wrtlmut pri:n,r pemiission in 1,..,riling from the 
Gove:mmen!t the ptpeiir11: on Guvl!nlmern or .;::.ommunid la.11.<lt.. 1f thr pipellnes h;;ive to 
thri,ugh Gov�mm�nt l,11nd.s pi:ro,issiqn th� for this :,hall be wki::n separatdy 
which may � granted :,.ub}::,;;:t 10 the pmlectkm �1f nghts th:e Gr rv'l:'mmcnt rnr ..:ommtmity, us. 
th£: caSil!' may be. 

(i rn t-.Vfl K11Hn:ga A tum i na Um ited. Komput shmH no'l tlra.w or rm. wt1ter nu:m: tl:um the qtHmtity 
memiuned in the requisition or order imd not exceeding the volume mc:r1tktr11:d i11i 
Schedu l(:'�11 except ,vith 1he prim Mpproval of Lhe Gm .. emmet1l. SuperitHe111.fo1g Engin1:er 
.;.1r \VR shaU as�':SS the tccs t�:, !Je i:::h11rged ll!i p<:r Unit q!U!lllltily w41.ter drI!lWfi m· a.llc-cl!tcd 
whiche\'er is higher. rr dr-i:ri.'rl. 1s more than the aUocation, ;i per.iitil rate .111 tim1;s nhe rate 
3pecified 111 Schedule ll sh�II ch:argl;?d oo the qmanitity or li!;i!:Cc�;s dm,�rl., in :.d!ditir.m to d.e 
no.m>1.l bill 1)11 th,.:; ;llloeatcd qwmtit:". e.:-..;:ess J:rawi is pcrmissibk tbf n. ma:'l:irmm1 pcri�1d 
'1f rrt1:1!mhs, within whach the lk.enst(l shall h;ive to ::1ppl::,,· 1:.:ir a higher i1llfocam.km □f w11ter 
wilh ri;!'ri5,:;,n, ·wh�rq: Hcco!;.?e tails tu iw apply !i!X'h Mglu.-r ulkl!C.ation or �·here 
,,,�,,.n•:- is ri::fu.sed for such Qllw:::ati(m, the ll�irecment shu.U be !table to ..:::arttdhuJon rmd 
th,c Wf¾ter supplied sh,tU stopped ihereafh:r. 

(ivJ The pern:frs.sim:1 l:!;t-anled shaH m,t tl�!nt:"tl Hi i.:.:u:mpt Kalinga 
Koraput from liabmty to paymeni of wilt.er charges J.a\1;,.foUy tu,s,e,ss.abte 1.u 
pn:scrihed by Gnvt. frum time to time= .. 

:\ ltim in:a 
rate 1:is 1n1•� 

K1:dingrn .Alumina Urnitetl, Koroput 1.u hi:::. (1\vn ti>St 5ihaU install an loT Flo'°" Meter tor 
mcasurerr1e:r1t or .... ·ater drai..,.n or lifted hy him trorn th.c lrrigatiou W1::irks tt!:I per the.� prnc:cdme 
la[J down irt rnle 2.3�AHi,. ·nle S\1perinte�1ding Engit1e('r of WR sh.all visit lhe k)cati(m 
dm.wl or ii.fling of wuti::r. verii)1 the qimntiti�s of watet t..knwn or liil�d by Kalin.gt 
Alumina timit�t.L Knmµut, and e:tt!Sure svu.::h control ni; may be n(X'lf's:sacy for ,H.lrninis.u:.:ring dn.� 
dira,,,t nr IHHng .. vater. Asses.:sm1:nt of thi:: wat.tf' rate :;,hall be made as pi::r the quai:nhy \Jr

wa�r dtavim (H' al lotated whk:hevcir is. higher. ln cuse u f !hl)' d�f�t. or non-1imttioning. of me 
Flow �·foter. the liccru.ce: shall briug th11: fad t1J the t1utice uf the Su:peritrt.en<ling Engitttt.,t of 
WR fi:."inhwith uttd take .approprhtte �teps. t.o .remm'-e the defects iWll the Meter or 1hr 1-eplaccmcm 
thereof with.i.n three months Llnd in such cases th.e fees :;haU be clt.1tged on 1.h(: quimtity of water 
aU,.>eJlitcd for lh� :iia.id pi:dl)d or three 11H.1r1ths or Lill the defect .in Lht MthH' is removed or the 
Meter n::plw::c,d. 1.1:; the cu� may be whk:hc·,·e:r ;� c111rlier. and where: the lken:,;cc foils to bdng 
Lhe <letect t�r 11on-furtctloning of the ·M.-eter to th� notk:t of the Siapedntendlng Engln.eer l)f\\'R 
or faUs to remove the dtfects iii 1he Miitter or to r�pll)ice 1J1e same. as the cl.'lse 1m1y be. within 

"tverv drop of wate,r i, predous. u,e optirnaUy by odoi,tlt\S recycle, reUiSe �"d zero dlscha!'le 
technology" 
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�3* 
!hri:i: mm1Lh:i.
be stopped.

agrccmc11c slmll be tiabh: t,1 ca.11c,cH�tion and thcrcsiler the t,;,.'.iltwr supply shtl11 

5. 1'.'1.'!. Ka!inga i\.lun1imt Kornp�tt shaH coru;tmtl ;;i (1;U¢proof enluent di:<it:fo1irgc plant 
b1;:forc the c(!mmi:.;:t,fotnittg or the pmjcct.. h>r pmpet· test of such ..:ml,l;(�t. th..:re shall 
co:m1:m1crizi.:d 'le!:iiting sysb.:m tsmi !\,1/s Ki11inig.a i\lu:mim1 Limited. Kmt1.r1tll �lrnll dctailrt 
dTiu..:nt diS(h11rg,c:d in tl1.e naturu.1 &1Un:i.! (in or Nala). 

(� Fr�r ttm!c,,trudfort \if hcaJ vv(}rktt <1.nd conu'Ol mechanism Li:. lntnke \'<"ell. pump hvus,.; ond 
1HJ1,cr rd1uc>tl facilitit!s. Ml� ,.\bJmirm Limitt-d. Kt)!'t'lpul will the l{md lcQ:sed in 

through I D(:O u� is 1.forzi: in r�spcc�. of' any tJther go\'!!'rttmt!:nt recauh�ed b)' the 
. lDCO will 1m1.ke 1n:aiilablc for,d cm a lollg-tcrm l,:J1sc k> :\1/S Kalittgi,1 

Umitt!'d, KorapuL 111..:- contino:u1cc l)f the lca�e u.grcerntm \\•ill be subject to the c,mdiaitm lltJil 
tbc industry shall pily .. ,·att:'l' r.ues ,ts per the prevailittg w1.uer mte and :ill 11thcir dues uf Lhl! 
Govemrm:nt and IIX'O titt1,c to tim11c. 

Kidinga Alumim, LimiLeJ. Kor�put \Vould be .n.:quire<l tn pay 3 (thrt."e) fTKrnths adi+lmcc: 
\'\Jitct ""··"'*'"" fovq\Jf r.,f Supcrintt:nding E11git1ie.e:r ci;:mccmcd in shape of Bank Dri�fi fir FDR 
duly �frstharg1;;d hy 1b1..· i;c1mp1my .;t:,. m,11 - int�t•e�t bc.irinf:!; ..., .... ,.,,.,"" dc:po:,;it :,ml for 9 4ninc) 
mnnthi; 11 Hnnk fiuarantee duly pk�dgpd in fuvour '11' cmtct:rr�d Superini.�nd111g faig!nccr nf 
\\/R, lh� onu5 1�f marnt..iliining the Bank (iuat1mte€: lies with MIS Kalin� Aiumitia Umlt<i:J, 
Krn.:1p'ltt 

fL lrt tttsc 0f \1H1ter supply for Mls: KaHnga Alumi"a tl,nlt¾l'ct Koroput i£- to bil:' met fmm .� common 
""""'"1,,t mtJchanism, .5uch common infrms:tructutt fo.t' dri.li\YI i;.1f ,vater ,.,.,m be

cons:trl1c1ie<l. and opernted either tDCO ur Sp,tdal Purpose V.:.:hiicle (SPV) aikr 
lllkiny Ju:e clr.::a:t'.i.n..:-t' frum IDCO. W;;iter v1hll supplied L,:, u,.n,.:srvt, b}' IDCO/SPV ::111:d t.hc,y 
v,u•ulJ bi:: fotbli., payment witter rs1tk to the Ccnrt. mnd ""m in mrn 
as :-,lmi!l!IF therei11 a:. ...::rn1u:ii;.:i ((1} an,;:l (7) det.1ilcd 

9. Mls Kailriga Limited, Komput dmwin� or ::1lloc::i�<l waier front the "',."""'''""' 
us.1..·s. !',ig11 ft ":uppkrni;.muu·y ,1gire(:me,11t the f>disha Hydr.!!. Power Cc:.1rporation Lt<:L h> 
,;:4.1mpt:!ns.lle for the: ko'.i'i of crn::rgy gcncmtfon to O'>t't' drnwl nnd the Odl:stt!l Uydrlll Ptn,..:r 
Corpmndcm Ltd .. shall rnh,c Jcrriands c,)mpi:::ns.ition oi' In�§ nf energy gem:mliun v.·id1in th!.! 
fir:st 1,,;,•cck of <t:"'..:r.Y �gain:st th� excc-;:;s quanhty eif waler dra,..,•n th,u, fl11o..::ated 
qua.ntily. 

rn. 1\1/s K1.dinga i:\h1mina Korapm will not dh:turh mmmt.1 110,1; of 1,1,ateT :iO d11:it 
rip,ari.111 nght:. in ,Jo,vm11tt.1111n -.vm be affected and the ci:.1mpany :ihall ha;,•e fit'• c:laim ,in the 
.;u:-count. 

11. The drawl 1nechani:,.,m for r.aw \\.t.h:t' and i:Hsi)l!s::,l syst<:'m nf dl1U1:nt to he e.stahli:<ihed lhc
industry without di:'iturbfrt{;. the ,exisfotg c'l.'.:o.syst�m 1.md <1t1wironrmmtal sc1up.

n, The Retmbilitatioo und Rcs<:ttlement Acti-011 Planl WeHi:u-e Ac1ior1 Ploo. if si;, required will be 
JW't;:JHlrcd ln confbnn.hy \vith thA!! li!urrent Ods.sa Rehabmuuion i:md Reseulement policy .nnd 
-c,xci.::uted by the .;r,impa.ny ml its own co.st under tbtJ sur,erviskJO Qf thrc \\,'��tcr Ri.!oourccs
Dt:parttth!nt imd th(! Col l�mr of the District

l .\. Mi's K:aling;JI Alum inn 'Urnlti:,;t Komput should not ,dl!lint LIS ill 1rumcr of t'ight tn gel the dc:,;kl!d
4Lulntit)I of water du.ring non�monsoi:m llind fottn periods to moot their full lmlu�trfal miie rsntl 1ht: 
Cumpi.m_y has to mak� �tdequlltc .'iturase fm.::ility in thtlr IJ.md to.r imppfy ()t° wuii:r to their plunt. 
dudng .sud, l)i:.rtod.

14. Thi! )i;i).fi.!I,!r' d.esiy:n ,>r all thii!: strw.::turcs liu fuUy <lfl Mls Kallnga Alumina Umitcd, Ki)r:1tpl,t.

·-----------,...,� � .... �---------

.. 1:very drop of water ls prGdou,. UH optlmat.ly by atiop:tina recycle_. tol.itU!! and ie,o dlsdiarge 
technc,logy"' 
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f 11 case r>r ru,:y dispute1it1t�L'J'.mm1.tion reqi.dred, 1he dedsfon of 
Rt:.'inun:es DepnrtmenLslaU be final .. 

It,- An:y i.urplus fl'll,4er fnml the Capti;.-� Pt►\VIJ;f Pitmt ,,,frnil snld bl K,llinga 
Liirtiwd. Kora.put '1.0 GRlDCO or tm}' mher tl'ntity to m:itlti(!d by Stat� {3ovcmment 1.mdtir 
mutua.Uy acceptt1b!c terms & """".,""'""·' 

17- The allocatlon of •,vutcr will t1Lttorr1:a:tic1.llly i r dte c:01nr1,my tl�)t use w�t.i::r for 
:rrutp(!1,e applied for \\hhtn three yenrs of aHotnumL 

I It Thi.s 1tgrecraent :sl:tu.U oo valid t�ut:c lhe date: of oxecw:k1r1 .:1ubj�t. l!J i.he ,,,.,,,$ ,.,,;,!! 

,nf ll�mEnl by the Superlnlendittg Eng[11c.er or WR. rit'rlt'Wllll l'P..i>nu,nt Mls 
KaHnga Alumina Kor�p1,.d a,, apply .11 mfniml.!:m tht�t mc:mlhs bef1 .. n:e the ex.pit')' 

agrcerm:::m. 
Jll. h is tc111c01d th-11l t'hc Industry i� dr11wing water um:mthorb:rd1) before signing 

iilcgr�mentrin�ull.n.tio11 of the nO',,',;• meter, 1he S:uperintcndini:; Engirwcr WR wm <:harge .a 
r�rmi rate in s�x nonrud rate as pmvidcd in &:hedufe-U the Rule, 

20. The gQ'Vtmmi;:nt sl1�H be at liberty tu review the water a[lc)l;:1Ukm u.111laterally ca�� 
e:dgt-:ncies. 

1L The Superintendirig. E11:g1m:.ler of WR Of' his atithoriz:cd represcotaHve n.:ser.·c:s the right t1.1 
insp�t nU instl!Uations {)f drawl dispos;il !l1C'4.cMnk,;m durln� and aficr ,;:(ltis.u-uctkm 
i;ii:; lu.Jini the intake :;tr..iC:tm:ti:. flow m,etet, . treatm,cnt plant 

22. Ml:s Kalinp Alumi�IJ Umited,,. Kora��tl will luwe t4.l show cleid)f w�ter m¥ioot;i1ement 
pian as to what .i.tomge faciUty the company wlU i:reate for ihe lean seawn and to what exlt:'lil 
.md ho,v the witter is t1J be re(;:ycled which shall. be a part of ptojt."(:t repnrt unit 

23. M/s Kalil1ga Alumina may cn�1g.c 1:11 1hdr (;ost, coo?;uitm1!!.(5) experiem:cd ir1 
fieM to Take field ill'lvi:::11dgatfons, Pfepare dr::1lign and drn ... .,·�ng to i.i;:t Wtnier 

::�hC!rne .drawing W!ltcr from !he u,:.,1uv,u worK1> tbr Lhfir .... "''"""u pl.ant. '!lie :tctual worll; 
wiU i;tart appITJYal of ilie �r1en:ie .c.01ttp;.;tt1tt il.Hith,;.)rhy uf \VP;ter· Resources 
fkp,artmerll. ..;:�u1 lnsr<:cl work ilie ci.im,:truction. 

2.4, Tlle ex!Jlct plm.:c nrttng \l.•ill be dfcldcd cG,nsulmtion 'l-vith the cc1mpetem authority or the 
W Iller R�sourc,;,s Departmi:mt� 
The [kpartini,'!nt of \1/atcr Resources (DoVlR) will not be held rc�p,;:,11::1.ihlc: Jbt th� li(ln­
avaHubiH1y uf water to dry disrnpfa1t1 1 

the 
CanlllllReservoir. 

26. 1711.:: ,tgre�trtettt to be .,,,,�,, .. n,,... by Industry/ commeri;:ial c:,tahlishmcn:t with the
Supi;;tit1tend.lng Enginct::t' Qf\VR must be apJiroved by die {J..1\Vll befc.m: dra,,,,:1 Df \\:atcr.
M/s KaUr1gt Alumina Kornput will to ,vatt;;'!f h11:rvesti.ng, rooftop ,1,,ntc:r 
ha.rves.ting, grnun1.h,.,;:1te1· tc{:hat·g,e, v,a,t�wah,':f mr;.:;;.i:sures i�1 it1:t 
as �r the approvoo watei' 1nr.ni:,agemcru plttrli, 

2K 1v1/:s, K.1Iit1gi:1: Ah.Itttina Lfrrtited. Kornpu1 shon follow, th� z-cm eft1u-cnt discharge:! inrn,�r,,n1r­
smtfaf)· Stztlc PnHutkm Control Bt'l'i;1td (SPCB) norrns, at1d t)btah, h!quisite rx:tmissions from 
SPCll Odisha dmwl. tlt op.er-..itk,nal \V,Uter. 
In ;;:ase. 1v1ls K:aHnga Alumltm U1ui1ed, Kotrtfmt imerids to s'!Jpp!y lnilk ,i.i.uer 10 rvtunidp�litie5, 
NntHkd Arel:!l Councils, ;;i1her kx;JAI authoritii:;s. am! the ()f vkllacc.s. t,,t/s 

; """' 
Anurnrl'm ""wc•LL Ko.r.apul :.haH 'ii!:pamlt: meter:!; l)T lTle'·a�,,.,..,, tkviate, iii.5 ,;;;;tsi;: 
mnr ,11 a suicab]!;l aloi,g th� pipeline- �o etmn·e qummmi iv.i.l,i;r suppHi::d t,) �uch 
Munkipnlhre;, Nntificd Afca ether lnu! ::n1thnrrtics soo du:;;ter 
drinking and eti;'. in addition to iri:,,;tnUatkm of the now mder under ciause 

"E1tery drop of w;tu is pr�dou:,. Ute aptfmaUy by .l®Ptnng re�cte, feta$e and zero discharge 
l�thrwlo!V''
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irtllh:d i.,s imfo,tri:d or ci:,mmerdal u� amJ ltccn� foe rtir !>ild1 itn!u.strial m' 
l:,:>111mt:rd1d usi.: (;hall b1: ,tt th.: mt,:: doubl,r; th¢: .,., .... ,"'"'"'" r.:Jte u,� 1,rnviJed in item J 1ii) Qf

sth1:duht•il 
30. M/s. Kulinga Alumina L1mi.t�d. Komput shall ah1de by th.i: ccmdition:s lmd down hy the

cnm rch.!·n1 nutho1 rit y o rr>o W'll during fht uppn,,-ni of the of <lra 't\' I.
;; ! , /t.V\; t,.1ling.1 r\h1mina Umit<:-1d, KflntfJ'Ut unck:rtt'lke i,·atc:r ll:l&lii:ntion audit c:vc:ry tlui:.!c

and mt,ke �he rep,Jrt .iivail�bk: fc,r scnniny by tlw ..:ompc:t�nt 11LtthQrit;y C1<f Do WR.
Spi:cial waler :rtt!� shall charged :and collc'12:ted at ride ,17< lkd Schedultt *n rnfri
nr �rnmtity \\•;;11.t-r dnaw11 <Jr ,illl'.!C�'i�d \"1hrchever is high�r um.:! �h,til cnh,mct'd at thi.:! r.,lle
ten p,...'ft:t.;!nt unnu:m �,1ith 1:tlcct from thtJ tir.:Jt day t1f April.

:n. Ml'.:> K.aHn!!Ji Ah1mim1 Limited, Koraput is acquiring/ �cquireed irrigated ln!'.lld !r1r i11dusrrinl
purpo�s umw,}id'Jtbl.: cir .. �umst:am:�s. it H> C(tmply he conditions hid d,01,1,·n tiddtJ
L)oWR Notiflcation >Jo. 4538, dt24.02 Hi

34. l'vl/s. Ka!in�a Altimin,a Limited. Kmaput !1.llsJI t't:ijisacr the project un Lhi: [\VCRCM ,veh:tilc
'i tL:iy:i. ()f entry, qf\er due e;,;cculkm of the :n1;rccm�nt i,i�h the ,i;onccmcd Sup..::rintcnding

Eng�n��cr nf Do WR.

o 6 3)
t 

(\1p� fi:m.vtmkd to the: Mc:mbt:r Sccrct1tl)', St:11.: PnlluUcm (\mtml Board (SPC:Il). BOSR 
for tnfo«m�t krn and !1(':CC�s.,ry t11cde111, ... ¥"""'/ 

·v.J\
4 crt""� 't, ',,

1.
,
"" 

g / J) ) f,,Q �I t,lindtr Secretary lo Government
Memo Nu ..... � rJ • 6 ; :1, lWR. lltd. ____ / __ __, I 

C(,py fbf\11,mxled ,,) the Colfoct()r & Dfstrkt. l\fagistrnte1 Ko ra.put for ir.tl,nna.titm .t!illld 
ll<!C4!!i$!U·>: llCllon. 

c ���.
"t;,;t'L

,""\ 
Under Set,�rt<1uy to Governt1ttnt 

•---------"""""""'-'"-'-"'�0,¥(/$.W/>{>j,w.,�,,w,,�,r.""",1:,,,s1,<�•""'��...,.1"":>:-'"""°"'1t:f',"'1"'<�"''lr,Jl,•�,<.t,Wli'!,_..._�--,....... 

11£vel'V drop of water l$ pretJout., u,e optlmallv by illd<>Pthia recycle, ,eu:1.e and iero dlsc:h,1JtJe 
te-c.hnolon"'
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F. No. IA3-22/10/2022-IA.III [E 177258] 
Government of India 

Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
(IA Division) 

Indira Paryavaran Bhawan 
Jor Bagh Road, Aliganj, 

New Delhi - 110003 

Dated: 8th June, 2022 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Subject: Standardizing the validity of baseline data and public consultation reports 
for submission of proposal within the validity period of Terms of Reference 
(ToR) under the provisions of EIA Notification, 2006 - regarding. 

As per the provisions of ETA Notification, 2006, Terms of References (ToR) are being 

accorded to the various developmental projects listed in the schedule to the ETA Notification, 

2006 except schedule 8(a) for undertaking EIA/EMP study. In this regard, Ministry issued 

Office Memorandum No. J-11013/41/2006-IA-II (I) (Part) dated 29th August 2017 stating that 

the validity period of ToR as three years for all the projects! activities and four years for River 

Valley and HEP Projects. This validity period could be further extended by a maximum 

period of one year, thereby making the outer limit for validity of ToR as four years for all 

projects! activities and five years for River Valley and HEP projects. 

2. Further, in the above-mentioned 0.M, it is also stated that the baseline data used for 

preparation of EIA/EMP reports may be collected at any stage, irrespective of the request 

for ToR or the issue thereof. However, such baseline data and the public consultation should 

not be older than three years, at the time of submission of the proposal, for grant of 

Environmental Clearance (EC), as per ToRs prescribed. 

3. Thereafter, MoEF&CC also issued a gazette notification vide S.0.751 (E) dated 

17/02/2020 stating that the Terms of Reference for the projects or activities except for River 

valley and Hydro-electric projects, issued by the concerned regulatory authority, shall have 

the validity of four years from the date of issue. In case of the River valley and Hydro-electric 

projects, the validity of ToR will be for five years. 

4. Instances have been brought to the notice of this Ministry wherein the application for 

Environment Clearance are being submitted by the project proponent well within the 

validity period of the ToR but the baseline data is older than three years. In such situation, 

project proponent is required to start the entire process of baseline data collection de nova. 

Many a times, it is also observed that the delay in submission of EC proposal happens due 

to delay in rescheduling and conduct of public hearing for reasons beyond the control of 
project proponent. 
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5. In many such cases where proposals are submitted with baseline data older than three 

years, the EAC prescribes for revalidation of data with fresh baseline data of 15 days/1 

month/ 1 season on a case to case basis. 

6. The aforesaid matter has been examined in the Ministry. In order to address this issue 

in a practical manner and to bring uniformity in handling such proposals, the following 

standard procedures shall be followed with immediate effect: 

i. Baseline data used for preparation of EIA/EMP reports may be collected at any stage 

of the EC process or even before the grant of ToR. 
Public consultation shall be conducted after the grant of ToR. The Public consultation 
conducted after the expiry of ToR shall not be accepted by the Regulatory Authority. 

The baseline data and Public Hearing shall not be more than three years old at the 

time of submission of application for consideration of EC. 

iv. At the time of application for EC, in case baseline data is older than three years, but 

less than five years old in the case of River valley and HEP Projects, or less than four 

years old in the case of other projects, the same shall be considered, subject to the 

condition that it is revalidated with one season fresh non-monsoon data collected 

after three years of the initial baseline data. 

v. In case the proposal for EC along with EIA/EMP reports based on the ToRs 

prescribed is not submitted within the validity period of ToRs, and/or not complying 

with the above-mentioned criteria, the concerned Member Secretary shall not accept 

the proposal and process shall be initiated de novo by the PP. 

7. This O.M. is issued in supersession of OM no. J-11013/41/2006-IA-II (I) (Part) dated 

29th August 2017 and with the approval of the Competent Authority. 

111111' 
(Sundar Ramana an) 

Scientist E 
To 

1. Chairman, Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB). 
2. Chairman of all the Expert Appraisal Committees 
3. Chairperson/Member Secretaries of all the SEIAAs/SEACs 
4. Chairpersons/Member Secretaries of all SPCBs/UTPCCs 
5. All the Officers of I.A. Division 

Copy for information to: 

1. PS to Hon'ble Minister for Environment, Forest and Climate Change 
2. PS to Hon'ble MoS (EF&CC) 
3. PPS to Secretary (EF&CC) 
4. PPS to DGF&SS (EF&CC) 
5. PPS to AS(TK)/PPS to JS (SKB) 
6. Website, MoEF&CC/ Guard file. 
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HYDROLOGICAL STUDY REPORT 

BALLADA BAUXITE BLOCK 

LOCATED AT VILLAGE – BALLADA, TALUKA – NANDAPUR, KORAPUR DISTRICT, 

ODISHA 

PROJECT PROPONENT 

M/S KALINGA ALUMINA LIMITED 

PREPARED BY 

Vardan Environet 

Plot No. 82A, Sector-5, IMT Manesar 

Gurugram, Haryana 

October-2023 

October-2023
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HYDROLOGICAL AND WATER CONSERVATION STUDY REPORT 

Ballada Bauxite Block M/s Kalinga Alumina Limited

LOCATED AT VILLAGE – BALLADA, TALUKA – NANDAPUR, KORAPUR DISTRICT, ODISHA  

Document No. 2023_05_Hydrology 
M/s VARDAN ENVIRONET,  
Plot No. 82A, Sec-5, IMT Manesar, Gurugram, Haryana-122052 

Page | 44 

Table 11: Variation of Pan Coefficient values with month 

Location Coefficient 

0.6 0.7 0.8 
North 

of 22° latitude 

November-February March-April and September-October May-

August 

South of 22° latitude December-January February-April and September-November May-

August 

Source: Water Resources Systems Division, National Institute of Hydrology Jalvigyan Bhawan, Roorkee 

As per the CGWA Manual for Recharge (GEC Norms -2015), the recharge structures like Check Dam 

/ Percolation Pond will contribute 20% of the stored volume in the monsoon and 20% in the non-

monsoon to the recharge of groundwater system. The mine pits are considered as ponds (manmade 

structures).  Hence, the above percentage is considered as ground water recharge from the mining pits. 

Accordingly, the ground water recharge quantity from the mine pit is estimated. The estimation of 

monthly rainwater collection is presented in below table,  

Table 12: Estimation of Rainwater Collected in Mine Pit 
Estimation of Rainwater collection in the Mine Pit 

Name of mine 

Mine Pit 

Area in 

sq m 

Co-

Efficient 
Season 

Estimation 

Storage in 

the mine 

pit in m3 

Estimation 

Evaporation 

Loss in 

m3/month 

Estimation 

Recharge 

in 

m3/month 

Rainwater 

available 

in the 

mine pit 

Rainwater 

collection 

m3/day 

Ballada 

Bauxite 

Deposit 

856500 1 

Monsoon 977628 586577 195526 195526 536 

Non-monsoon 289078 173447 57816 57816 158 

Total 1266706 760024 253341 253341 694 

Month 

25 Years 

Normal 

Monthly 

rainfall 

(mm) 

Estimated 

Storage in 

the mine 

Pit in m3 

Estimated Evaporation Loss in m3/month 
Estimated Recharge 

inm3/month 

Total 

water 

available 

in the 

mine pit 

January 8.9 7595 4557 1519 1519 

February 6.1 5262 3157 1052 1052 

March 20.4 17455 10473 3491 3491 

April 45.8 39244 23547 7849 7849 

May 74.1 63440 38064 12688 12688 

June 214.1 183412 110047 36682 36682 

July 303.9 260328 156197 52066 52066 

August 353.8 303014 181808 60603 60603 

September 269.6 230875 138525 46175 46175 

October 137.6 117865 70719 23573 23573 

November 33.9 29045 17427 5809 5809 

December 10.7 9171 5503 1834 1834 

Total 1478.93 1266706 760024 253341 253341 

5.7. Sedimentation Pond 

A sedimentation pond, also known as a sedimentation basin or settling pond, is a type of water 

management structure designed to remove suspended solids from water. These ponds are 
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  Kalinga Alumina Limited 
(Formerly Known as Mundra Aluminium Limited)
Adani Corporate House, Shantigram,  
Nr. Vaishno Devi Circle, S. G. Highway,  
Khodiyar, Ahmedabad - 382421 
Gujarat, India 

Tel + 91 79 2656 5555 
Fax + 91 79 2555 5500 
Info.nr@adani.com 

CIN: U09900GJ2021PLC128064

Registered Office: Adani Corporate House, Shantigram, Nr. Vaishno Devi Circle, S. G. Highway, Khodiyar, Ahmedabad – 382 421 

CERTIFIED TRUE COPY OF RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 
KALINGA ALUMINA LIMITED (FORMERLY KNOWN AS MUNDRA ALLUMINIUM LIMITED) 
(“THE COMPANY”) THROUGH CIRCULATION ON WEDNESDAY, 24TH DAY OF DECEMBER 
2025. 

AUTHORITY ON THE LEGAL MATTERS OF THE COMPANY 

"RESOLVED THAT the consent of the Board be and is hereby accorded to severally authorize 
Mr. K. Anil Kumar and Mr. Biswanath Sen (“Authorized Signatories”) to initiate and/or defend 
legal proceedings on behalf of the Company and to represent and appear before the Court, 
Tribunal, Forum or any other quasi-judicial bodies for and on behalf of the Company and to 
engage / appoint legal counsel(s); to sign, verify, declare, affirm, make, present, submit and file 
all necessary statement of claim, replies, rejoinder, notices, plaints, petitions, written 
statements, affidavit, undertaking, vakalatnamas, declarations, appeals, revisions, applications, 
statements, evidences and documents and all proceedings & matter in connection with any 
proceeding filed by and against the Company before the Court, Tribunal including National 
Green Tribunal (NGT), Forum or any other quasi-judicial bodies. 

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT aforesaid authorization shall remain valid till the time, Authorized 
Signatories remain in the employment with the Adani Group or revoked by the Board of 
Directors of the Company.  

RESOLVED FURTHER THAT a copy of the foregoing resolution certified to be true by any one 
of the Directors of the Company, be furnished to such court and/or authorities as may be 
required from time to time” 

For, Kalinga Alumina Limited 

Dileeph Kottekkat Velayudan 
Director 
DIN: 09754723 
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ADVANCE SERVICE: REPLY ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT NO.2 IN APPEAL NO. 09/2025 (E.Z.)

From Siddhi Gupta <siddhi.gupta@aglaw.in>
Date Mon 1/5/2026 3:01 PM
To santanu.lp@gmail.com <santanu.lp@gmail.com>
Cc Mahesh Agarwal <mahesh@aglaw.in>; Arshit Anand <arshit@aglaw.in>; Vidisha Swarup

<vidisha.swarup@aglaw.in>; mail aglaw <mail@aglaw.in>

Dear Sir/Ma'am,

Please find attached the soft-copy of the Reply on behalf of Respondent No.2 in Appeal No. 09/2025
(E.Z.), titled as Ajaya Muduli & Ors. Vs. The State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority,
Odisha.

Kindly treat this mail as service and acknowledge the receipt of the same.

FINAL Reply NGT Odisha Bauxite Mine 05.01.2026.pdf​

Regards
Siddhi Gupta
Advocate
Agarwal Law Associates 
+91 9868639089

1/5/26, 3:07 PM Sent Items - Siddhi Gupta - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/sentitems/id/AAQkADYwMTQ3YzUzLTNlNjMtNDZmZC04ZjllLWI1MDM1OWU3NTgwMwAQACKckOf1HEhNiG2A9… 1/1
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