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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL,
EASTERN ZONE BENCH, KOLKATA
(Under Section 18(1) read with Section 14 of the
National Green Tribunal Act, 2010)

Original Application No. 0f 2026

IN THE MATTER OF:

Shri Pritpal Singh & Anr. ...Applicants
VERSUS

Union of India & Ors ...Respondents

ORIGINAL APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 18 (1) READ WITH
SECTION 14 OF THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL ACT, 2010,
SEEKING A DIRECTION TO THE RESPONDENT AUTHORITIES FOR
GRANT OF ENVIRONMENT CLEARANCE.

1. The present Original Application is being preferred by the Applicants, as
mining leaseholders of the Chaldhuya Stone Mines, seeking a direction to
the Respondent Authorities for the grant of Environment Clearance
essential for the lawful continuation of mining operations at the Chaldhuya
Stone Mines, situated at Village Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad,
Jharkhand, covering an area of 4.05 Hectares (10.00 Acres) for the mineral
stone. This application arises in the context of an arbitrarily rejected
Environment Clearance application, sustained inaction by the statutory
authorities, and the consequent violation of the fundamental rights of the
Applicants, necessitating the urgent intervention of this Hon'ble Tribunal to
restore equitable justice and ensure environmental governance consistent

with law and established precedent.
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It is most respectfully submitted to this Hon'ble Tribunal that the present
Original Application, though preferred in the year 2025, has been
necessitated only due to the prolonged and unexplained inaction of the
Respondent Authorities spanning over nearly seven (7) years since the
DEIAA's order of refusal dated 13.03.2018. The Applicants, in good faith
and in reliance upon the established administrative remedies available
under the statutory framework, have exhausted all possible alternative
remedies before resorting to this Hon'ble Tribunal's intervention. The
sequence of the Applicants' efforts to secure the Environment Clearance
through administrative channels is as follows:

a. SEAC Recommendation (28.10.2015 - 01.11.2015): The State Level
Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC), in its 35th Meeting, favourably
appraised the Applicants' proposal and deferred the matter for receipt
of interstate boundary certificate with the understanding that upon
receipt thereof, the matter would be referred to SEIAA for final
approval. This decision was premised upon the legally correct
understanding that no Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or
Public Consultation was required for a B2 category project as per the
EIA Notification dated 14.09.2006.

b. Interstate Boundary Certificate (27.05.2016): Upon receiving the
Interstate Boundary Certificate from the Circle Officer stating that the
Leasehold area is 15 K.M. distant from the Interstate Border, the
Applicants expected an imminent favorable decision from SEIAA.
However, the matter was unexpectedly transferred to DEIAA without
any intimation to the Applicants or any explanation for such transfer.

c. DEIAA's Arbitrary Rejection (13.03.2018): Without any hearing,
discussion, or opportunity afforded to the Applicants to explain their
position, the DEIAA rejected the Environment Clearance application

on 13.03.2018, citing the existence of 25 houses beyond 350 meters, a
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criterion neither defined in law nor consistently applied by the very
Respondent Authority in similar cases.

d. First Representation to SEIAA (13.06.2018): Aggrieved by the
DEIAA's order, the Applicants preferred a Representation dated
13.06.2018 to the Member Secretary, SEIAA, invoking the appellate
remedy provided under Para 8 of Annexure-XI of Gazette Notification
No. S.0. 141(E) dated 15.01.2016. Despite this representation being
submitted over 6 (six) years ago, the SEIAA has remained completely
silent and has not taken any action whatsoever on the representation.

e. Administrative Appeal to MoEF&CC (27.04.2025): Frustrated by the
inaction of SEIAA, the Applicants made a final representation before
the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change
(MoEF&CC), New Delhi, on 27.04.2025, seeking intervention and
grant of Environment Clearance. Even this representation has been left
without any response or acknowledgement.

3. The delay in approaching this Hon'ble Tribunal is attributable not to any
laches on the part of the Applicants, but to the following systemic and
circumstantial factors:

a. Legitimate Expectation of Administrative Justice: The Applicants,
based on the SEAC's favourable recommendation in 2015,
legitimately expected that administrative remedies would yield relief
within a reasonable timeframe. The complete inaction of SEIAA for
over six (6) years renders the administrative remedy illusory and
inadequate.

b. Institutional Barriers: The creation of the DEIAA structure post-2017
and the transfer of the Applicants' case without notice or explanation
has created institutional barriers that the Applicants could not have

foreseen or anticipated. The DEIAA's unilateral and arbitrary
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assumption of jurisdiction over matters previously apprised by SEAC
led to the irregular and unwarranted rejection.

c. No Cognizable Judicial Forum: Prior to 2025, the NGT was the only
available forum that could exercise supervisory jurisdiction over
environmental clearance decisions. However, the Applicants
endeavoured to exhaust the statutory representations available under
Para 8 of Gazette Notification S.O. 141(E) dated 15.01.2016 before
approaching this Hon'ble Tribunal, as mandated by principles of
administrative law requiring exhaustion of internal remedies.

d. Pendency of Writ Petition and Interim Considerations: The Applicants
had also approached the High Court of Jharkhand seeking mandamus
for renewal of their mining lease (which required EC as a
prerequisite). The counter-affidavit filed by the State Government
stating that EC could not be granted in the absence of Environment
Clearance effectively highlighted the deadlock created by the
Respondents' action and inaction, necessitating intervention by this
Hon'ble Tribunal.

e. Operational and Financial Hardship: Over the past 7 (seven) years
since the DEIAA's rejection, the Applicants have suffered immense
operational, financial, and commercial hardship. The lease has
remained non-operational, investments in mining infrastructure and
equipment have remained unutilized, and employment opportunities
for local workers have been lost. The prolonged inaction of the
administrative authorities has caused irreparable prejudice to the
Applicants' interests.

The Applicants are the registered mining leaseholders of the Chaldhuya
Stone Mines, having been granted the mining lease vide the Government
of Jharkhand for mineral Stone (stone boulders and quarried materials)

with effect from 21.01.2003 for an initial period of 10 (ten) years. The
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original lease period having proximally neared its expiry, the Applicants, in
adherence to statutory requirements and in recognition of their regulatory
obligations, filed an Application for Renewal of the mining lease
on 28.09.2012 (receipt dated 28.09.2012), well in advance of the lease
expiry date, demonstrating their commitment to lawful compliance with
governmental regulations. The said renewal application was duly accepted
by the State Government, and a renewal of the lease period was granted to
the Applicants. However, the statutory mandate for Environment Clearance
under the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, read with the EIA
Notification dated 14.09.2006 (as amended), necessitated that the
Applicants obtain formal Environmental Clearance prior to the
commencement or continuation of mining operations.

In consonance with the regulatory framework, the Applicants filed a
comprehensive application for Environment Clearance before the
Jharkhand State Environment Impact Assessment Authority (hereinafter
referred to as "SEIAA") in the prescribed Form-I format, enclosing all
requisite supporting documents, including mining plans, environmental
management plans, and certificates from relevant Government authorities
(District Mining Officer, Divisional Forest Officer, and Circle Officer).
The application was formally submitted on 23.09.2015, thereby ensuring
that the Applicants had sought and pursued the Environment Clearance
well before the necessity of its enforcement became critical to the
continuity of their lease. The Applicants' proactive approach and timely
submission of all required documents demonstrate a genuine intent to
operate within the framework of environmental regulations and sustainable
mining practices.

The application proceeded through the prescribed SEAC appraisal process,
wherein, in the 35th Meeting held from 28th to 31st October, 2015, and
01st November, 2015, the State Level Expert Appraisal Committee, in its
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professional judgment, found the Applicants' proposal to be
environmentally sustainable and administratively compliant, subject only
to the submission of a routine interstate boundary distance certificate.
Upon receipt of this certificate (dated 27.05.2016) confirming that the
leasehold area is located 15 K.M. away from the Interstate Border, the path
lay clear for the grant of Environment Clearance by SEIAA. However, to
the complete surprise and consternation of the Applicants, the matter was
transferred to the newly constituted District Level Environment Impact
Assessment Authority, Dhanbad (hereinafter referred to as "DEIAA"),
which, without affording any hearing to the Applicants or consideration of
the SEAC's favorable appraisal, rejected the Environment Clearance
application on 13.03.2018 on the sole, unsustainable ground that 25 houses
allegedly existed beyond 350 meters from the leasehold boundary. This
rejection was passed without any reasons, without any effective
opportunity of hearing, and in gross disregard of the statutory guidelines
and precedents established by the very authority rejecting the application.

Aggrieved by the arbitrary rejection, the Applicants preferred a
Representation on 13.06.2018 to the Member Secretary, Jharkhand SEIAA,
invoking the appellate provisions available under the statutory framework.
This representation was submitted seven (7) years ago, yet SEIAA has
remained utterly silent, providing neither approval nor reasoned denial. In
a final attempt to exhaust administrative remedies, the Applicants
submitted a comprehensive Representation on 27.04.2025 directly before
the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MoEF&CC),
New Delhi, detailing the illegality and arbitrariness of the DEIAA order
and seeking urgent intervention. Even this representation has been left
unaddressed by the Government authorities. The consistent and unjustified
inaction of the administrative authorities across a span of nearly seven (7)

years has rendered the administrative remedies wholly inadequate and
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illusory, compelling the Applicants to seek justice from this Hon'ble
Tribunal.

Being aggrieved by the inaction of the concerned authorities in granting
environment clearance, the Applicants have again made a Representation
dated 27.04.2025 before the MoEF&CC, New Delhi, for the grant of
Environment Clearance; however, no action has yet been taken by the
Govt. Authorities on the said Representation.

That the facts culminating in the filing of the present Original Application
are as under:

BRIEF FACTS

The Applicants had been granted a mining lease of the Chaldhuya Stone
Mines at Village Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad, Jharkhand,
over an area of 4.05 Ha for mineral Stone from 21.01.2003 for a period of
10 years.

Prior to the expiry of the lease period, the Applicants applied for renewal
of their mining lease vide its Application dated 28.09.2012 and a Receipt
dated 28.09.2012 was also issued in favour of the Applicants.

A true copy of the Renewal Application dated 28.09.2012, along with
Receipt of Renewal Application dated 28.09.2012, is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/1 [COLLY].

It is submitted that upon the renewal application being filed by the
Applicants, a renewal of the mining lease had been granted by the State
Government. It is, however relevant to submit that the Applicants had to
obtain Environment Clearance over the subject project and leasehold area
prior to the commencement of any mining operations.

In light of the same, the Applicants filed for the grant of environmental
clearance before the State Environment Impact Assessment Authority

[‘'SEIAA’] along with all the requisite documents.
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It is submitted that among the said documents submitted by the Applicants,
a Certificate dated 14.08.2015 of the Circle Officer of Baliyapur was also
obtained and submitted by the Applicants to SEIAA. The said certificate
had mentioned that there existed human habitation beyond 350 Metres of
the boundary of the leasehold area.

A true copy of the Letter bearing No. 808 dated 14.08.2015 is annexed
herewith and marked as ANNEXURE-A/2.

In the meantime, the Asst. Mining Officer, Dhanbad, had issued a
Certificate of No Dues in favour of the Applicants with respect to the
leasehold area.

A true copy of the Certificate of No Dues Certificate dated 25.08.2015
issued by the Asst. The Mining Officer is annexed herewith and marked as
ANNEXURE-A/3.

That the State Level Expert Appraisal Committee (hereinafter referred to as
“SEAC”) was formed and in its 35" Meeting held from 28" to 31
October, 2015 and 01* November 2015 heard the case of the Applicants for
grant of Environment Clearance and further asked the Applicants to submit
certificate from Circle Officer regarding the distance of the leaseholder
area from the interstate Boundary and further held that the matter would be
referred to SEIAA by SEAC upon receiving the said certificate. The Circle
Officer vide its Letter No. 452 dated 27.05.2016 informed the SEAC that
the boundary of the leasehold area is 15 K.M. from the Interstate Border.

A true copy of the Extract of the 35" Meeting of SEAC held from 28™ to
31* October, 2015 and 01% November 2015 is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/4.

A true copy of the Letter No. 452 dated 27.05.2016 issued by the Circle
Officer informing SEAC regarding the distance of the interstate boundary
from the Leasehold area is annexed herewith and marked as

ANNEXURE-A/S.
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That to the surprise of the Applicants, the DEIAA vide its Letter No.
353/Dhanbad dated 13.03.2018 refused to grant Environment Clearance to
the Applicants on the sole ground that as per the report of the Circle
Officer, there existed habitation beyond 300 Metres of the boundary of the
leasehold area.

A true copy of the Letter No. 353/Dhanbad dated 13.03.2018 refusing to
grant Environment Clearance to the Applicants is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/6.

It is pertinent to mention herein that similarly placed leaseholders having
habitation near the boundary of their leasehold area have been granted
Environment Clearance during the same period by the same District Level
Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Dhanbad.

A true copy of the Letter no. 1170 dated 14.12.2015 of the Circle Officer,
Dhanbad, in the matter of Shri Ramkishore Mahto 1s annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/7.

A true copy of the Letter no. 1218 dated 15.12.2016 of the Circle Officer,
Dhanbad, in the matter of Shri Sujan Mahto is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/S8.

A true copy of the Environment Clearance granted to Sri Sujan Mahto by
the District Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Dhanbad
vide Letter No. EC/DEIAA/2017-18/ dated 16.12.2017 is annexed
herewith and marked as ANNEXURE-A/9.

It is further pertinent to submit that the minimum distance of battery of the
proposed industries/units as provided by the Jharkhand SPCB in its
Notification dated 22.03.2005 is only 200 m from habitation (i.e. more
than 200 people). In the present case, the DEIAA, after perusing the report
of the Circle Officer that the habitation of 25 houses was present beyond
350 Meters from the lease boundary, failed to properly apply the said

guidelines while refusing to grant Environment Clearance to the
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Applicants. It is submitted that even the Appendix-1 seeks information on
the Leasehold Area of Minor Minerals, which are less than 5 Ha. only
seeks information whether or not there exists any habitation within 200
Meters of the boundary of the leasehold area.

A true copy of the Notification dated 22.03.2005 of the Jharkhand SPCB,
along with the Guideline for Minimum Distance of Battery of the Proposed
Industries/Units, 1s annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE-A/10.
A true copy of the Appendix-1 seeking Information on the Leasehold Area
of Minor Minerals which are less than 5 Ha. is annexed herewith and
marked as ANNEXURE-A/11.

Being aggrieved by the said order of refusal of Environment Clearance, the
Applicants wrote a Representation dated 13.06.2018 to the Member
Secretary, Jharkhand SEIAA; however, no action has yet been taken by the
SEIAA for the grant of Environment Clearance to the present Applicants.
A true copy of the Representation dated 13.06.2018 made by the
Applicants is annexed herewith and marked as ANNEXURE-A/12.

The Applicants have again made a Representation dated 27.04.2025 before
the MoEF&CC, New Delhi, for the grant of Environment Clearance;
however, no action has yet been taken by the Govt. Authorities on the said
Representation.

A True Copy of the Representation dated 27.04.2025 submitted before the
MoEF&CC, New Delhi, for grant of Environment Clearance is annexed
herewith and marked as ANNEXURE- A/13 [COLLY].

In such circumstances, and during the pendency of the Representation
Member Secretary, Jharkhand SEIAA, the Applicants are constrained to
approach this Hon’ble Tribunal to seek direction upon the respondents to
grant and expedite the process of grant of the Environment Clearance to
the Applicants in a time-bound manner.

GROUNDS
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BECAUSE the Order dated 13.03.2018 passed by the DLEIAA, as well as
the inaction by the SEIAA in not granting Environment Clearance to the
Applicants, is ex facie illegal, wholly arbitrary, unjust, unfair, and based on
unfounded legal provisions inasmuch as it is completely contrary to the
materials on record and thus is perverse and arbitrary.

BECAUSE the Order dated 13.03.2018 refusing environment clearance
and the Impugned inaction of the Respondents is in blatant contravention
of the fundamental rights of the Applicants as enshrined under Article 14
and 19(1)(g) of the constitution of India inasmuch as Environment
Clearance has been granted to similarly placed project proponents by the
said Respondents thus causing unwarranted discrimination and prejudice to
the present Applicants.

BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 refusing environment clearance and
the Impugned inaction of the Respondents has been passed without any
basis or rationale and has been passed in a pre-determined manner.
BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 has been passed on a factually
incorrect assumption wherein the Respondent has wrongly assumed that
merely because the Circle Officer in its report has mentioned the existence
of 25 houses beyond 350 Meters of the Leasehold area, the environment
clearance must be refused.

BECAUSE the Order refusing environment clearance and the Impugned
inaction of the Respondents is in blatant contravention of the Guidelines
for grant of Environment Clearance as provided in Notification dated
22.03.2005 of the Jharkhand SPCB wherein the minimum distance of
battery of the proposed industries/units as provided by the Jharkhand
SPCB in its Notification dated 22.03.2005 is only 200 m from habitation
(i.e. more that 200 people).

BECAUSE the Respondents, after perusing the report of the Circle Officer
that the habitation of 25 houses was present beyond 350 Meters from the
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lease boundary, failed to properly apply the said guidelines while refusing
to grant Environment Clearance to the Applicants.

BECAUSE the Appendix-1 seeks Information on the Leasehold Area of
Minor Minerals which are less than 5 Ha. only seeks information whether
or not there exists any habitation within 200 Meters of the boundary of the
leasehold area, hence the existence of any habitat beyond 350 Meters of
the Leasehold area is of no consequence in the present case, which the
Respondents have categorically failed to observe.

BECAUSE Environment Clearance has been granted to similarly placed
leaseholders by the Respondent Authorities. It is submitted that the grant of
Environment Clearance to similarly placed leaseholders and refusal to
grant the same to the present Applicants without any cogent or rational
reason shows an arbitrary approach of the Respondent Authorities, thus
rendering the impugned order and inaction in stark violation of Article 14
of the Constitution of India.

BECAUSE the Respondents have passed the order dated 13.03.2018
without affording an effective hearing to the Applicants, as the Applicants
have never even been given an opportunity to explain the correct factual
and legal position, and hence the aforesaid order has been passed in stark
violation of the principles of natural justice.

BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 has been passed with a pre-
determined outcome and on the basis of the Report of the Circle Officer
which only mentions that there exists 25 houses beyond the 350 Meters of
the lease boundary, which in essence has no bearing on the merits of the
Applicants case inasmuch as the guidelines for the grant of environment
clearance does not necessitate that environment clearance ought to be

denied if habitation exists beyond 350 Meters of the lease boundary.
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BECAUSE the Applicants have taken all steps and have complied with all
requisites for the grant of environment clearances in their subject leasehold
area for carrying on mining operations.
BECAUSE the Order dated 13.03.2018, as well as the Impugned Inaction
of the Respondents, is contrary to the materials on record of the matter, and
hence the same is liable to be set aside and further the Respondent
authorities ought to be directed to grant environmental clearance to the
Applicants in an expedited manner.
BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Yoginath D. Bagde v. State of
Maharashtra, (1999) 7 SCC 739 has held as follows:
“51. It was lastly contended by Mr Harish N. Salve that this Court
cannot reappraise the evidence which has already been scrutinised
by the enquiry officer as also by the Disciplinary Committee. It is
contended that the High Court or this Court cannot, in exercise of
its jurisdiction under Article 226 or Article 32 of the Constitution,
act as the appellate authority in the domestic enquiry or trial and it
is not open to this Court to reappraise the evidence. The
proposition as put forward by Mr Salve is in very broad terms and
cannot be accepted. The law is well settled that if the findings are
perverse and are not supported by evidence on record or the
findings recorded at the domestic trial are such to which no
reasonable person would have reached, it would be open to the
High Court as also to this Court to interfere in the matter. In
Kuldeep Singh v. Commvr. of Police [(1999) 2 SCC 10 : 1999 SCC
(L&S) 429 : JT (1998) 8 SC 603] this Court, relying upon the
earlier decisions in Nand Kishore Prasad v. State of Bihar [(1978)
38CC 366 : 1978 SCC (L&S) 458 : AIR 1978 SC 1277 : (1978) 3
SCR 708] , State of Andhra Pradesh v. Rama Rao [AIR 1963 SC
1723 : (1964) 3 SCR 25] , Central Bank of India Ltd. v. Prakash
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Chand Jain [AIR 1969 SC 983 : (1969) 2 LLJ 377] , Bharat Iron
Works v. Bhagubhai Balubhai Patel [(1976) I SCC 518 : 1976 SCC
(L&S) 92 : AIR 1976 SC 98 : (1976) 2 SCR 280] as also Rajinder
Kumar Kindra v. Delhi Admn. [(1984) 4 SCC 635 : 1985 SCC
(L&S) 131 : AIR 1984 SC 1805 : (1985) 1 SCR 866] laid down that
although the court cannot sit in appeal over the findings recorded
by the disciplinary authority or the enquiry officer in a
departmental enquiry, it does not mean that in no circumstance can
the court interfere. It was observed that the power of judicial
review available to a High Court as also to this Court under the
Constitution takes in its stride the domestic enquiry as well and the
courts can interfere with the conclusions reached therein if there
was no evidence to support the findings or the findings recorded
were such as could not have been reached by an ordinary prudent

man or the findings were perverse.”

BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Bondar Singh v. Nihal Singh,
(2003) 4 SCC 161 has held that:

“4. ... If the findings of the subordinate courts on facts are contrary
to the evidence on record and are perverse, such finding can be set

aside by the High Court in appeal under Section 100 CPC. A High

Court cannot shut its eyes to perverse findings of the courts below.”

BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Dharmendra v. State of
Maharashtra, (2019) 5 SCC 63, has set aside the order of the High Court

on the ground that the impugned order therein was contrary to the evidence

on record. The Hon’ble Supreme Court held:

“17. In our considered view, the evidence of Yamuna Prabhakar
Dekate PW 6 who was just a passer-by and was called by the
police as a pointer witness, does not inspire confidence and the

conviction of the Applicants ought not to ave been based on such
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evidence. Further, in the depositions of other witnesses there are
material contradictions. By considering the totality of the evidence
and the material on record, we are of the view that the guilt of the
Applicants has not been proved beyond reasonable doubt and they
are entitled to the benefit of doubt. As we are of the view that the
findings recorded by the courts below run contrary to the
evidence on record, the impugned judgment [Dharmendra
Wasudeoji Mandlik v. State of Maharashtra, 2009 SCC OnLine
Bom 2421] is liable to be set aside.”
BECAUSE the presence of Habitat of Humans beyond 350 Meters of the
boundary of the leasehold area was of no consequence in the present matter
and cannot be the sole reason for refusal of the grant of the environment
clearance and thus the order dated 13.03.2018 refusing to grant
environment clearance is liable to be set aside.
BECAUSE the impugned order is further arbitrary, unjust, and unfair
inasmuch as it has been passed in complete disregard of the guidelines as
enshrined by the State Government which categorically prove the case of
the Applicants.
BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 is further in gross disregard of the
principle of natural justice which clearly mandates that any order inviting
civil consequence must precede a fair and effective opportunity to the
affected parties to present their case. The opportunity of hearing provided
must not be mere eyes wash.
BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 and the inaction is ex-facie illegal
and contrary to established principles of law for being a non-speaking
order. It is relevant to point out that submission made, and averments
advanced by the Applicants have not been considered and Respondent No.

3 has simply held that the Environment Clearance cannot be granted to the



18

Applicants. The order rejects the contentions of the Applicants without
appreciating them. No reason whatsoever has been assigned for the same.
BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 and the impugned inaction on the
part of the Respondent Authorities is violative of principles of natural
justice inasmuch as the documents submitted by the Applicants were not
taken into consideration.
BECAUSE, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in D. K. Yadav v. JM.A
Industries (1993) 3 SCC 259, observed that:
“Application of the principles of natural justice ~ that no man
should be condemned unheard intends to prevent the authority to
act arbitrarily affecting the rights of the concerned person. No
decision must be taken which will affect the right of any person
without first being informed of the case and be given him/her an
opportunity of putting forward his/her case. An order involving
civil consequences must be made consistently with the rules of
natural justice. It is not so much to act judicially but to act fairly,
namely, the procedure adopted must he just, fair and reasonable in
the particular circumstances of the case.”
It 1s submitted that the Order dated 13.03.2018 was issued without
providing any opportunity for an effective hearing, which is in complete
violation of the principle laid down in the above-mentioned judgment.
BECAUSE the order dated 13.03.2018 has been issued mechanically, and
no substantial reasons have been assigned for rejecting the application for
the grant of Environment Clearance of the Applicant. It is settled law that
an order inviting civil consequences must carry the reasons upon which the
order 1s based. In the instant case, the order dated 13.03.2018 and the
impugned order being devoid of any reasons is erroneous and arbitrary.
BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Cyril Lasrado v. Juliana Maria
Lasrado, (2004) 7 SCC 431, at page 435 held that:
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“Reasons are live links between the mind of the decision-taker to
the controversy in question and the decision or conclusion arrived
at.”” Reasons substitute subjectivity by objectivity. The emphasis on
recording reasons is that if the decision reveals the “inscrutable
face of the sphinx”, it can, by its silence, render it virtually
impossible for the courts to perform their appellate function or
exercise the power of judicial review in adjudging the validity of
the decision. Right to reason is an indispensable part of a sound
judicial system, reasons at least sufficient to indicate an
application of mind to the matter before court. Another rationale is
that the affected party can know why the decision has gone against
him. One of the salutary requirements of natural justice is spelling
out reasons for the order made, in other words, a speaking out. The
“inscrutable face of the sphinx” is ordinarily incongruous with a
Jjudicial or quasi-judicial performance”
BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Ravi Yashwant Bhoir v.
Collector, (2012) 4 SCC 407 observed that it is a settled proposition of law
that even in administrative matters, the reasons should be recorded, as it is
incumbent upon the authorities to pass a speaking and reasoned order. The
order refusing the Environment Clearance to the Applicants is directly in
contravention of the established principles of law, as it failed to assign any
reasons for rejecting the application of the Applicants.
BECAUSE, Shrilekha Vidyarthi v. State of U.P1991 AIR 537, the
Hon’ble Supreme Court has observed as under:

“36. ... Every State action may be informed by reason and it

follows that an act uninformed by reason, is arbitrary. The rule of
law contemplates governance by laws and not by humour, whims or
caprices of the men to whom the governance is entrusted for the
time being. It is the trite law that ‘be you ever so high, the laws are
above you'. This is what men in power must remember, always.”
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BECAUSE, in State of W.B. v. Atul Krishna Shaw 1990 AIR 2205, the

Hon’ble Supreme Court observed that:

“7. ... Giving of reasons is an essential element of administration
of justice. A right to reason is, therefore, an indispensable part of

b

sound system of judicial review.’

BECAUSE the Order dated 13.03.2018 passed by the Respondents and the
impugned inaction is in complete violation of the law laid down in
National Textile Workers' Union v. PR. Ramakrishnan, (1983) 1 SCC
228, wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that: -

“Now it is an elementary principle of law, well-settled as a result of
several decisions of this Court and particularly the decisions in
State of Orissa v. Dr (Miss) Binapani Del, A.K. Kraipak v. Union of
India and Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India that no order involving
adverse civil consequences can be passed against any person
without giving him an opportunity to be heard against the passing
of such order and this rule applies irrespective of whether the
proceeding in which it is passed is a quasi-judicial or an

administrative proceeding.”

It is submitted that the Order dated 13.03.2018 had been passed without
providing any effective opportunity to the Applicant to be heard, and hence
the same is liable to be quashed.

BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Neelima Misra v. Harinder
Kaur Paintal, (1990) 2 SCC 746, held that:

“22. An administrative order which involves civil consequences
must be made consistently with the rule expressed in the Latin
maxim audi alteram partem. It means that the decision maker
should afford to any party to a dispute an opportunity to present his
case. A large number of authorities are on this point and we will

not travel over the field of authorities. What is now not in dispute is
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that the person concerned must be informed of the case against him
and the evidence in support thereof and must be given a fair
opportunity to meet the case before an adverse decision is taken.”
It is therefore submitted that the order dated 13.03.2018 blatantly refusing
the grant of environment clearance to the Applicants and inaction on the
part of the authorities is in complete violation of the principles of natural
justice.

BECAUSE the fundamental principle of natural justice is audi alteram
partem, 1.e., no man should be condemned unheard, or both sides must be
heard before passing any order. That de Smith Judicial Review of
Administrative Action, 1980, p. 158 says, ‘no proposition can be more
clearly established than that a man cannot incur the loss of liberty or
property for an offense by a judicial proceeding until he has had a fair
opportunity of answering the case against him, A party is not to suffer in
person without an opportunity of being heard.” Therefore, it is submitted
that the Order dated 13.03.2018 has been passed in gross violation of the
principles of natural justice.

BECAUSE “Wade Administrative Law, 1980, p. 395” states that the
rules of natural justice operate as implied mandatory requirements, non-
observance of which invalidates the exercise of the power. He adds, ‘the
presumption is, it (natural justice) will always apply, however silent about
it the statute may be’.

BECAUSE the Hon’ble Supreme Court in a catena of Judgments has
categorically settled the principle of natural justice. It is well settled that
where the exercise of a power results in civil consequences, unless the
statute specifically rules out, the principles of natural justice would apply:
Baldev Sing v. State of H.P., (1981) 4 SCC 510 (515): AIR 1982 SC
1212; National Textile Workers’ Union v. Ramkrishnan, (1983) 1 SCC
228: AIR 1983 SC 75: (1983) 1 SCR 922; Swadeshi Cotton Mills v.
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Union of India, (1981) 1 SCC 664 (712): AIR 1981 SC 818: (1981) 2
SCR 533 (591); Union of India v. Tulsiram Patel (supra) at p. 478
(SCCO); R.S. Dass v. Union of India, 1986 Supp SCC 617: AIR 1987 SC
593; State of Haryana v. Ram Kishan, (1988) 3 SCC 416 (420): AIR
1988 SC 1301.
BECAUSE it is submitted that the procedural fairness embodying natural
justice is to be implied whenever action is taken affecting the rights of
parties. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has settled the said law in a plethora
of its judgments such as: - Liberty Oil Mills v. Union of India, (1984) 3
SCC 465 (484-87): AIR 1984 SC 1271: (1984) 3 SCR 676; Institute of
Chartered Accountants of India v. L.K. Ratna, (1986) 4 SCC 537
(552): AIR 1987 SC 71.
Because the Hon’ble Supreme Court in its landmark judgment of Maneka
Gandhi v. Union of India(1978) 1 SCC 248 observed:
“It is well established that even where there is no specific provision
in a statute or rules made thereunder for showing cause against
action proposed to be taken against an individual which affects the
rights of that individual, the duty to give reasonable opportunity to
be heard will be implied from the nature of the function to be
performed by the authority which has the power to take punitive or
damaging action.”
BECAUSE it is a well-settled principle that unless the law expressly or by
necessary implication excludes the application of the rule of natural justice,
courts will read the said requirement.
BECAUSE, the Applicant has no other adequate, alternative, and
efficacious remedy and therefore has approached this Hon’ble Tribunal for
appropriate relief by filing the present Application before this Hon’ble

Tribunal.
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JJ.  The Applicants crave leave of this Hon’ble Tribunal to file further or
additional affidavit/ written submission as and when required. The
Applicants craves leave of this Hon’ble Authority to add, amend, and

substitute the above grounds and submission made hereunder.
PRAYER

It is, therefore, most respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Revisionary Authority

may graciously be pleased to:

a) Allow the present Original Application and pass appropriate directions to
grant the Environment Clearance over Chaldhuya Stone Mines at Village
Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad, Jharkhand, over an area of 4.05
Ha for mineral Stone; AND/OR

b) Pass an appropriate order to remand the matter to the MoEF&CC for
consideration of the proposal for grant of Environmental Clearance;
AND/OR

c) Grant opportunity of hearing to the present Applicant; AND/OR

d) Pass any other or further order (s) as this Hon’ble Tribunal may deem fit
and proper in the facts and circumstances of the present case.

Filed by

S\(&\\L&
(\)M .
(MR. KUMAR SHIVAM
Advocate-on-Record Supreme Court of India
Office: - 217, 7" Floor, Tower -7, Supreme Enclave,
Mayur Vihar Phase -1 New Delhi — 110091
E-Mail ID officekumarshivam@gmail.com
Mobile No. 9599824804
Enrolment No. JH/620/2014

Place New Delhi
Filed on 12.12.2025
Clerk No. Mobile No. 9654867499
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL, :
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. of 2026

IN THE MATTER OF:-
Shri Pritpal Singh & Anr v Appellant
Versus
Union of India&Ors Respondent
AFFIDAVIT

OTARY

I, Shri Pritpal Singh, aged about 60 Years S/o. Darshan Singh, R/o Khettand
, Baliapur, Dhanbad, Baliapur, Jharkhand - 828201 hereby solemnly affirms DHANBAE
and declares.

0

~ 1. That | am the Applicant in the present Application and as such, | am
az competent to swear this affidavit. :

<1 f ﬁ

= '
W g 2. That | have done whatsoever inquiry/investigation which was in my

power to do, collect all data/material which was available and which was
relevant for this court to entertain the present petition.

Dt

That deponent has not concealed in the present petition any
data/material/information which may have enabled this court to form an
opinion whether to entertain this petition or not and/or whether to
grant any relief or not.

B8 D) amANEER
W

3No

4, That the contents of the present application have been drafted on my
instructions and nothing material has been concealed therefrom and the
information provided is true and correct to the best of my knowledge

and belief. WW

DEPONENT

VERIFICATION

that the contents
f my knowl dge and

tb M
\ IPONENT
15

L RS
\S%ﬁ) :1§ CEN S

NOTARY DHAN BAD E ALVGUATE
15 aeng N 4631512 Au’horised. E’{Nif‘?“‘fﬁ“"ﬂ‘ -
\ ' Govtofindia UIS 297 (1}{C) of the Cr.Po. CIVIL COURT UrAnzad, st i

W (Act No. 11 of 1974) & uis (8} {
) A/ |Aci No. 53 of 1952)
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I, Shri Pritpal Singh, aged about 60 Years S/o. Darshan Singh, R/o Khettand
, Baliapur, Dhanbad, Baliapur, Jharkhand - 828201 hereby solemnly affirms 
   and declares. 

6
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BEFORE THE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUN# {ADH
EASTERN ZONE BENCH, KOLKATA Y

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. 2026
'IN THE MATTER OF:
Shri Pritpal Singh & Anr. ... Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
- Union-of India & Ors .....Respondent(s)

AFFIDAVIT

I, Shivlal Gope S/o Guhiram Gope, aged about ... years,

Address Post - Pradhankhanta, Thana- Baliapur, Chaldhowa,

- Dhanbad, Jharkhand- 828201 do hereby solemnly affirm and
) say as under:

1. ThatIam the Applicant in the present Application and as such, I
am competent to swear this affidavit

That I have done whatsoever inquiry/investigation which was in
my power to do, collect all data/material which was available
and which was relevant for this court to entertain the present

petition.

>0 kg,
-

.ﬂ.-th—-unno :

“3.  That deponent has not concealed in the present petition any
data/material information which may have enabled this court to
form an opinion whether to entertain this petition or not and/or

cegquica

whether to grant any relief or not.
o
5 4 That the contents of the present application have been drafted
- on my instruction and nothing material has been concealed
therefrom and the information provided is true and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief.
) \
VERIFICATION DEPONENT

I, above named deponent, do hereby state on oath that, the
- contents of para nos. 1 to 4 are true and correct to the best

on,
Hence e,.lfle _______ ‘\og' anuary 2026
2 " N \\
4 o " 1\ “,-:j_ j ji!w//b v////ﬁ—"‘qml_(/ﬂs—\‘[q

o ANBAD DEPONENT [

1‘".’;1"1"(1 il
297 (1) (C) of the Cr.P.C. \ “MJ
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/e e 53 0f 1952 TENo - 20002 RS Vs,
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State Level Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC), Jharkhand.
C—- 170, Road No. 4, Ashok Nagar, Ranchi, Jharkhand

(Tentative List of Proponent for Appearance on 30.10.2015 at 10.00 AM)

1. Balsiring Stone Deposit of Shri Krishna Kumar Tiwary at Vill- Balsiring, P.S.- Dhurwa,
Dist- Ranchi, Jharkhand. Area- (0.809 Ha)

2. Saheda Stone Mine of Shri Santosh Singh at Mouza- Saheda, Thana- Dhurwa, Dist-
Ranchi, Jharkhand. Area- (0.52 Ha) :

3. Marro Stone Mine of Sri Rana Uday Pratap Singh at Village- Marro, Thana- Govindpur,
Dist.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand (1.43 Ha).

4. Balsiring Stone Deposit of Sri Haricharan Ram Prajapati at Village- Balsiring Thana-
Ranchi, Jharkhand (0.81 Ha).

5. Sutiambe Stone Mine of M/s Amrit Stone Works at Mouza- Sutiambe, Thana- Pithoria,
Dist.- Ranchi, Jharkhand (0.40 Ha).

6. Marro Stone Mine of Sri Amit Kumar Mandal at Village- Marro, Thana- Govindpur,
Dist.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand (2.42 Ha).

7. Sarjamdih Stone Mine of Sri Sadanand Mahto at Village- Sarjamdih, P.O.- Lota, Thana-
Silli, Dist.- Ranchi, Jharkhand (0.40 Ha).

8. Mailghausa Stone Deposit of Sri Laljeet Prasad Saini & Sri Baliram Bhogta at Village-
Mailghausa, Thana- Sikidiri, Dist.- Ranchi, Jharkhand (0.85 Ha).

9. Basaria Stone Deposit of M/s Riya Enterprises at Mouza- Basaria, P.O.- Tutilawa,
Thana- Simaria, Dist.- Chatra, Jharkhand (0.526 Ha).

10.Jajgunda Stone Deposit of Mrs. Naseema Khatun at Mouza- Jajgunda, P.O.- Kakargarh,
Thana- Kuru, Dist.- Lohardaga, Jharkhand (0.81 Ha).

11.Chaldhuya Stone Mine of Pritpal Singh & Shivlal Gope at Mouza- Chaldhuya, Dist.-
Dhanbad, Jharkhand 10.00 Acres ( 4.05 Hectares ).

12.Sudna Sand Mining Project of Sri Santosh Kumar Singh at Village- Sudna, Thana- Sadar
Medninagar, Dist.- Palamu, Jharkhand (3.23 Ha).

13.Garsula Sand Mine Project on Damodar River of Sri Ankit Raj at Village- Garsula,
Thana- Barkagaon, Dist.- Hazaribagh, Jharkhand (5.05 Ha).

14.Laranga Sand Mine Project on Garhi River of Sri Ankit Raj at Village- Laranga, Thana-
Tandwa, Dist.- Chatra, Jharkhand (0.80 Ha).

15.Sonpura Sand Mine Project on Badmahi River of Sri Ankit Raj at Village- Sonpura,
Thana- Barkagaon, Dist.- Hazaribagh, Jharkhand (7.89 Ha).

16.Hendegir Sand Mine on Damodar River of Sri Sanjay Kumar at Village- Hendegir,
Thana- Tandwa, Dist.- Hazaribagh, Jharkhand (4.05 Ha).

17.Ramgarh Sand Mine Project on Damodar River of Sri Anand Kumar Dudey at Village-
Ramgarh, Anchal- Ramgarh, Dist.- Ramgarh, Jharkhand (2.02 Ha).

Vot /@/ﬂ(“‘/h
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PART- E MINUTES OF THE 35" MEETING OF STATE LEVEL EXPERT APPRAISAL
COMMITTEE (SEAC), JHARKHAND HELD FROM 28" to 31* OCTOBER, 2015 and 01"
NOVEMBER, 2015

The 35™ meeting of State Level Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC), Jharkhand was held from
28" to 31" October, 2015 and 01* November, 2015 under the Chairmanship of Sh. A.K. Saxena in
the Conference Room at 170 C, Ashok Nagar, Ranchi. The following members were present:

1. Sh. A.K. Saxena - Chairman

2. Sh. S.B.S Chauhan - Member

3. Er. SK. Singh - Member

4. Dr. R.P. Singh Sangu - Member

5. Prof. (Dr.) M.C. Mahata - Member

6. Dr. Shatrunjay Kumar Singh - Member (Partly attended from 29.10.15to0 01.11.15)
7. Shri S.K. Suman - Secretary

Various projects which were received by SEIAA after the previous SEAC meeting held from 07" to
11" October, 2015 and forwarded to SEAC for their technical appraisal came up for discussions.
Also those Projects which were appraised in SEAC’s earlier meetings in which PP’s were asked to
provide additional informations / clarifications were also considered for examination / scrutiny
where the Project proponents had submitted replies. Accordingly, the Project proponents were asked
to make technical presentation for the appraisal of their project before the committee.

The following salient observations made during the Presentation (Project Wise) in brief deserve
serious consideration.

A. Matters referred by SEIAA

1. 39600 TPA cement grinding unit of M/s Mittal Cement, Village- Rangdih,
Tehsil- Govindpur, Dist.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand.

SEIAA in its meeting held on 22.09.2015 had decided that “SEIAA considered this proposal
in light of legal opinion and decides to withdraw the amended EC issued vide letter no.- 1271,
dated- 12.08.2015 and refer the proposal to SEAC for appraisal”

PP alongwith its consultant M/s Visiontek Consultancy Services Pvt Ltd, Bhubaneshwar
made a presentation to

Environmental Clearance (EC) to the above proposal was accorded by SEIAA vide letter no.
220 dated 03.01.14. The Project Proponent (PP) vide letter dated 03.07.2015 requested
SEIAA for the amendment in the EC for inclusion of Portland Pozzolana Cement and Product
mix of PSC and PPC in the product list. Also to correct the Plot no. from 130 to Plot no. 25 in
the EC. The PP also made a presentation before the Committee

It was submitted by the proponent following are the amendments proposed by them:

Approved as per the EC dated

03.01.14 Amendment sought
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the operation of the mine will have not have any major impact on the surroundings. The -
indicated project cost is Rs 27.00 Lakhs and a provision of Rs 9.12 Lakhs will be kept for
Environment management,

The details of mine capacity as per Approved Mining Plan are

Mineable Proved Reserve 4,06,500 cum
Year-wise Production as per Approved Mining Plan Report for five years is as follows
1* Year ; 22,000 cum
2" Year : 24,800 cum
3" Year : 25,200 cum
4" Year : 25,600 cum
5™ Years : 28,000 cum

The daily production as per Form-I is 94 cum.

PP has submitted certificates from Circle Officer, DFO & DMO. PP was asked to submit
Application /CTO/NOC from JSPCB.

Once the PP provides the information, SEAC will, after examining the same, will refer the
matter to SEIAA for consideration for further action.

21.Chaldhuya Stone Mine of Sri Pritpal Singh & Sri Shiv Lal Gope at Village-
Chaldhuya, Thana- Baliapur, Dist.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand (4.05 Ha).

Consultant- M/S Green Cindia Consulting Pvt Ltd, Ghaziabad, RQP- Sri P.K.
Sen

This is a Stone Mining Project for having an area of 4.05 Ha [Khata No.- 216, Plot No.- 2922 (P)
Old / 4018 (P) New]. The committee noted that as per Form [ it is a proposal for renewal of
mine lease for which PP is seeking EC. The lease was valid w.e.f. 21.01.2003 for a period of 10
years.. Considering the fact that it is B2 Category of Project - as per EIA Notification dated
14.09.2006 the environmental impact assessment as well as Public Consultation is not required.
The committee felt that TOR is not required, nor any formal EIA/EMP is to be prepared in the
instant case. These prescribed exemptions (Based on SEIAA guidelines and decision taken vide
MOEF Notification dated 14.09.2006) are recommended by the Commiittee in the instant case.

The project was reviewed with respect to proposed Mining Plan, Environmental protection
measures proposed to be adopted, proposal for carrying out CSR activities for socio-economic
development, development of green belt, due consideration of occupational health, etc. In view
of the size of the mine, production rate and the mineral mined and the assurance given by PP that
he will give due consideration to environment by maintaining haul roads and water sprinkling on
same, carrying out CSR activities for socio-economic development, development of green belt,
due consideration of occupational health of persons engaged in mining. The committee felt that
the operation of the mine will have not have any major impact on the surroundings. The
indicated project cost is Rs 66.00 Lakhs and a provision of Rs 5.70 Lakhs will be kept for
Environment management.

The details of mine capacity as per Approved Mining Plan are
Mineable Proved Reserve ; 17,83,728 t

" %/
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Year-wise Production as per Approved Mining Plan Report for five years is as follows

1™ Year : 1,80,843 t
2" Year : 1,80,074 t
3 Year : 1,80,077 t
4™ Yeqr : 1,85.387 t
5" Year : 1,84,883 t

The daily production as per Form I is 618 tonnes.

PP has submitted certificates from Circle Officer, DFO & DMO. PP was asked to submit
certificate from CO regarding distance of Interstate Boundary.

Once the PP provides the information, SEAC will, after examining the same, will refer the
matter to SEIAA for consideration for further action.

22.Kurruchattarpur, Katkaiya & Keradih Sand Mining Project located on
Sankh River of Sri Raju Oraon at Village- Kurruchattarpur, Katkaiya &
Keradih, Thana- Raidih, Dist.- Gumla, Jharkhand (18.61 Ha).
As per letter dated 26.10.15 received from Project Proponent it has been informed that “due to
certain changes in Mine Plan and certain changes in production of proposal Kurruchattarpur,
Katkaiya & Keradih Sand Mining Project located on Sankh River of Sri Raju Oraon, in Village-
Kurruchattarpur, Katkaiya & Keradih, Thana- Raidih, Dist.- Gumla, Jharkhand (46.00 Acres),
We would like to withdrawal our application, kindly consider our withdrawal application.”

In view of the facts, SEAC hag not considered the proposal.

W S " (Dr. R.P. Singh Sangu)

Member mber Member

-

=
(Prof (Dr) Shatrunjay Kumar Singh)

Member

: \S I

(S.K.{ n'an)‘ (A K Saxena)
X\ cre{ary Chalrman
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ARBEXUREA/9  Arurune — &

District Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Dhanbad.

Letter No.- EC/DEIAA/2017-18/ Dhanbad, Date: ..} £2:1.3..).3-

To:

Sri Sujan Mahto

S/o- Aklu Mahto

Vill- Paharpur, P.O. - Baliapur,

Thana- Baliapur, Distt.- Dhanbad,

Jharkhand.

Environmental Clearance for the stone mine project of Sri Sujan Mahto
over an area of 2.25 Acre or 0.91 Ha of Khata No. 233 (Old khata No-91),
Plot No. 1826(P), 2643 & 2644 in Mouza - Paharpur, P.O.- Baliapur, Thana-
Baliapur, Distt.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand. :

Ref: DEIAA Letter No. .}.%2.%.©2., Dhanbad, dated ..\, & \a‘ Tﬁf
Sir, ‘

It is in reference to the stone mine project over an area of 2.25 Acre or 0.91 Ha
of Khata No. 233 (Old Khata No. 91), Plot No. 1826(P), 2643 & 2644 in Mouza -
Paharpur, P.O.- Baliapur, Thana- Baliapur, Distt.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand" ‘submitted by
you for seeking prior Environmental Clearances (EC). The proposal was appraised by
District Level Expert Appraisal Committee (DEAC) and recommended for grant of
Environmental Clearance in its meeting held on 14th October, 2017.

The details of mine capacity as per Approved Mining Plan Report are as follows-
I Mineable Proved Reserve 1 3,96,208 Tones
¢ 8 Year-wise Production as per Approved Mining Plan Report for Five years
is as follows . :

1% Year : 42120 Tones

2M Year : 40176 Tones
3" Year : 38232 Tones
4" Year : 36288 Tones
5™ Year - s 34344 Tones

3 The daily production as per Form-I is 140 Tonnes

District Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority (DEIAA), Dhanbad in
its meeting held on 14.10.2017 discussed the project proposal along with
recommendations made by DEAC and decided to grant EC to the project.

The decision of DEIAA, as mentioned above, Environmental Clearance is hereby
issued to " Sri Sujan Mahto over an area of 2.25 Acre or 0.91 Ha of Khata No. 233

(Old khata No-91), Plot No. 1826(P), 2643 & 2644 in Mouza - Paharpur, P.O.-
Baliapur, Thana- Baliapur, ' Distt.- Dhanbad, Jharkhand” On the following

. P‘M‘]LP‘J »&Ch/(/\ -
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The Project proponent shall maintain register for production and dispatch and submit
to the Board.

The Project proponent shall not cut trees / carry out tree felling in leased out area without the
permission of competent authority.

Measures should be taken for control of noise levels below prescribed norms in the work
environment. Workers engaged in operations of HEMM, etc. should be provided with ear
plugs / muffs,

Industrial waste water (workshop and waste water from the mine) should be properly
collected, treated so as to conform to the standards Oil and grease trap should be installed
before discharge of workshop effluents.

Personnel working in dusty areas should wear protective respiratory devices and they should
also be provided with adequate training and information on safety and health aspects.

" Occupational health surveillance program of the workers should be undertaken periodically to

10.

i1,

i

observe any contractions due to exposure to dust and take corrective measures, if needed.
Dispensary facilities for First Aid shall be provided at site.

A separate environmental management / monitoring cell with suitable qualified personnel
should be set-up under the control of a Senior Executive, who will report directly to the Head
of the Organization.

The funds earmarked for environmental protection measures should be kept in separate
account and should not be diverted for other purpose. Year wise expenditure should be
reported to the Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board, Ranchi. PP shall carry out CSR
activities as per Governmernit Guidelines (%of Profit / turnover) or at least Rs 1 per ton
whichever is higher.

The Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board, Ranchi directly or through its Regional Office,
shall monitor compliance of the stipulated conditions. The project autherities should extend
full cooperation to the officer (s) by furnishing the requisite data / information / monitoring

~ reports.

£3:

14.

15.

16.

The project proponent shall submit six monthly reports on the status of compliance of the
stipulated environmentdl clearance conditions including results of monitored data (both in
hard copies as well as by e-mail) to the Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board, Ranchi and to
its concerned Regional Office,

The proponent shall upload the status of compliance of the environmental clearance
conditions, including results of monitored data on their website and shall update the same
periodically. It shall simultaneously be sent to Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board and its
concerned Regional Office The criteria pollutant levels namely ; SPM ,RSPM,S0O, ,NOx
(ambient levels) or critical sectoral parameters , indicated for the project shall be monitored
and displayed at a convenient location near the project shall be monitored and displayed at a
convenient location near the main gate of the company in the company in the public domain.

A copy of the clearance letter shall be sent by the project proponent to concerned Panchayat,
Zila Parisad / Municipal Corporation, Urban Local Body and the Local NGO, if any, from whom
suggestions/ representations, if any, were received while processing the proposal. The
clearance letter shall also be put on the website of the Company by the project proponent.
The environmental statement for each financial year ending 31* March in Form-V as is
mandated to be submitted by the project proponent to the Jharkhand State Pollution Control °
Board as prescribed under the Environment (Protection) Rules, 1986,as amended
subsequently ,shall also be put on the website of the company along the status of compliance
of EC conditions and shall also to the concerned Regional Office of JSPCB by e-mail.

. All statutory clearances shall be obtained before start of mining operations.

papal Fodr
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Other points

The Authority reserves the right to add any new condition or modify the abave conditions or
to revoke the clearance if conditions stipulated above are not implemented to the satisfaction

- of Authority or for that matter for any other Administrative reason.

The Environmental Clearance accorded shall be valid for the period of lease for the mine
(March-2020). The PP shall not increase production rate and alter lease area during the
validity of Environmental Clearance.

In case of any deviation’or alteration in the project proposed from those submitted to DEIAA,
Dhanbad for clearance, a fresh reference should be made to DEIAA to assess the adequacy of
the conditions imposed and to incorporate any new conditions if required.

The above stipulations would be enforced among others under the Water (Prevention &
Control of Pollution) Act, 1974, the Air (Prevention & Control of Pollution) Act, 1981, the
Environment (Protection) Act, 1986, Hazardous Wastes (Management, Handling and Tran
boundary Movement) Rules, 2008 and the Public Liability Insurance Act, 1991 along with their
amendments and rules made there under and also any other orders passed by the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India/ High Court of Jharkhand and any other Court of Law relating to the

subject matter,

. Any Appeal against this Environmental Clearance shall lie with the National Green Tribunal, if

preferred, within a period of 30 days as prescribed under Section 16 of the National Green
Tribunal Act, 2010.

o\ 2o

Member Secretary
District Level Environment Impact
Assessment Authority, Dhanbad.
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TBrick Kiln

captive stone crusher

50

50 |

& 50 80| &0 50 300 | 50 200 200
7 |Fly Ash Brick Units 50| 501 25 50 50 50 100
"8 {Stone Mines 2001 200 700 | 100 | 100 200 200
g _|Botiling & Blending Plant 50 1 50§ 50 50 700 1_ 100 100 200
13 [industries under green category (Exempted _from  NOGI|
: Consent Management
Authorization)
11 |Stone crusher 15001200] 50 - | 460 ] 100 | 50 200 500
12 {Major Mineral Processing Plant _| 500 200 50 100 iOO, 50 200 500
13.[Sponge Iron Plants 500[200] 50| 200 | 200 | 200 500 1000
* 14 {Crushing units installed on the Site
mine pit of msjor minerals 8
15 {Site specific (Mines operating ‘Site Revised vide Notification No,
winth the leasa of Depardment of] Specific 06 dated 04-05-2011, Memoj
Mines (Except stone mines) ) No. 1134 dated 04-05-2011
16 {Hot Mix plant / with or without 50| 50 50 50 200 50 For limited period depending

upon the duration of the
project ) .-
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17 [Mineral Stock Yard / Loading /| 100} 100 100 100 NIL Minimum distance from lake
Unloading storage facilities within 100 pond - 100 mirs (Inserted
) mirs vide notoification No. 4 dated
& 03-05-2011 . Memo No. 1129
dated 03-05-2011) '
18 INOC / Consent application for .
Raiway siding must be
submitted by Rallway - See
Notification No. 05 dated 04-05- :
2011, Memo No. 1133 dated 04-
05-2011 {enclosed) A
: - h————AL
Rizyl- FPF Crusal / Guidlelins /2 e -
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1
ANNEXURE A/12 Dete- 13/06/201¢
To,
The Member secretary

Jharkhand State environment impact assessment authority
Dhurwa, Ranchi.

Sub . Grant of Environmental Clearance for my Chaldhua Stone Mine
Project.

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am lease holder for Chaldhua Stone Mine Project having lease area
of 10 acres .

Location of lease is given below:

Khata No. 216

Plot No. 2922 (old) (4018 New)
Mouza- Chaldhua,

PS- Baliapur, Dist- Dhanbad.
State- Jharkhand.

For grant of environmental clearance | submitted application to
Jharkhand SEIAA in prescribed format enclosing all required documents
including,

i) Certificate from CO

i) Certificate from DMO

iii) Certificate from DFO

iv) No Objection from Panchayat

These certificates are in format prescribed by SEIAA. CO, in his report
has recorded that there are 25 houses located 350-mtr beyond lease

\area (Copy of CO Report enclosed at Annexure - A).

It may kindly be noted that the format prescribed by SEIAA does not

define human habitation in terms of number of dwelling units or

persons.

1. The proposal for grant of Environment Clearance was submitted to
SEIAA, Jharkhand on 23.09.2015.

At pel bt
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2. SEAC Jharkhand in it's 35" Meeting held on 30.10.2015 appraised
the proposal and directed the project proponent to obtain certificate
from the concerned C.O. in respect of distance of Interstate Boundary.

(Copy of Minutes of SEAC meeting enclosed at Annexure - B)

Before the certificate from the concerned C.O. was obtained and
submitted to SEAC, DEIAA/DEAC was formed.

SEIAA transfer the proposal to DEIAA for further action.

3. In the meeting of DEIAA/DEAC of Dhanbad held on 01/02/2018, a
decision was taken not to grant environmental clearance in view of the
fact that as per CO Report there are 25 houses located beyond 350
Mtr. of lease area of mine. This decision of DEIAA/DEAC was
conveyed to my by SDO cum Member Secretary DEIAA vide Letter No.
— 353 dated -13/03/2018 (Copy enclosed at Annexure - C). In this

connection | wish to bring to your kind attention following facts :

) JSPCB, in its prescribed format for grant of NOC to projects has
defined human habitation as consisting of 200 houses (Copy
enclosed at Annexure-D).on basis of this definition, existence of
25 houses does not qualify as human habitation.

i) JSEIAA in its guideline for mining of earth for brick making
defined habitation as consisting of 40 houses (Copy enclosed at
Annexure-E). On this criteria also existence of 25 houses does
not qualify as human habitation.

ii) JSEIAA, in past has granted environment clearance for a number
of mining projects in which there were few houses within 500 mtr
from lease area.

iv)  In this connection it is to be mentioned here that DEIAA /DEAC
vide their Letter No. EC/DEIAA /2017-18 dated 16/12/2017
granted EC to one Sujan Mahato for Stone Lease over an area

of 2.25 acres in Mouza Paharpur, PO- Baliapur of Dhanbad
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District while the CO vide his Letter No. 1218 dated 15/12/2016
reported that 15 houses are located beyond 300 Mtr from the
said Mine. Copy of E.C. and CO reports are enclosed herewith as

annexure — F and G ) respectively.

V) In another case the DEIAA/DEAC as also granted EC to one
Ram Keshwar Mahato for his Stone Mines of 2 acres in Mouza
Paharpur of Baliapur PO- of Dhanbad District, while the C.O. vide
his Letter No. 1170 dated 14/12/2015 reported that 15 houses
are located beyond 300 Mtr from the said Mines. (Copy of CO

Report is enclosed herewith as Annexure- H)

[, in light of above facts, under provisions of Para 8 of Annexure — Xl of
Gazette Notification No. — S.0. 141 (E) dated 15/01/2016, would like to
appeal to you to kindly look into merit of facts based on which the
Dhanbad DEIAA has rejected my application for grant of environmental
clearance. | would like to assure you that | will take appropriate steps

during operations of mine to:

> Minimize ground vibration caused by blasting.
> Rock fly caused by blasting. For this purpose during mining
operations
| would resort to :
> Low intensity blasting

> Controlled blasting

Moreover mining operation will be confined to day shift only. Blasting
will be done everyday at fixed time i.e. at noon.
Prior to blasting hooter will be blown. The above steps would warn the
villagers in surrounding area regarding blasting.
The above steps would minimize the air pollution, ground vibration & fly
rock. With incorporation of above measures, impact of blasting on

houses in vicinity would be minimized.
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It is my earnest request to you to kindly review decision of DEIAA /

DEAC & grant Environmental Clearance to my project.

Thanking you
With Kind Regards
Yours Faithfully

St pel Fagh

(Pritpal Singh)
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ANNEXURE A/13 [COLLY].

Date:2%.04.2025

. Secretary,

Ministry of Environment and Forest and Climate Change,
India, Paryavaran Bhawan, Jorbagh, New Delhi

. Member Secretary,

Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board,
Jharkhand.

. Member Secretary,

State Environment Impact Assessment Authority,
Jharkhand.

SUB: GRANT OF ENVIRONMENT CLEARANCE WITH RESPECT TO

CHALDHUYA STONE MINES AT VILLAGE CHALDHUYA,

THANA BILIAPUR, DIST-DHANBAD, JHARKHAND OVER AN

AREA OF 4.05 HA FOR MINERAL STONE.

Dear Sir,

(S

We, the Applicants, are writing to you with respect to the subject cited
above seeking grant of environment clearance with respect to the
Chaldhuya Stone Mines at Village Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-
Dhanbad, Jharkhand over an area of 4.05 Ha for mineral Stone.

We are the mining lease holder of the Chaldhuya Stone Mines at Village
Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad, Jharkhand over an area of 4.05
Ha for mineral Stone. We had initially been granted the said mining lease

for mineral Stone w.e.f. 21.01.2003 for a period of 10 years. Prior to the
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completion of the 10 year period of mining lease, we filed an Application
dated 20.09.2012 for the Renewal of the mining lease.

That for the grant of the renewal application and subsequent execution of
the mining lease, we applied for the grant of environment clearance before
the Jharkhand SEIAA in the prescribed format and after enclosing all
requisite documents. However, the said application for grant of
environment clearance was transferred by SEIAA to DEIAA/DEAC who
on a later date, while relying on the report of a Circle Office, decided to
refuse environment clearance to us on the ground that 25 houses were
allegedly located beyond 350 meters from the boundary of the leasehold
area.

The brief facts leading to the present Representation is that we had been
granted mining lease of the Chaldhuya Stone Mines at Village Chaldhuya,
Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad, Jharkhand over an area of 4.05 Ha. for
mineral Stone from 21.01.2003 for a period of 10 years and had applied for
the renewal of the said lease deed on 28.09.2012, i.e. prior to the expiry of
the earlier lease. It is further submitted that the said renewal application
was accepted and a renewal of the lease period was granted to us.
However, we had to obtain environmental clearance for operating the
subject mines.

In light of the same, we applied for the grant of Environment Clearance

over the subject leasehold area before the State Environment Impact
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Assessment Authority ['SEIAA’] along with all the requisite documents.
Along with the documents submitted, a Certificate dated 14.08.2015 of the
Circle Officer of Baliyapur was also obtained and submitted by us to
SEIAA. The said certificate had mentioned that there existed human
habitation beyond 350 Metres of the boundary of the leasehold area.

The State Level Expert Appraisal Committee (‘SEAC’) was formed and in
its 35" Meeting held from 28" to 31% October, 2015 and 01% November
2015 heard our case for the grant of Environment Clearance and further
asked us to submit a certificate from Circle Officer regarding the distance
of the leaseholder area from the interstate Boundary and further held that
the matter would be referred to SEIAA by SEAC upon receiving the said
certificate. The Circle Officer vide its Letter No. 452 dated 27.05.2016
informed the SEAC that the boundary of the leasehold area is 15 K.M.
from the Interstate Border.

That to our surprise, the matter was transferred to DEIAA and DEIAA vide
its Letter No. 353/Dhanbad dated 13.03.2018 refused to grant Environment
Clearance to us on the sole ground that as per the report of the Circle
Officer, there existed habitation beyond 300 Metres of the boundary of the
leasehold area.

[t is pertinent to mention herein that similarly placed leaseholders having

habitation nearer to the boundary of their leasehold area have been granted
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Environment Clearance during the same period by the same District Level
Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Dhanbad.

[t is further pertinent to submit that the minimum distance of battery of the
proposed industries/units as provided by the Jharkhand SPCB in its
Notification dated 22.03.2005 is only 200 m from habitation (i.e. more
than 200 people). In the present case, the DEIAA after perusing the report
of the Circle Officer that the habitation of 25 houses was present beyond
350 Meters from the lease boundary, failed to properly apply the said
guidelines while refusing to grant Environment Clearance to us. It is
submitted that even the Appendix-1 that seeks information of Leasehold
Arca of Minor Minerals which are lesser than 5 Ha. only seeks information
whether or not there exists any habitation within 200 Meters of the
boundary of the leasehold area.

Being aggrieved by the said order of refusal of Environment Clearance, we
wrote a Representation dated 13.06.2018 to the Member Secretary,
Jharkhand SEIAA, however, no action has yet been taken by the SEIAA
for grant of Environment Clearance to the present Appellants.

Moreover upon the completion of the renewal period of the mining lease,
we have now preferred a Writ Petition bearing No. before the
Hon’ble High Court of Jharkhand for grant of further renewal/extension of
lease period to us. The said Writ Petition is presently pending before the

Hon’ble High Court of Jharkhand and counter has been filed by the State
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Government stating that as no environment clearance has been obtained by
us and therefore renewal of the lease cannot be granted.

It is stated that where similarly placed leaseholders have been granted
environment clearance by DEIAA, the refusal to grant us environment
clearance is completely in violation of the right to equality and the
principle of legitimate expectation as enshrined under Article 14 of the
Constitution of India.

It is submitted that the said refusal to grant environment clearance to us has
been passed without any basis or rationale and thus is a nullity and liable to
be set aside.

[t is further pertinent to bring to your kind notice that we have complied
with all the requirements of being granted an environment clearance and
further undertake to comply with any and all terms and conditions of the
environment clearance granted to us in order to protect the environment
while ensuring that sustainable development of our country’s economy
continues to grow.

[t is submitted that we have substantially invested in the setting up of
infrastructure and equipment for the operating of the mining lease,
however in the absence of grant of environment clearance, we are not able
to operate the mines without any fault at our end.

It is reiterated that similar leaseholders who have habitation near the

boundaries of their mining leasehold area have been granted environment
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clearance, however, the same has been refused to us, which is completely
against the established principles of law, equity, and the doctrine of
legitimate expectation.

[n light of the aforementioned submissions, we request your kind selves to
kindly grant environment clearance to us with respect to the Chaldhuya
Stone Mines at Village Chaldhuya, Thana Biliapur, Dist-Dhanbad,
Jharkhand over an area of 4.05 Ha for mineral Stone so as to enable us to
seek renewal of the mining lease and subsequently operationalize the
subject mines as per provisions of law at the time being in force.

It is submitted that we appreciate your understanding of the complexities
involved in the present matter and your commitment to upholding justice
and fairness in matters of mineral resource management and are further
confident that your kind self will consider the present request with due
diligence and make decisions that are in the best interest of all stakeholders
involved.

We further undertake to comply with all requisite conditions as and when
so required by the MoEF&CC, SPCB or SEIAA, as the case may be, and
request your kind selves to provide us with an opportunity to be heard
before taking any precipitate steps prejudicial to our interests.

It is most humbly submitted that if any further clarification or information
may be needed by your kind self, we would be promptly ready to provide

the same to your kind self.
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We thank you for your time and consideration and look forward to your prompt

and positive response to this matter.

D) pl

Thanking You
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IN THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 2026
IN THE MATTER OF:
Shri Pritpal Singh & Anr.
.... Petitioner
V/s
Union of India & Ors
... Respondents
VAKALATNAMA

KNOW ALL to whom these presents shall come that I, Shri Pritpal Singh , the petitioner herein
having his residence at........ , the Petitioner in the above matter do hereby appoint MR.KUMAR
SHIVAM, ADV 217, 7th Floor, Tower 7, Supreme Enclave, Mayur Vihar Phase- 1 New Delhi-110091"
hereinafter called the Advocate(s) to be My/our Advocate's in the above noted case and authorise
him/them:

To act, appear and plead in the above noted case in this court in any other court in which the same
may be tried or heard and also in the appellate courts. To sign, file, verify and present pleading,
applications, appeals, cross- objections or petitions for execution, review, revision, withdrawal,
compromise or other petition, replies, objections affidavits or other documents as may be deemed
necessary or proper for the prosecution of the said case in all its stages. To file and take back
documents. To withdraw, or compromise the said case or submit to arbitration any differences or
disputes that may arise touching or in any manner relating to the said case. To take out execution
proceedings. '

To deposit, draw and receive moneys, cheques and grant receipts therefor and to do all other acts
and things which may be necessary to be done for the progress and in the course of the prosecution
of the said case.

And I/we the undersigned do hereby agree to ratify and confirm acts done by the Advocate or his
substitute in the matter my/our own acts as if done by me/ us to all intents and purposes.

And I/we undertake that I/we or my/our authorised agent would appear in the court on all hearings
and will inform the Advocate for appearance when the case is called. And I/we the undersigned do
hereby agree not to hold the Advocate or his substitute responsible for the result of the said case in
consequence of his absence from the court when the said case is called up for hearing, or for any
negligence of the said Advocate or his substitute.

And I/we the undersigned do hereby agree that in the event of the whole or any part of the fee
agreed by me/us to be paid to the Advocate remaining unpaid, he shall be entitled to withdraw from
the prosecution of the said case until the same is paid up. If any costs are allowed for an
adjournment, the Advocate would be entitled to the same.

IN WITNESS WHERE OF I/we do hereunto set my/our hand to these
presentsof which have been understood by me/us this13day  of January
2026< o g\(\\\m\’\,

Mr. Kumar Shivam Adv (JH/620/2014), Client

Mobile No. 9599824804 %‘ / /ccﬁ 04(/4


13                   January
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