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Judgment in WP(C) No. 14175 of 2020 by Mr. Joby Joseph on M/s Royal Sand & Gravels 

Pvt. Ltd (File No.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013) 

Field Inspection Report 

Background 

Sri. Mohammed Fazeel T.A (M/s Royal Sand & Gravels Pvt. Ltd) has been granted an EC for the 

quarry project of M/s Royal Sand & Gravels Pvt. Ltd. in Survey Nos. 2, 14, 15 and 16/1 of 

Akathara Village and Panchayath, Palakkad vide No.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dt.24.05.2014 

for a period of 15 years from 24.05.2014. At the front page of the Order granting EC, it is 

mentioned that validity expires on 23.05.2019. In the Order granting EC, it was stated that the 

EC is for a period of 15 years from 24.05.2014 subject to renewal in every five years. An 

application for renewal was submitted by the proponent. 

The proposal was placed in the 88
th

 SEIAA meeting held on 25.01.2019 and the Authority 

observed that the term ‘renewal’ in EC No.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dated.24.05.2014 creates 

ambiguity, hence decided to replace the word with ‘review’ and the EC stands modified to that 

extent only and the validity of the EC will be 15 years from 24.05.2014 subject to review in 

every 5 years. Further, an erratum order dated 16.02.2019 was issued to the proponent stating 

that the ‘renewal’ referred in the 8
th

 Paragraph of the Original EC is modified and corrected as 

‘review’.  

The proponent submitted the certified compliance report from MoEF &CC Regional Office 

(Southern Zone), Bangalore, vide. letter dated. 18.02.2019. As per the report, the project was 

monitored by the said office on 23.01.2019 and stated that the compliance to the various 

conditions of environment clearance was satisfactory.  

A complaint from Adv. Harish Vasudevan was received on 21.03.2019 representing his client 

Mr. Joby K Joseph, S/o KS Joseph, Kallammakkal House, Dhoni P.O, Palakkad Disrtict against 

the grant of Environmental Clearance to the quarry project of M/s Royal Sand and Gravels Pvt. 

Ltd.  A judgment of Hon’ble High Court in W.P (C) 14175 of 2020, filed by Mr. Joby K. Joseph 

was received in SEIAA on 12
th

 August 2019. Hon’ble High court directed SEIAA to take up the 

matters raised by the petitioner in Ext. P2 representation dated 20.07.2019 for consideration 

without much delay and may conduct an inspection, if necessary with due prior notice to the 

proponent and the petitioner and the inspection report may then be given in advance to the 

proponent and the petitioner and thereafter, the proponent and the petitioner shall be afforded 

reasonable opportunity of being heard through their authorised representative/counsel, to take a 

considered decision preferably within an outer time limit of 3 months.  

The proposal was placed in the 105
th
 SEIAA meeting held on 22

nd
 & 23

rd
 October 2020 and decided to 

request SEAC for a field inspection. Copy of the Judgement as well as Ext P2 referred in the judgement, 

shall be made available to SEAC to facilitate the field inspections. SEAC shall follow the procedures 
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mentioned in the judgement. The matter was included in the Agenda of the 116
th
 Meeting. However, since 

there was a case of contempt in the matter against the Member Secretary of SEIAA, the Chairman 

deputed Dr. P. S. Easa and Dr. A. V. Raghu for field inspection. Accordingly, Dr. Easa and Dr. Raghu 

inspected the site after proper communication to the proponent and the complainant.  

A Brief History 

SEAC in its 23
rd

 meeting considered a proposal from M/s Royal Sand and Gravels Pvt. Ltd in 

Sy. Nos. 2, 14, 15 and 16/1 at Akathethara Village (Application No. 160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013) 

and discussed in detail. The Committee asked for five documents/clarifications. In the 25
th

 

Meeting, though SEAC considered the proposal, it was deferred for site visit. SEAC in its 26
th

 

Meeting considered the proposal again and was satisfied with the additional documents 

submitted by the proponent. After examining the Site Visit Report, the proponent was directed to 

provide a map showing a buffer distance of 50 m from the forest land on the north. The 

proponent was further asked to file affidavits for compliance of 1. Quarry shall be limited to the 

stream on the eastern side to permit unhindered flow of the stream, 2. The stream shall be 

provided with low level check dams to trap silt, 3. Rain water harvesting facility shall be 

provided and 4. Overburden and top soil shall be stacked for restoration. 

The Committee in its 29
th

 Meeting verified the documents and affidavits and recommended the 

proposal for Environmental Clearance. Accordingly, SEIAA, based on the decision in its 30
th

 

Meeting in May, 2014, issued EC on 24-05-2014. The conditions mentioned are 1. Limit quarry 

to the stream on the eastern side to permit unhindered flow of the stream, 2. Leave statutory 

distance from the forest land on the north, 3. The stream may be provided with low level check 

dams to trap silt and 4. Rain water harvesting facility is required in the absence of dependable 

source of water. In the order of EC, the lease area recorded is 9.3928 Ha and for extracting 

3,50,000 MTA of building stone. The expected life of mine will be 28 years. The validity of the 

EC is stated to be 15 years from 24-05-2014 subject to renewal every five years. 

SEIAA vide Order No. 160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dt. 16-02- 2019 issued an Erratum in the 88
th

 

meeting of SEIAA held on 25-01-2019, where it is cited that the term ‘renewal’ in EC 

160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dt. 24-05-2014 was replaced with the term ‘review’. The validity of 

the EC will be 15 years from 24-05-2014 subject to review in every 5 years.  

Shri E. Thirunavukkarasu, Scientist D of Regional Office (Southern Zone) of MoEF and CC, 

Bangalore has issued a certified compliance report reviewing the compliance. The covering letter 

enclosing the Report states that the project was monitored physically by the Regional Office on 

23-01-2019 for compliance of various conditions of EC and was found satisfactory. This Review 

Report by MoEF and CC has been forwarded to SEIAA. 

The Procedure followed by the sub-committee 
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SEIAA office had intimated both the Complainant and the quarry owner in advance regarding 

the visit of the committee on 30
th

 November, 2020. 

During the time of inspection of the site, in addition to the sub-committee, Mr. Jobby K. Jose 

(Complainant), Mr. Faseel Mohamed (Proponent), Mr. P. Z. Thomas (consultant) and Mr. 

Mohammed Sadique (Advocate of the Proponent) were present. The Forest Range Officer 

(Vigilance), Palakkad briefed of their findings and showed the cairns on the forest boundary and 

was with the Team for measurement of distance from the boundary pillar to the cairns and to the 

existing quarried area. The Divisional Forest Officer, Palakkad replied to the querries 

of/clarifications sought by the sub-committee through e mail/WhatsApp messages. The District 

Geologist shared a letter/Report addressed to the District Collector. The sub-committee was 

benefitted from the assistance of Dr. Anand, a GIS expert of IRTC especially with the field 

measurements of geo-cordinates and verification of maps. The sub-committee has also benefitted 

from the discussions with Dr. Sreekumar, Member, SEAC. 

The points raised in the petition of the complainant (in Italics) and the reply of the proponent are 

given below. 

Purposeful concealment /submission of false data in Form-1 

1. The project proponent had already started mining activity within the project site, which is 

adjacent to a forest land, much before the application was submitted and appraisal was 

done. This was purposefully concealed in Form-1. Mining activity was further expanded 

after 18-05-2012 without obtaining EC. The project was then seeking and ex-post facto EC, 

against the provisions of the EIA Notification, 2006. But deliberately suppressing the same, 

EC was sought as a new project. 

The Response of the Proponent 

 The mining activity in the project site was carried out with the Short-Term Permit for an 

area of 0.6 to 1 hectare prior to 2012, by the previous owners of the quarry. 

 Prior to O.M. dt. 18.05.2012 there was no requirement for prior Environmental Clearance 

for mine lease area less than 5 hectares for the mining of minor minerals and since the area 

mined under the mining permit was less than 5 hectares prior EC was not required as per the 

provisions of EIA Notification, 2006 and its further amendments. 

 The project proponent submitted application for obtaining Environmental Clearance for an 

area of 9.3928 hectares as per the then prevailing law on 29.11.2013 before SEIAA, Kerala 

as Category B2. 

 The project proposal was approved by SEAC, field inspection was carried out by SEAC. 

The project was recommended for EC by SEAC. The recommendations of SEAC were 

considered by SEIAA and EC was granted. 

Annexure R8 (18) /3203



4 

 

 Project was accorded with Environmental Clearance vide160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dated 

24.05.2014. 

The following points in the Environmental Clearance Order are to be noted. 

o The mine lease area is for 9.3928 hectares. 

o The annual permissible production permitted is 3,50,000 MT. 

o The validity of EC is for a period of 15 years from 25.04.2014 

o Environment Management Plan and the additional clarifications including a map showing a 

buffer distance of 50 m from the forest land situated on the north direction was furnished in 

response to the observations made by the SEAC while recommending environmental 

clearance to the project.  

o Subsequent to the grant of Environmental Clearance, the project proponent has taken mine 

lease for an area of 7.0655 hectors (leaving the buffer area as stipulated in the EC out of the 

total area of 9.3928 hectors) valid from 22.08.2014 till 21.08.2026.  

o The mining activity is in progress at site.  

o The existence of mining activity was mentioned in our EC application and no information 

which is pertinent to the project is concealed by the PP. 

2. The presence of adjacent forest land and presence of a thodu within the quarry site was 

deliberately concealed in the Form-1. 

The Response 

 The presence of forest is provided in Form-1 (EC application) and in the Environmental 

Clearance Order. 

 As per O.M. dt. 04.07.2014 by MoEF, the minimum set back distance to be left from the 

boundary of forest is 7.5 meter. 

 As per 87
th

 SEIAA meeting held on 14.01.2019 “SEIAA decided to impose a minimum 

distance of 50 m from the forest boundary to the quarry. However, SEAC while assessing 

any application for quarry may recommend higher distance from forest boundary based on 

scientific reasons to be mentioned”.  

 There is no thodu located within 500 meters from the mine lease area. A “Surface Layout 

Plan” (land use plan showing all features within 500 metres from the boundary of mine lease 

area) which is part of our application submitted in 2013 explains this. 

 The block map obtained from Akethethara Village office in which mine lease area is located 

is attached as Annexure No. 8. From the block map, it can be inferred that there is no 
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perennial / seasonal drain (thodu) located within the mine lease area or within 500m from 

the mine lease area. 

3. The slope of the site is more than 45 degree and is highly vulnerable to natural hazards like 

landslides. This area was identified as highly/moderately hazard to landslides by the 

National Centre for Earth Science and Studies (NCESS) in its study report. This is approved 

by the Kerala State Disaster Management Authority as well. This aspect was purposefully 

concealed in Form-1 and PFR. 

The Response 

 The average slope of the mine lease area is 25
0
.  

 The map showing the slope of the mine lease area at every 50 meter interval is provided  

 As per the Landslide Hazard Zonation Map published by State Disaster Management 

Authority (SDMA), Kerala, part of the mine lease area is falling in “Moderate” Zone 

(Orange Zone and not in Red Zone). The map showing the landslide hazard zonation map of 

the area superimposed with the mine lease area is given 

 During the time an application was submitted by the project proponent in 2013, there was no 

landslide prone hazard zonation map published by SDMA and therefore there is no 

concealment of such information. The publication of the landslide zonation map by State 

Disaster Management Authority is only in 2016. 

4. Many threatened/rare/ endemic species of plants, insects, butterflies and animals were 

present within the quarry site. Site was cleared by illegal mining before the application was 

submitted and no such rare and threatened plant species were present at the time of 

appraisal. This was deliberate attempt to tamper with the appraisal process. 

 

 The Response 

 The ecological assessment of the site was carried out and the details are provided in the 

application submitted at SEIAA, Kerala. From the Ecological Assessment Report, there are 

no Rare / Endangered / Threatened (RET) species of plants, insects, butterflies and animals. 

 The endemic plant species which are observed during the ecological assessment of the site 

and report in our ecological assessment report are provided below: 

o Arundinella ciliata (Roxb.) Nees ex Miq. 

o Byttneria herbaceaRoxb. 

o Crotalaria grahamiana Wight &Arn. 

o Glochidion zeylanicum var. tomentosum Trim. 

o Terminalia paniculata Roth, Nov. 
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 The project site or its vicinity is not falling in EcologicallySensitive Area (ESA) as 

identified by HLWG report on Western Ghats. 

 As stated above, mining activity was in progress in the mine lease area with Short Term 

Permit even before this project proponent procured the said land. 

 The project proponent procured the land in 2012. 

 An area equivalent to 0.6071 hectares (7% of the Total Land) of area was cleared of 

vegetation for mining activities prior to the submission of application. 

 Therefore, there is no concealment of any fact or any attempt the tamper with the appraisal 

process by the State Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC). Further, after the first appraisal 

of the project,  sub-committee of SEAC visited the mine lease area for ground truthing and 

for physical verification and all the details stated in our application are verified and based on 

the site visit report the SEAC recommend the project for Environmental Clearance. 

5. There was more than one residential building within 500 meters of the project site. It is 

evident from the Google Images in 2013 and 2014. Project Proponent has deliberately 

submitted false and misleading data that there is no residential building within 500 m from 

quarry site. This alone is sufficient to cancel the EC granted. 

 

The Response 

 There is no residential building with human inhabitancy within 500-meter radius (owned by 

others) from the mine lease area at the time of submission of application for EC. 

 This aspect is verified by the sub-committee of SEAC during the site visit. 

 As per the then prevailing norm of SEIAA, Kerala, the minimum set back distance to be 

maintained between the nearest habitation and the boundary of the mine lease area is 100 

meters only.  

 The project proponent has not gained any undue benefit by this statement/declaration 

particularly when the statutory distance at the relevant time was only 100 metres and there is 

no case for the complainant that there actually is any residential house within 100 metres 

from the quarry site. 

6. There is an active elephant path nearby the quarry site, which was concealed deliberately by 

the PP. Two elephants fell into the quarry pit recently and got injured. The presence of 

wildlife including Schedule 1 animals in the close proximity was deliberately concealed by 

the project proponent. 

 

The Response 
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 There is no active elephant path within the mine lease area. This fact is further verified by 

this project proponent from the Forest Officials having jurisdiction over the area. 

 There is no case of any accident to elephants or any other animals within the mine lease 

area.The allegation is wild and baseless only to create a prejudice. 

 As stated above, there is no schedule 1 animals in the project vicinity as per the ecological 

assessment carried out during the preparation of application for Environmental Clearance.   

 

7. Camera trap of forest officials at Dhoni forest shows the presence of many rare/threatened 

animals in the close proximity of the quarry site. This was also not shown in the application. 

Life of many of the wildlife is under threat. Hence, the actual impact of mining in the site 

could not be appraised by the then committee. 

 

The Response 

 The ecological assessment of the project site is carried out and the list of faunal species in 

the project site or in the immediate vicinity is provided in the ecological assessment report 

which is part of our application submitted for Environmental Clearance. 

 Moreover, the EC was granted after detailed deliberations and site inspection by the 

subcommittee of the SEAC. 

The Complainant: Violation case 

All the mining activities after Office Memorandum dated 18-05-2012 irrespective of its size 

should have obtained prior EC. The project proponent had conducted mining and expanded the 

same after 18-05-2012 without obtaining EC. Then only they had applied for EC. There was no 

provision in the EIA Notification since it was a case involving violation. 

The Response 

 The project proponent has not violated any provision of EIA Notification, 2006 or the 

provisions of Environment Protection Act, 1986. 

 The EC was not sought to expand any project. Prior to the grant of EC, the project proponent 

was running the quarry for a very minimal area (less than 5 hectares) based on the quarrying 

permit issued by the Department of Mining and Geology.This was permissible for mining 

areas less than 5 hectares. Existence of mine was clearly disclosed in the application form 

for EC by this project proponent. 

 The permitted annual production for the mine is 3,50,000 MT. However, the project 

proponent has carried out mining for an average 62,000 MTA only. The cumulative 

production for the last 6 years is only about 3,66,482 MT. 

The Complainant: Violation of Conditions in existing EC 
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During last 5 years, many of the General and Specific conditions prescribed in the EC dated 25-

04-2014 was purposefully violated by the project proponent M/s Royal Sand and Gravels Pvt 

Ltd. Condition to keep the statutory distance from adjacent forest land was not kept. No proper 

bench of 5 meters was kept as prescribed in the EC and in Mining Plan. Though the total area 

granted for mining activities was 9.3928 hectare, the project proponent has used outside project 

areas for mining activities, including keeping of over burden. The ground water level of the 

entire area had been drastically reduced due to the mining in last 6 years and it badly affected 

the locality including the forest land. No greenbelt development was done till date, as per the 

specific condition. Proper maintenance of roads/springing water was also not done. 

The Response 

 The project proponent regularly submits six monthly compliance report and comply with all 

conditions of Environmental Clearance. The regional office of MoEF & CC, Bangalore has 

inspected the site on 23.01.2019 and issued a compliance certificate on 30.01.2019.The copy 

of the certificate of compliance issued by the MoEF is attached at Annexure 12. 

 The Six-monthly compliance reports are uploaded in the website http://www.royalsand.in 

The Complainant 

There is specific condition in the EC which stipulates to provide a low level check dams in the 

stream to trap the silt. This condition is blatantly violated and for the past 5 years, the entire silt 

and quarry waste was flown through the pristine stream water that destroyed some local 

endemic fish varieties in the stream. Waste materials from the quarry mining unit and Crushing 

unit was dumped into the nearby thodu/water stream and completely polluted the down streams 

by violating this condition, is an admitted fact by the Project Proponent. Conditions regarding 

bench height is admittedly violated. Mineral reserve is being mined. Several complaints were 

raised by the locals affecting their health and agriculture in this regard. There is no 

Environment Monitoring Cell as stipulated, and is only in paper. A mere site visit will prove all 

violations. 

EC was recommended by the SEAC without noticing the basic fact that the quarry site falls 

within 7.5 meters from the adjacent forest land. The General condition of the EC for all quarry 

projects states that the mining shall not be done within 100 meters from the boundary of any 

forest land. If so, this proposal ought to have been rejected on the sole reason of close proximity 

to the forest land and the bad effect on the ground water level especially in the forest areas. 

Mining in the close proximity to the forest land, that too on the foothill, the very existence of the 

forest and its wildlife will be badly affected. Rainwater storage of the whole forest and hillock is 

badly affected due to the mining. This ground water issue will increase the man-animal conflict 

in the forest areas. On this reason alone, EC is liable to be set aside. 

The Response 
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 The allegation raised in the complaint is without any factual basis.Proper buffer as stipulated 

in the EC is maintained by this project proponent. The forest boundaries are properly 

marked by jandas and there exists a clear demarcation of the buffer with the mine lease area. 

 As per the conditions laid down in the EC the project proponent is required to properly stack 

the topsoil/overburden within their own property but outside the lease area for utilisation for 

plantation over the reclaimed areas. 

 The mining activity is carried out by following the progressive mining plan as approved by 

the Geologist. It is to be noted that the quantity mined by the project proponent is far below 

the permissible limit as per the EC and the approved mining plan. 

 The permitted annual production for the mine is 3,50,000 MT. However, the project 

proponent has carried out mining for an average 62,000 MTA only. The cumulative 

production for the last 6 years is only about 3,66,482 MT. The copy of the production 

statement submitted and certified by Mining & Geology Department is provided. 

 Considering this reduced extraction of minerals than that is permitted, most of the benches 

are still in the formative stage. The mining activities are progressing strictly in compliance 

with the conditions laid down in the EC as well as in the approved mining plan. 

 The allegation on the reduction of groundwater level of the entire area is baseless and bereft 

of any material. As stated above, the mining activities are strictly based on the scientifically 

prepared mining plan which has been approved by the Geologist. 

 The proper green belt development is being done by the project proponent. The project 

proponent has deployed scientific methods while developing and setting up the green belt. 

The Greenbelt consists of many plant varieties which even caters to the daily dietary 

requirements of the staff availing the canteen facility set up by the project proponent. Setting 

up of a Greenbelt is not something that exists on paper. Photographs of the developed 

Greenbelt within the mine lease area is produced. 

 The project proponent has set up a check dam as stated in the specific conditions (condition 

number 3) attached to the EC. Compliance of this condition has been verified and reported 

by the Asst.Engineer of Kerala State Pollution Control Board pursuant to their inspection 

dated 26.04.2019. The said inspection report in clear terms gives a finding that the said 

check dam acts as a silt trap and the water flowing from the check dam is clear.A copy of the 

relevant portion of the file that includes the inspection report obtained under the Right to 

Information Act is produced. 

 The Environment Monitoring Cell is very much in place and functional and is carrying out 

its responsibilities as contemplated under the relevant rules. 

 As stated earlier, the EC was issued a detailed site visit by the sub-committee of the SEAC 

and every aspect has been noted by the said subcommittee which had recommended for the 
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issuance of EC upon imposing certain specific conditions particularly with respect to the 

distance to be left from the forest boundaries. The existence of forest at a distance of 7.5 m 

finds a mention at paragraph number 3 of the EC. 

The Complainant: The Validity 

Validity of the EC issued by the SEIAA for mining projects is always for 5 years, and subjected 

to the renewal. Quite surprisingly, this EC was issued with a validity of 15 years, which must be 

spelling mistake, I believe. That is so because the EC specifically mandates for renewal in every 

5 years. This is a clear case of non-application of mind of both SEIAA and SEAC at the time of 

grant of such EC. When this EC has come before the SEIAA for renewal, a strange decision was 

taken by SEIAA in its 88
th

 meeting. Item No. 88.12 states that, instead of renewal, they are 

replacing as review. Paragraph 9(iii)(a) of the EIA Notification mandates that the renewal 

application shall be referred to SEAC and obtain recommendation, for such renewal. This 

procedure was not seen followed in this case.  

The Response 

 The EC is issued for a period of 15 years (validity). In the 8
th

 paragraph of EC issued on 

24.05.2014, it was stated that the validity of EC is for a period of 15 years from 24.05.2014 

subject to renewal in every 5 years. However, in an erratum issued on 16.02.2019 by the 

SEIAA, the word “renewal” referred in the 8
th

 paragraph of the EC is modified and 

corrected to read as “review”. Now the said paragraph reads as: the validity of the EC will 

be 15 years from 24.05.2014 subject to review in every 5 years. This corresponds to the 

decision taken by the SEIAA in its 88
th

 meeting held on 25.01.2019. 

The Complainant: Violation of Circular dated 30-05-2012 

The Office Memorandum dated 01-07-2011 and the Circular dated 30-05-2012 issued by 

MoEF&CC clearly states that renewal or expansion of EC shall not be done without obtaining a 

certified report of compliance of the conditions stipulated in the EC, from the Regional Offices of 

the Ministry. It is reliably known that the renewal (expansion) of period of the Environmental 

Clearance was done by the SEIAA, in violation of the above mentioned circular. Hence, the 

decision taken by the SEIAA, if any, for renewal of that EC should be recalled, after giving 

sufficient opportunity for the project proponent for his explanation. 

The Response 

 As per the decision taken by the SEIAA in its 88
th

 meeting held on 25.01.2019, the validity 

of the EC is for 15 years subject to review every 5 years. As such, it was reviewed by the 

SEIAA upon completing 5 years. The Certificate of Compliance issued by the Regional 

office, MoEF dated 30.01.2019 formed the basis for the review and a copy of the sameis 

attached as Annexure No. 12. 
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 Further,the water quality of the storm water drain leaving the site was monitored by the 

laboratory approved by Kerala State Pollution Control Board. The copy of the monitoring 

reports is attached. It can be inferred from the report that there is no contamination of the 

water and all parameters are well within the prescribed standards. 

 The time series of Google images (prior to the obtaining of EC and post EC till date) is 

attached. 

The Complainant: Hazard Zonation 

The quarry site falls within the natural landslide hazard zonation map prepared by NCESS, and 

identified this area highly vulnerable to landslides. As per the State Disaster Management Plan 

passed by the Cabinet and Government of Kerala, as approved by the Govt. Order as referred 

above, no quarry blasting shall be permitted in High Hazard Zones. In moderate Hazard Zones, 

quarrying shall be permitted only with the prior approval of the District Crisis Management 

Committee. Mining activity in landslide prone areas is strictly against the principle of 

sustainable development also. The project proponent should not have concealed the fact that the 

NCESS has identified this area as landslide prone area, way back in 2012. The Hon’ble High 

Court of Kerala has also held in WPC No. 4022 of 2017 that no Environmental Clearance can 

be granted by the authority in hazard zones in violation of the provisions of the Disaster 

Management Plan approved as per GO9Rt)No. 3667/2016DMD dated 09-09-2016. SEIAA was a 

party respondent in that case. At the time of renewal, the SEAC and SEIAA ought to have been 

rejected the renewal by stating this reason. 

The Response 

 As per the landslide Hazard Zonation map published by State Disaster Management 

Authority (SDMA), Kerala, part of the mine lease area is falling in “Moderate” Zone 

(Orange Zone and not in Red Zone). The map showing the landslide hazard zonation map of 

the area superimposed with the mine lease area is provided. 

 During the time an application was submitted by the project proponent in 2013, there was no 

landslide prone hazard zonation map published by SDMA and therefore there is no 

concealment of such information.   

The Complainant 

There are many more reasons to stop the mining activity being permitted in Sy. No.2,14,15 and 

16/1 at Akathethara village, Palakkad District. Since no public hearing was done to this 

project, people in the locality could not get an opportunity to express their concerns, at proper 

time, before SEIAA. No effective steps were taken by the local self- government and the District 

Collector, though many complaints were submitted earlier. 

I am directly affected due to the environmental degradation being caused by the mining 

activity, under question. Many of the local people have got irreparable loss/damage due to this 
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mining activity, but all are frightened due to the criminal threat from the quarry owner. There 

are minor landslides already happened in this area. A big disaster can happen at any time if 

this mining is permitted to be continued in this area. This is also in violation of the Kerala State 

Disaster Management Plan, 2016. 

The Response 

 The unit possesses Consent to Establish, Consent to Operate issued by Kerala State Pollution 

Control Board and a copy of the said approvals is annexed. 

 The unit is already accorded with Panchayat Licence, Explosive Licence etc. A copy of 

these approvals is attached. 

 The copy of the latest compliance report is available at http://www.royalsand.in/wp-

content/uploads/2020/11/Royal-Sand-FINAL-13th-CR-Apr-to-Sept2020.pdf 

 

During the site visit, the sub-committee had a sitting with the complainant and sought for 

evidences/clarifications to prove the points raised in his petition. Similarly, the committee had 

sought clarifications from the proponent. The point wise clarifications of the complainant are 

summarized below. 

On the starting of quarry operation much before the EC application submitted, he said the 

satellite imagery was the evidence. 

On the presence of adjacent forest land and presence of a thodu within the quarry site, he said 

this is visible and later he showed the said thodu, which is about 30 m away from the quarry site. 

This is seasonal. He also showed another seasonal thodu on the eastern side with water draining 

into the quarry drainage.  

On the slope of 45
0
, no evidence or report could be provided. On the hazard zonation map of 

NCESS, the complainant reiterated his statement in the petition. 

On the rare animals and plants mentioned in his petition, Mr. Joby had no evidences to provide. 

He said Google images of 2013 and 2014 are the proof for more than one residential building 

within 500 m radius. Though he promised to provide these, the sub-committee has not received. 

On the active elephant path and elephant falling into the quarry pit, the complainant said this was 

based on heresay. 

The mention of camera trap photographs of rare animals was also said to be based on heresay. 

On the violation cases mentioned in the petition viz. distance from forest land, bench height 

(guestimate) and OB outside the project area, the complainant repeated the statement in the 

petition. There is no documentary evidence on the ground water level. According to him, the 

green belt development was only recently done. The road maintenance was also not done. The 
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existence of EMC is not known to him. On the increase of man-animal conflict due to the impact 

of quarry, the complainant said there was no proof and is only a statement. 

According to the complainant, the compliance reports were not verified at the time of review. 

There have been irreparable damage to buildings due to the mining activity. However, there was 

no insistence that the Team should see any of these. 

Observations/Comments of the Sub-committee 

The sub-committee verified the records of the mine and did field verifications. Point by point 

clarifications/observations are given below. 

On the concealment of facts in Form 1. 

1. The project proponent had started quarrying much before the submission of the 

application……………….. 

Observation 

The Proponent had permits to quarrying as per the details given below (Copies attached). 

   Dealer’s licence to sell, stock and exhibit for sale of minor mineral under the KMMC 

Rules, 1967. This is issued by the District Geologist and was effective during 2010-11 

and is in the name of Mr. Saifulla (the predecessor in title), Plaza junction, Dhoni. 

   Quarrying Permit issued by District Geologist under Consolidated Royalty Payment 

System (CRPS) to Mr. Saifulla, Dhoni crusher (No. 41/GBS/DOP/1438/2011/A1/CRPS 

dt.24-06-2011) and was valid till 23-06-2012. This is in R. sy No. 14/2 and 13/2. 

   Quarrying Permit issued by District Geologist under Consolidated Royalty Payment 

System (CRPS) to M/s Royal Sand and Gravels (P) Ltd (No. 

40/GBS/DOP/1691/2012/A1/CRPS dt.06-06-2012) and was valid till 05-06-2013. This 

is in R. sy No. 14. 

   Quarrying Permit issued by District Geologist under Consolidated Royalty Payment 

System (CRPS) to M/s Royal Sand and Gravels (P) Ltd (No. 

116/GBS/DOP/3277/2012/A1/CRPS dt.25-01-2013) and was valid till 24-01-2014. This 

is in R. sy Nos. 2, 15. 

   Quarrying Permit issued by District Geologist under Consolidated Royalty Payment 

System (CRPS) to M/s Royal Sand and Gravels (P) Ltd (No. 

96/GBS/DOP/2194/2014/A1/CRPS dt.09 - 06- 2014) and was valid till 08-06-2015. 

This is in R. sy Nos. 14, 15. 

According to the proponent, the last permit issued on 09-06-2014 was not used as EC was 

obtained by the time. 
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2. The presence of adjacent forest land and presence of a thodu within the quarry site was 

deliberately concealed in the Form – 1. 

Observation 

On verifying the Form 1, it is seen that the proponent has disclosed the presence of forest 

land as item No. 2 under Environmental Sensitivity. SEAC Team while doing ground 

truthing had ascertained this. SEIAA in its proceedings have noted and said that 50 m 

buffer should be left on the Northern side, which was found followed. The thodu is not 

within the quarry site. The presence of thodu on the Eastern side is a seasonal first order 

stream and is considered while issuing the EC and conditions imposed.  

Further, the Village Officer of Akathethara Village, in a reply to an RTI question, had 

stated that the Resurvey numbers 2, 13, 14,15, 16/1-2, 16/4, 17, 18/1-3 and 19/1-2 in 

Block 25 has no common thodu, ponds and streams. 

3. The slope of the site is more than 45 degree and is highly vulnerable to natural 

hazards…..This area has been identified as highly/moderately hazard to landslides by 

NCESS in its study report….. This was purposefully concealed in Form1 and PFR.  

Observation 

A drawing of the slope is given by the consultant. Based on the contour map, our 

estimates show the slope at the top is about 30
0
 and bottom about 28-25

0
. The average 

could be about 25
0
.The 45

0 
mentioned by the complainant must be the top of the hill 

behind on the Northern side. As far as the hazard zonation map is concerned, KSDMA 

has legalized and published the hazard zonation map only in 2016. The map reported to 

have been prepared by NCESS (CESS that time) was never made available to the public. 

As per the present SDMA map, part of the area falls in orange zone. 

A map of Palakkad district titled Landslides Triggered by Rainfall (2018)in parts of 

Palakkad district, Kerala (dated 27-09-2018 DSC/NDEM map no. 2018/02, NRSC/ISRO, 

Hyderabad was provided by the Complainant. This is based on the analysis of post event 

multitemporal high resolution data Map of the Disaster Management  Authority showing 

the landslide area in 2018. According to a statement given in the map, a number of large 

landslides were identified in all the districts. A total of 1298 new landslides were 

identified in Palakkad District. It appears that majority of landslides are of shallow 

translational nature confined to lower order channels . The major landslide is reported to 

be in areas south of Elavancheri, which is far away from the site inspected.  

According to the Divisional Forest Officer, Palakkad (letter addressed to the District 

Collector dt. 28-07-2020), landslide has occurred about 400 m away from the quarry site 

of M/s Royal Sands and Gravels in 2018. There was no landslide in 2019. According to 
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him, the said slide cannot be attributed to the blasting in the quarry as several such slides 

of small magnitude happened even within the forest areas away from the quarry site. 

4. Many threatened/rare/endemic species of plants/ animals were present within the quarry 

site. The site was purposefully cleared before the appraisal……. 

Observation 

As can be seen from the Minutes of SEAC, the Committee had asked the proponent to 

redo the biodiversity assessment. Since the site was subjected to mining from 2010 

onwards, it is possible that at least a part must have been cleared, which cannot be 

considered as deliberate. The complainant could not also provide any details to support 

his statement. 

5. There was more than one residential building within 500 m of the project site as evident 

from the Google Images of 2013 and 2014. The proponent has deliberately submitted 

false and misleading data……………… 

Observation 

According to the map showing areas in 500 m radius, submitted by the proponent, there is 

only one shed located at a distance of 170 m. The sub-committee of SEAC during the 

field visit prior to issue of EC also would have clarified this point. Moreover, as per the 

prevailing norms of SEIAA at the time of application to SEIAA by the proponent, the 

minimum distance to nearest habitation was 100 m. Thus the proponent has not gained 

any advantage by the statement. A study Report (2018) of the National Institute of 

Technology, Karnataka (A Government of India Institution) on impact of blasting 

operation carried out in the stone quarry of Royal Sand and Gravels on surrounding 

structures has stated that at distances of 800 m onwards, there are houses of different 

construction type like………. Though the Complainant had agreed to provide satellite 

images of 2013 and 2014 to prove his statement regarding the number of houses within 

500m, this was never received even after a reminder over phone. However, this was 

verified with the Google Images and the proponent seems to be correct. The scenario 

must have changed afterwards. 

6. There is an active elephant path nearby the quarry site, which was concealed deliberately 

by the proponent. Two elephants fell into the quarry pit recently and got injured.  

Observation 

The Divisional Forest Officer, Palakkad, in response to a query raised by this committee 

informed through e-mail that there was no such incident of elephant falling into the pit in 

the area as stated by the Complainant. Moreover, an enquiry with the Forest Officials of 

the area indicates no presence of elephants near the quarry site.  
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7. Camera trap of forest officials at Dhoni forest shows the presence of many 

rare/threatened animals in the close proximity of the quarry site. This was also not shown 

in the application. Life of many of the wildlife is under threat. Hence, the actual impact of 

mining in the site could not be appraised by the then committee. 

Observation 

The camera trapping in forest areas for animal presence was initiated only recently and 

hence the proponent or the then sub-committee cannot be found fault for not reporting 

this. Further, the Divisional Forest Officer reports that there is no camera trapping done 

in Dhoni area for the last three years and there was no such attempts known to him in the 

area even before three years. 

 Violation Case 

1. All the mining activities after Office Memorandum dated 18-05-2012 irrespective of its 

size should have obtained prior EC. The project proponent had conducted mining and 

expanded the same after 18-05-2012 without obtaining EC. Then only they had applied 

for EC. There was no provision in the EIA Notification since it was a case involving 

violation. 

Observation 

M/s Royal Granites had permits for mining issued by the Geology Department and was 

working in a very minimal area. The details are given under Concealment of facts in 

Form 1. The existence of quarry has also been disclosed in the Form 1. 

Violation of conditions in Existing EC 

1. During last 5 years, many of the General and Specific conditions prescribed in the EC 

dated 25-04-2014 was purposefully violated by the project proponent M/s Royal Sand 

and Gravels Pvt Ltd. Condition to keep the statutory distance from adjacent forest land 

was not kept. No proper bench of 5 meters was kept as prescribed in the EC and in 

Mining Plan. Though the total area granted for mining activities was 9.3928 hectare, the 

project proponent has used outside project areas for mining activities, including keeping 

of over burden. The ground water level of the entire area had been drastically reduced 

due to the mining in last 6 years and it badly affected the locality including the forest 

land. No greenbelt development was done till date, as per the specific condition. Proper 

maintenance of roads/springing water was also not done. 

Observation 

Distance from the adjacent forest is maintained as per the conditions given in EC. The geo-

cordinates of the boundary pillars were verified at random and found to be correct. 

Measurements were made, in the presence of the Forest Range Officer, on the distance 
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from the Forest cairn to the nearby quarry boundary pillar 20 on the South Western side. 

The distance is 8.75 m. Distance from BP 25 to the nearby forest boundary cairn is 8.25 m. 

About 50 m distance is maintained on the Northern side as stipulated in the EC. The 

Divisional Forest Officer, in his letter on 23-07-2020 addressed to the District Collector 

has also mentioned the distance from the quarry boundary to the forest. He has also stated 

that there is no violation of the EC conditions regarding the distance. The forest bordering 

the south west part is a bit (Dhoni Bit II) of forest vested with the Government surrounded 

by private areas. 

The Divisional Forest Officer in a reply (30-07-2020) to Shri Suseel S., Dhoni on questions 

under RTI has stated that M/s Royal Sands and Gravels follows the conditions of EC as 

regards the conditions related to forest and has not mined in the forest area. Further, it was 

also informed that there was no accident involving wild animals reported either from the 

forests nearer to the quarry site or in the site. 

According to the proponent, he has extracted only 62,000 MTA only against the 

permissible annual production of 3,50,000 MT. The cumulative production for the last 6 

years is only about 3,66,482 MT. Considering the reduction in the extracted quantity, the 

benches are in the formative stage. However, the Team found that the 5 m bench condition 

is followed in the present quarrying area. 

The over burden is dumped in the location specified in the application. The OB dumping 

cannot be permitted inside the quarry site. The Complainant could not provide any 

evidence regarding the statement on ground water depletion. According to the Forest 

officials, based on their observation, the situation of water in the forest is the same as 

before the quarrying. 

The Evidences of a first order seasonal stream could be seen on the south western side. 

However, it was dry. Later, the complainant showed the said thodu ( actually the course of 

the stream) and was about 30 m away from the boundary and was with very little water in a 

small shallow pool. The geo-co-ordinates of boundary pillars were randomly checked and 

found to be correct. Check dams and silt traps were also seen. 

The Proponent has done very good afforestation programme on the Eastern side and has 

planted diverse species. The Complainant, while discussing of his points had mentioned 

that the planting was done only recently. However, observations indicate that most of the 

planting has been done at least 4-5 years back as evident from the growth of the native 

plant species. An expert in nursery raising and plant care (Mr. Sathyan with years of 

experience) has been appointed for managing the plants. The sub-committee had 

interaction with him on the afforestation and selection of species. 

Roads are wide and are comparatively well maintained. Sprinkling was personally seen by 

the sub-committee. Even if this could be considered as done only at the time of official 
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visit, not much dust is seen deposited on the plant leaves, which could be taken as an 

indication of dust problem. Inside the quarry site area, Air Classifier and De-dusting Units 

are seen installed. There are a number of sprinklers around the site which would help in 

suppressing the dust.  

The issue of maintenance of roads has been raised by the Complainant and a few others in 

the area with whom the sub-committee members have contacts. The matter was also taken 

up with the Proponent. He has produced letters of their request to the Panchayath 

authorities on the road maintenance. M/s Royal Sand and Gravels had written to the 

Secretary of  Akathethara Grama Panchayath on 17-10-2018 expressing their willingness 

to construct the 900 meters of road from Plaza junction up to the company’s entrance 

complying PWD standards. Since there was no reply to the letter, a reminder was sent on 

27-07-2020 and no response was received. SEIAA may take appropriate step to 

recommend/bring it to the notice of the concerned authorities so that positive action is 

taken by the Secretary of the Panchayath for maintenance of the road from Plaza junction 

to the company entrance to reduce the problem of dust.  

2. There is specific condition in the EC which stipulates to provide a low level check dams in 

the stream to trap the silt. This condition is blatantly violated and for the past 5 years, the 

entire silt and quarry waste was flown through the pristine stream water that destroyed 

some local endemic fish varieties in the stream. Waste materials from the quarry mining 

unit and Crushing unit was dumped into the nearby thodu/water stream and completely 

polluted the down streams by violating this condition, is an admitted fact by the Project 

Proponent.  

 Observation 

The Proponent produced a report by the Asst. Engineer of Kerala State Pollution Control 

Board after an inspection on 26-04-2019 in which the inspecting Engineer has mentioned 

about the rectification pointed out by them during the inspection on 26-03-2019. The 

Report expresses satisfaction on the compliance of the conditions. 

The Kerala State Pollution Control Board, in response to a complaint of Mr. Joby and two 

others, had visited the site on 09-10-2020 and collected water samples for analysis. 

According to the letter sent to the complainants, there is no pollution of water. The PCB 

officials mention that they had inspected the various parts of the check dam and silt traps 

and found that there was no mixing up of any material from the quarry. The subcommittee 

had also seen.  

The water from the first order stream on the eastern side flows down freely and pass 

through silt trap and to the check dam through a 1m diameter underground pipe of 300 m 

length before it flows out of the land owned by the project proponent. The sub-committee 

visited these and found small fishes in the pool below the check dam. 
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There is no report available on the fishes of the area to verify the facts of the allegation 

raised by the complainant. The complainant himself could not produce any evidence in the 

matter. 

The proponent has planted grass in an effort to strengthen the OB dump slope and has 

succeeded to some extent. More soil binding plants such as vetiver, bamboo etc could be 

planted to avoid any erosion from the dump. 

3. Conditions regarding bench height is admittedly violated. Mineral reserve is being mined. 

Several complaints were raised by the locals affecting their health and agriculture in this 

regard. There is no Environment Monitoring Cell as stipulated, and is only in paper. A 

mere site visit will prove all violations. 

Observation 

The matters related to bench height has already been given in detail. The records of 

Environment Monitoring Cell were seen and are satisfactory. 

4. EC was recommended by the SEAC without noticing the basic fact that the quarry site falls 

within 7.5 meters from the adjacent forest land. The General condition of the EC for all 

quarry projects states that the mining shall not be done within 100 meters from the 

boundary of any forest land. If so, this proposal ought to have been rejected on the sole 

reason of close proximity to the forest land and the bad effect on the ground water level 

especially in the forest areas. Mining in the close proximity to the forest land, that too on 

the foothill, the very existence of the forest and its wildlife will be badly affected. 

Rainwater storage of the whole forest and hillock is badly affected due to the mining. This 

ground water issue will increase the man-animal conflict in the forest areas. On this 

reason alone, EC is liable to be set aside. 

 Observation 

     Most of the points raised here are already explained. The facts related to forests have been 

given in Form1 and seen in the field by the earlier sub-committee. The General condition 

does not stand valid since specific conditions are given. The Forest Officer in charge of the 

area himself has clarified the matter related to the effect on wildlife. Scientifically, there is 

no proof to claim that the ground water reduction will increase man-animal conflict. 

Further, there is no proof (data) available to conclude that there is a reduction in the ground 

water availability. 

5. Validity of the EC issued by the SEIAA for mining projects is always for 5 years, and 

subjected to the renewal. Quite surprisingly, this EC was issued with a validity of 15 years, 

which must be spelling mistake, I believe. That is so because the EC specifically mandates 

for renewal in every 5 years. This is a clear case of non-application of mind of both SEIAA 

and SEAC at the time of grant of such EC. When this EC has come before the SEIAA for 
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renewal, a strange decision was taken by SEIAA in its 88
th

 meeting. Item No. 88.12 states 

that, instead of renewal, they are replacing as review. Paragraph 9(iii)(a) of the EIA 

Notification mandates that the renewal application shall be referred to SEAC and obtain 

recommendation, for such renewal. This procedure was not seen followed in this case.  

     Observation 

     SEIAA in its 88
th

 meeting rectified the error in the EC through an Erratum whereby the 

term ‘renewal’ was replaced with ‘review’. The validity of the EC is for 15 years and 

hence there is no fresh application for renewal and hence need not be referred to SEAC. 

Further, the Regional Office of MoEF and CC at Bangalore, the authority which is 

mandated to look into the compliance has inspected and given a satisfactory report. 

    Violation of Circular dated 30-05-2012 

6. The Office Memorandum dated 01-07-2011 and the Circular dated 30-05-2012 issued by 

MoEF&CC clearly states that renewal or expansion of EC shall not be done without 

obtaining a certified report of compliance of the conditions stipulated in the EC, from the 

Regional Offices of the Ministry. It is reliably known that the renewal (expansion) of 

period of the Environmental Clearance was done by the SEIAA, in violation of the above 

mentioned circular. Hence, the decision taken by the SEIAA, if any, for renewal of that EC 

should be recalled, after giving sufficient opportunity for the project proponent for his 

explanation. 

 Observation 

 The Regional Office of the MoEF and CC at Bangalore has already given the report on the 

compliance of the conditions in the EC based on the field inspection on 23-01-2019. 

7. The quarry site falls within the natural landslide hazard zonation map prepared by 

NCESS, and identified this area highly vulnerable to landslides. As per the State Disaster 

Management Plan passed by the Cabinet and Government of Kerala, as approved by the 

Govt. Order as referred above, no quarry blasting shall be permitted in High Hazard 

Zones. In moderate Hazard Zones, quarrying shall be permitted only with the prior 

approval of the District Crisis Management Committee. Mining activity in landslide prone 

areas is strictly against the principle of sustainable development also. The project 

proponent should not have concealed the fact that the NCESS has identified this area as 

landslide prone area, way back in 2012. The Hon’ble High Court of Kerala has also held 

in WPC No. 4022 of 2017 that no Environmental Clearance can be granted by the 

authority in hazard zones in violation of the provisions of the Disaster Management Plan 

approved as per GO9Rt)No. 3667/2016DMD dated 09-09-2016. SEIAA was a party 

respondent in that case. At the time of renewal, the SEAC and SEIAA ought to have been 

rejected the renewal by stating this reason. 
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    Observation 

 The matter has already been raised earlier and the observations are recorded. 

8. There are many more reasons to stop the mining activity being permitted in Sy. No.2,14,15 

and 16/1 at Akathethara village, Palakkad District. Since no public hearing was done to 

this project, people in the locality could not get an opportunity to express their concerns, at 

proper time, before SEIAA. No effective steps were taken by the local self- government and 

the District Collector, though many complaints were submitted earlier. 

     Observation 

     There was no public hearing for the projects with this extent at the time of considering this 

application. However, the EC seems to have been put in public domain as stipulated in the 

EIA Notification, 2006. 

9. I am directly affected due to the environmental degradation being caused by the mining 

activity, under question. Many of the local people have got irreparable loss/damage due to 

this mining activity, but all are frightened due to the criminal threat from the quarry 

owner. There are minor landslides already happened in this area. A big disaster can 

happen at any time if this mining is permitted to be continued in this area. This is also in 

violation of the Kerala State Disaster Management Plan, 2016. 

    Observation 

     There was no proof to substantiate the statement. The Complainant while interacting with 

the sub-committee had handed over some files in a pendrive in which there are a few 

photographs of houses with crack is shown. It is not possible to verify the facts regarding 

the distances of these houses from the quarry site. The Complainant also did not demand 

for a visit to the affected houses. There is no mention of the cracks in the houses in the 

petition. The Complainant himself had stated during the interaction that his house is more 

than 600-700 m away from the site. Further, Shri Ravi, Panampotta house, Dhoni had 

complained to the District Collector on cracks in the houses due to blasting. The Asst. 

Engineer, LSGD made an enquiry and submitted his findings. According to the Engineer, 

the cracks in the house cannot be attributed to blasting of any kind. In a letter dated 24-07-

2020 addressed to the District Collector, the Secretary of Akathethara Grama Panchayath  

has reported the matter. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

The points raised by the Complainant and the observations on each are given above. The     

sub-committee does not feel that the petition has any substance requiring cancellation of 

EC. However, the following two points could be considered. 
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The Proponent may be asked to further strengthen the OB dumping site slope with 

appropriate planting or by using gabion and then plant. The Secretary, Akathethara or the 

concerned authority may be suggested to extend the required permission allowing the 

proponent to take up the maintenance of the road from Plaza junction to the quarry site. 

The Report is submitted for discussion and appropriate decision. 

 

 

 

Dr. P. S. Easa                  Dr. A. V. Raghu 
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No. DOPKD/611/2021/A1 

District Office, 

Mining and Geology Department, 

Town Bus Stand Complex, 

Palakkad-14 

Phone:0491-2527196 

e-mail: geo.pal.dmg@kerala.gov.in 

dated18.6.2021 

From: 

Geologist, 

Palakkad. 

To: 

The District Collector, 

Palakkad 

Sir, 

Sub: Grant of Environmental Clearance to the quarry Royal 

Sand & Gravels Quarry functioning at Akathethara 

Village Panchayat, Akathethara Village in Palakkad 

District – Submission of Report - Regarding. 

Ref: 1.  Your Office letter No. DCPKD/10528/2020-I, RG-5 

dated8.3.2021and28.5.2021. 

2.  Letter No. 160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dated 

3.3.2021 issued by the State Environment Impact 

Assessment Authority. 

3.  Quarrying lease granted by the Mining and 

Geology Director vide 281/ 2014-15 / 

8473/M3/2014dated2.8.2014. 

4. Environmental clearance granted by the 

Administrator of State Environment Impact Assessment 
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Authority, Kerala State vide No. 

160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013dated24.5.2014. 

5. KeralaMinorMineralRegulations1967/2015. 

Your attention is most respectfully drawn to the above 

references. On the basis of the environmental clearance dated 

24.5.2014 for a period of 15 years granted from the State 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Kerala State for 

quarrying in the properties falling in Re-survey No.2/pt, 

14/pt, 15/pt and 16/Ipt of Block No.25 of Akathethara Village 

of Palakkad Taluk, Palakkad District vide 

No.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013, the Director of Mining and 

Geology has granted quarrying lease for 12yearsfor quarrying 

of wild rocks at7.0655 hectare area vide 281/2014-

2015/8473/M3/2014 dated 2.8.2014. The said quarrying 

limit is for the period up to 21.8.20256. presently the above 

said quarry has Consent to Operate issued by the Kerala State 

Pollution Control Board, Explosive license by Explosives 

Department and D & O license by Akathethara Village 

Panchayat. RCMU Registration is granted to the crusher unit 

functioning adjacent to the said quarry for the financial year 

2021-22 by the Registration Director of Mining and Geology 

vide 13/2021-22/RMCU/PLKD/3098/M3/2021. 

Spot inspection was conducted by this office on the basis of the 

letter at reference No.1. Mining operations are undertaken at 

the said place on the basis of quarrying lease and mining plan 

granted vide reference No.1 above. Mining operations are 

undertaken at the spot after arranging 7.5 meter buffer zone 

prescribed on the basis of the approved quarrying lease and 

mining plan. Houses 

arelocatedmorethan300metersawayfrom theplaceof mining. 

The property in the application is a slope landscape to the 

south. It could be understood that the area wherein the 
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landslide took place during the huge floods in year 2018 is 

located 300 meters away from the north west boundary of the 

area wherein the quarrying permission is given inside the 

forest area. The landslide  did not occur in connection with the 

operations of Royal Sand Gravels Quarry. The average slope of 

the area where in quarrying permission is given is 14 degree. 

There is no obstruction in the said area to the flow of the 

natural water flow. Stone construction is made for not 

obstructing the waterflow from the northside. 

The area wherein quarrying permission is given is not 

included in the red zone as per the landslide susceptibility 

map of National Center for Earth Science Studies. Mining 

operations are undertaken at the aforesaid spot in compliance 

of the conditions laid down on Kerala Minor Mineral 

Concession Regulations,2015, conditions laid down in the 

environmental clearance, conditions as per the mining plan 

and after obtaining other legally requisite documents. 

Above information is furnished for your knowledge. 

Yours faithfully 

Sd/xx Geologist. 
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File No. DCPKD/10528/2020-LRG-5 

Collectorate, Palakkad PIN:678001 

Phone:0491-2505309 Fax:0491-250556 

email:pkdcolt.msg@kerala.gov.in 

dated 08.07.2021

From: 

The District Collector, 

Palakkad 

To:  

Administrator, 

SEIAA 

Thiruvananthapuram 

Sir, 

Sub: Functioning of Royal Sand & Gravels Quarry at 

Akathethara Panchayat in Palakkad District – 

Regarding. 

Ref: 1. Your letter No.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013 dated 

3.3.2021. 

2.ProceedingsNo.160/SEIAA/KL/3490/2013dated 

6.3.2021. 

3.ReportNo.DOP/611/2021A1dated18.6.2021of 

Geologist, Palakkad. 

Your attention is most respectfully drawn to the above 

references. In the subject whether the environmental 

clearance granted to Royal Sand & Gravels Quarry needs to be 

withdrawn, the matters that has come to light from the report 

submitted by the Geologist who conducted the inquiry are as 

given hereinbelow. 

On the basis of the environmental clearance dated 

24.5.2014foraperiodof15yearsgrantedfrom the State 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority for quarrying in 

the properties falling in Re-survey No.2/pt, 14/pt, 15/pt and 
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16/pt of Block No. 25 of Akathethara Village of Palakkad 

Taluk, Palakkad District Director of Mining and Geology has 

granted quarrying lease for 12 years for quarrying of wild 

rocks at 7.0655-hectare area. The above said quarry has also 

been issued with Consent to Operate by the Kerala State 

Pollution Control Board, Explosive license by Explosives 

Department and D & D license by Akathethara Village 

Panchayat. RCMU Registration is granted to the crusher unit 

functioning adjacent to the said quarry for the financial year 

2021-22. 

When spot examination of Royal Sand Gravels Quarry was 

conducted it was found that the mining operations are 

undertaken after arranging 7.5-meter buffer zone prescribed 

on the basis of the approved quarrying lease and mining plan. 

Houses are located more than 300 meters away from the place 

of mining. It is reported that the property in the application is 

also pe landscape to the south, the area where in the land slide 

took place during the huge floods in year 2018 is located 300 

meters away from the northwest boundary of the area 

wherein the quarrying permission is given, inside the forest 

area and that the landslide did not occur in connection with 

the operations of Royal Sand Gravels Quarry. It is reported 

that the average slope of the area wherein quarrying 

permission is given is 14degree, there is no obstruction in the 

said area to the flow of the natural water flow and that as to 

the construction is made for not obstructing the water flow 

from the north side. 

The area wherein quarrying permission is given is not 

included in the red zone as per the landslide susceptibility 

map of Center for Earth Science Studies. Aforesaid quarry 
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Is functioning in compliance of the conditions laid down 

onKeralaMinorMineralConcessionRegulations,2015, 

conditions laid down in the environmental clearance and 

after obtaining other legally requisite documents. 

Above information is reported for taking further action. 

Yours faithfully Dy. 

Collector (LR) For 

Collector. 

Enclosure: 

Report of the geologist as per reference No. 3 above. 
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PRESENTED ON:  09.11.2020 

SUB: LOWER COURT MATTERS CIVIL - PENDING – ART. 227 OF 
CONSTITUTION OF INDIA 

BEFORE THE HONB’LE HIGH COURT OF KERALA 

AT ERNAKULAM 

ORIGINAL PETITION (C) NO.              of   2020 

(AGAINST THE ORDER DATED 04.11.2020 IN I. A. NO. 2575     

OF 2020 IN O. S. NO. 477 OF 2020 BEFORE THE MUNSIFF 

COURT, PALAKKAD) 

M/S ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS PVT. LTD. PETITIONER/1ST 

RESPONDENT /1ST 

DEFENDANT 

V. 

SIBI JOSEPH & OTHERS  RESPONDENTS/ 

PETITIONER / 

PLAINTIFF/  

RESPONDENTS 2 TO 

7/DEFENDANTS 2 

TO 7 

 

MEMORANDUM OF ORIGINAL PETITION [CIVIL] FILED UNDER 

ARTICLE 227 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA. 

COURT FEES RS.         100/- 

 

T. H. ABDUL AZEEZ (K/149/1970) 
K. P. MAJEED (K/167/1986) 

MOHAMMED SADIQUE T. A. (K/171/2002) 
V. SHANKAR (K/151/2002) 

COUNSEL FOR PETITIONERS 
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BEFORE THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT 

 ERNAKULAM. 

ORIGINAL PETITION (C) NO.            OF 2020 

 

M/S ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS 

PVT. LTD. 

 PETITIONER/1ST 

RESPONDENT /1ST 

DEFENDANT 

V. 

SIBI JOSEPH & OTHERS 

 RESPONDENTS/ 

PETITIONER / PLAINTIFF/ 

RESPONDENTS 2 TO 

7/DEFENDANTS 2 TO 7 

I N D E X 

SL. NO. CONTENTS PAGES 

1 Synopsis A - C 

2 Original Petition 1 – 17 

3 Affidavit 18 - 19 

4 

Exhibit P1: True copy of Writ Petition 

(C) No. 14175 of 2020 dated 02.07.2020 

along with the Exhibits 

20 - 47 

5 

Exhibit P2: True copy of the Judgement 

dated 22.07.2020 in W.P. (C) No. 14175 

of 2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of 

Kerala 

48 - 53 
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6 

Exhibit P3: True copy of the Plaint in O. 

S. No. 477 of 2020 dated 30.10.2020 

before the Munsiff Court, Palakkad 

54 - 75 

7 

Exhibit P4: True copy of I. A. No. 2575 

of 2020 dated 30.10.2020 in O. S. No. 

477 of 2020 

76 - 83 

8 

Exhibit P5: True copy of the Order of 

injunction in Exhibit P4 dated 

04.11.2020 served to the Petitioner on 

05.11.2020 

84 - 85 

9 

Exhibit P6: True copy of I. A. No. 2576 

of 2020 dated 30.10.2020 in O. S. No. 

477 of 2020 on the files of the Munsiff 

Court, Palakkad 

86 - 89 

10 

Exhibit P7: True copy of the notice 

issued by the Advocate Commissioner 

dated 03.11.2020 

90 

11 

Exhibit P8: True copy of the Judgement 

dated 06.05.2020 reported in 2020 SCC 

OnLine SC 441 in Ratnagiri Nagar 

Parishad v.  Gangaram Narayan 

Ambekar 

91 - 105 

12 

Exhibit P9: True copy of the Order 

dated 25.10.2016 in W. P. (C) No. 10034 

of 2016 of the Hon’ble High Court of 

Kerala 

106 – 110 

13 
Exhibit P10: True copy of the 

Environmental Clearance granted to the 
111 – 117 
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Petitioner by the 2nd Respondent dated 

24.05.2014 

14 

Exhibit P11: True copy of the mining 

lease granted to the Petitioner by the 

Directorate of Mining and Geology 

dated 22.08.2014 

118 – 132 

15 

Exhibit P12: True copy of the Consent 

to Operate issued and renewed from 

time to time by the Kerala State 

Pollution Control Board dated 

27.12.2014 

133 – 138 

16 

Exhibit P13: True copy of the licence 

issued by the Akathethara Panchayath 

dated 27.04.2020 

13 - 140 

 

Dated this the 9th day of November 2020 

 

 

                                                        COUNSEL FOR PETITIONERS  
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BEFORE THE HONB’LE HIGH COURT OF KERALA 

AT ERNAKULAM 

ORIGINAL PETITION (C) NO.              OF 2020 

M/S ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS 

PVT. LTD. 

 PETITIONER/1ST 

RESPONDENT /1ST 

DEFENDANT 

V. 

SIBI JOSEPH & OTHERS 

 RESPONDENTS/ 

PETITIONER / PLAINTIFF/ 

RESPONDENTS 2 TO 

7/DEFENDANTS 2 TO 7 

 

SYN OPSIS AND DATE S OF E VENTS  

The issuance of Exhibit P5 Order is under challenge as the same is 

without authority and jurisdiction and constitutes and error 

apparent on the face of record and is liable to be interfered with 

under Article 227 of the Constitution of India. 

 

06.05.2020 Exhibit P8 Judgement by the Hon’ble Supreme 

Court is pronounced wherein the hon’ble Court 

by referring to the various provision under the 

National Green Tribunal Act has upheld that no 

Suit or injunction relating to environment 

(including enforcement of any legal right relating 

to environment) like the one raised in Exhibits 

P3 and P4  arising under Schedule I of the 

National Green Tribunal Act shall be entertained 
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by no Civil Courts except the National Green 

Tribunal. 

02.07.2020 The elder brother of the 1st Respondent filed 

Exhibit P1 Writ Petition raising identical 

pleadings and prayers to those in Exhibit P3 Suit.  

22.07.2020 The Hon’ble High Court of Kerala disposes of 

Exhibit P1 Writ Petition by Exhibit P2 Judgement 

directing the SEIAA to redress the grievance of 

the Petitioner therein. The same is under the 

active consideration of SEIAA and an decision is 

yet to be taken in that regard. 

30.10.2020 The 1st Respondent filed Exhibit P3 Suit 

suppressing Exhibit P1 and P2 though in every 

likelihood he was aware of Exhibit P1 

proceedings which was initiated by none other 

than his elder brother living at the same 

residential address. Exhibit P3 Suit itself is 

without jurisdiction.  

30.10.2020 The 1st Respondent also filed I. A. No. 2575 of 

2020 in Exhibit P3 Suit seeking mandatory 

injunction. 

04.11.2020  The Court below issued an ex parte Order of 

injunction vide Exhibit P5 Order. 

The reliefs sought for in Exhibits P3 and P4 are 

barred under the provisions of the National 

Green Tribunal Act, 2010 by virtue of the 

provisions of Section 14 and 29 of the Act. The 

Court below is excluded from taking up 
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jurisdiction in matters which are in the nature of 

the subject matter of Exhibits P3 and P4.  

In view of Exhibit P8 Judgement of the hon’ble Supreme Court of 

India; Exhibits P3 to P5 are per se improper, illegal and without 

authority and jurisdiction and hence Exhibit P5 can only be termed 

as an abuse of process of law. Exhibit P5 is thus an error apparent 

on the face of record and is liable to be interfered with taking note 

of Exhibit P8 and also in light of the provisions of the National 

Green Tribunal Act, 2010 under Article 227 of the Constitution of 

India. 

 

Hence the above original petition.  

 

 

Dated this the 9th day of November 2020 

 

 

          

                COUNSEL FOR PETITIONERS 
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BEFORE THE HONB’LE HIGH COURT OF KERALA 

AT ERNAKULAM 

ORIGINAL PETITION (C) NO.              OF 2020 

(AGAINST THE ORDER DATED 04.11.2020 IN I. A. NO. 2575     

OF 2020 IN O. S. NO. 477 OF 2020 BEFORE THE MUNSIFF 

COURT, PALAKKAD) 

Petitioners/ Respondent 1/Defendant 1 

M/s Royal Sands and Gravels Pvt Limited 

Represented by its Managing Director,  

Mohammad Fazeel T. A., Plaza Junction, 

Dhoni P. O., Palakkad, Kerala, PIN – 678 009 

 

Address for service of notice on the Petitioner shall be that of his 

Counsel M/s T. H. Abdul Azeez, Mohammed Sadique T. A. and V. 

Shankar, Advocates, Ashirwad, M. M. Road, Kochi - 682 018 

            

Respondents/ Petitioner/Plaintiff/Respondents 2 to 

7/Defendants 2 to 7 

  

1. Sibi Joseph, aged 38 years, 

S/o K. S. Joseph, Kallamackal House, 

Dhoni P. O., Palakkad, PIN – 678 009 

2. State Environmental Impact Assessment  

Authority represented by its Member Secretary 

KSRTC Bus Terminal Complex, Thambanoor, 

Trivandrum, PIN – 695 001 
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3. Environmental Engineer, 

State Pollution Control Board, Near District  

Panchayath Office, Palakkad, PIN – 678 001 

4. Geologist, Mining and Geology Department,  

Town bus stand, Palakkad, PIN – 678 001 

5. State of Kerala represented by District Collector, 

Civil Station, Palakkad, PIN – 678 001 

6. Secretary, Akathethara Grama panchayath, 

Akathethara, Palakkad, PIN – 678 009 

7. Sub Inspector of Police, Hemambika Nagar, 

Police Station, Hemamabika Nagar, Palakkad, PIN – 678 009 

 

Address for service of notice on the Respondents are as shown 

above. 

ORIGINAL PETITION (CIVIL) FILED UNDER ARTICLE 227  

OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS. 

1. The Petitioner herein is the Managing director of M/s Royal 

Sands and Gravels Private Limited and is the 1st Defendant in O. 

S. No. 477 of 2020 and the 1st Respondent in I. A. No. 2575 of 

2020 in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of the Munsiff Court, 

Palakkad. 

2. The 1st Respondent is the Plaintiff in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 and 

the Petitioner in I. A. No. 2575 of 2020 in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 

on the files of the Munsiff Court, Palakkad. 
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3. Respondents 2 to 7 herein are the Defendants 2 to 7 in O. S. No. 

477 of 2020 and the Respondents 2 to 7 in I. A. No. 2575 of 2020 

in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of the Munsiff Court, 

Palakkad. 

4. 1st Respondent’s brother, Jobi K. Joseph residing at the same 

address as that of the 1st Respondent had filed W. P. (C) No. 

14175 of 2020 raising identical grounds and seeking identical  

reliefs as the ones claimed in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of 

the Munsiff Court, Palakkad and that the Hon’ble High Court had 

disposed of the same vide Judgement dated 22.07.2020. By 

virtue of the said Judgement, the Hon’ble High Court had 

directed the SEIAA to consider the grievances of the Petitioner 

therein and had disposed of the Writ Petition accordingly. The 

true copy of Writ Petition (C) No. 14175 of 2020 along with the 

Exhibits is produced herewith and marked as Exhibit P1. The 

true copy of the Judgement dated 22.07.2020 in W. P. (C) No. 

14175 of 2020 of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala is produced 

herewith and marked as Exhibit P2. 

5. Without pleading or mentioning anything in respect of Exhibit 

P1 and P2, the 1st Respondent (who is the younger brother of the 

Petitioner in Exhibit P1) has filed O. S. No. 477 of 2020 before 

the Munsiff Court, Palakkad. The true copy of the Plaint in O. S. 

No. 477 of 2020 before the Munsiff Court, Palakkad is produced 

herewith and marked as Exhibit P3.    

6. Exhibit P3 is filed seeking the following reliefs: 

“Hence it is respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court 

may be pleased to pass a decree: 
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a) Declaring that the permission obtained by the 1st 

Defendant on the basis of Form No. 1 Appendix 1 is by 

playing fraud and is null and void. 

b) Of permanent injunction restraining the 1st Defendant 

from carrying on the activities of the quarry and 

crusher unit in the Plaint A schedule property on the 

basis of the license obtained by fraud and due to 

nuisance caused to the Plaintiff and other residence in 

the locality.  

c) Of permanent injunction restraining the 1st Defendant 

from carrying on the activities of transporting 

materials through Plaint B schedule property in 

violation of the rules and causing nuisance to the 

residents of the locality. 

d) Decree of mandatory injunction directing the 2nd 

Defendant to cancel the environmental clearance given 

to the 1st Defendant. 

e) Decree of mandatory injunction directing the 3rd 

Defendant to cancel the consent to operate given in 

favour of the 1st Defendant for the violation of the 

conditions. 

f) Decree of mandatory injunction directing the 4th 

Defendant to terminate the quarrying lease issued in 

favour of the 1st Defendant. 

g) Decree of permanent injunction restraining the 6th 

Defendant from renewing D&O licence of the 1st 

Defendant 
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h) Decree of mandatory injunction directing the 7th 

Defendant to directing to comply of the notification 

under motor vehicles Act and others rules by the 1st 

Defendant in using B schedule road.  

i) Granting such other and further reliefs Plaintiff may 

seek during the pendency of the proceedings. 

j) Directing the Defendants to pay the cost of the Suit.” 

7. The 1st Respondent has filed I. A. No. 2575 of 2020 for an Order 

of injunction in Exhibit P3 Suit seeking to restrain the Petitioner 

herein from carrying out the activities of the quarry and crusher 

unit in Plaint A schedule property in violation of the permission 

and carrying on the activities of transporting materials through 

Plaint B schedule property in violation of the Rules and causing 

nuisance to the residents of the locality till the disposal of the 

Suit on merit. The true copy of I. A. No. 2575 of 2020 in O. S. No. 

477 of 2020 dated 30.10.2020 is produced herewith and marked 

as Exhibit P4.  

8. Injunction was granted ex-parte in Exhibit P4 on 03.11.2020 and 

the Petitioner came to know about the same when he was in 

receipt of the Order of injunction when it was served to the 

Petitioner through the Amin deputed in the case on 05.11.2020. 

The true copy of the Order of injunction in Exhibit P4 dated 

04.11.2020 served to the Petitioner on 05.11.2020 is produced 

herewith and marked as Exhibit P5. 

9. The 1st Respondent has also filed a commission application as I. 

A. No. 2576 of 2020 in Exhibit P3 and the true copy of I. A. No. 

2576 of 2020 dated 30.10.2020 in O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the 
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files of the Munsiff Court, Palakkad is produced herewith and 

marked as Exhibit P6. 

10. It is submitted that the Advocate Commissioner has issued 

notice dated 03.11.2020 stating that he will be visiting the Suit 

premises at 12 noon on 04.11.2020. A true copy of the notice 

issued by the Advocate Commissioner dated 04.11.2020 is 

produced herewith and marked as Exhibit P7. 

11. It is submitted that Exhibit P3 to P7 are an abuse of process 

of Court since the reliefs sought for in Exhibit P3 are not 

maintainable and also barred under the provisions of the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 (Act No. 19 of 2010). Exhibit 

P5 Order is apparently without jurisdiction and hence void on 

this account.   

12. Exhibit P3 Suit and the applications therein are not 

maintainable either in facts or in law.  

13. It is submitted that Exhibit P3 Suit and the applications 

therein are bad in law, as a Suit of this nature is barred under 

Section 14 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010. Section 14 

of the said Act reads as:  

14. Tribunal to settle disputes.  

(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. 
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(2) The Tribunal shall hear the disputes arising from 

the questions referred to in sub-section (1) and settle 

such disputes and pass order thereon. 

(3) No application for adjudication of dispute under 

this section shall be entertained by the Tribunal 

unless it is made within a period of six months from 

the date on which the cause of action for such dispute 

first arose: 

Provided that the Tribunal may, if it is satisfied that 

the applicant was prevented by sufficient cause from 

filing the application within the said period, allow it 

to be filed within a further period not exceeding sixty 

days. 

14. Exhibit P3 Suit and the applications therein are also not 

maintainable either in law or in facts in view of Section 29 (2) of 

the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 as well Section 29 of the 

said Act reads as:  

29 Bar of jurisdiction.  

(1) With effect from the date of establishment of the 

Tribunal under this Act, no civil court shall have 

jurisdiction to entertain any appeal in respect of any 

matter, which the Tribunal is empowered to determine 

under its appellate jurisdiction. 

(2) No civil court shall have jurisdiction to settle dispute 

or entertain any question relating to any claim for 

granting any relief or compensation or restitution of 

property damaged or environment damaged which may 
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be adjudicated upon by the Tribunal, and no injunction 

in respect of any action taken or to be taken by or before 

the Tribunal in respect of the settlement of such dispute 

or any such claim for granting any relief or 

compensation or restitution of property damaged or 

environment damaged shall be granted by the civil 

court. 

15. Going by the averments raised and reliefs sought in Exhibit 

P3 Suit, viz., seeking to set aside the Environmental Clearance 

issued by the SEIAA as null and void, granting of permanent 

injunction restraining the Petitioner from carrying on quarry 

activities, seeking to cancel the Consent to Operate, seeking to 

terminate the quarrying lease are all matters coming within the 

purview of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and Section 14 

read with Section 29 of the said Act bars Civil Courts from 

exercising jurisdiction in such matters. The Petitioner has 

obtained all valid permits and clearances by the relevant 

statutory authorities under the various Acts and Statutes and 

thereafter he has been running the quarry and the crusher unit 

since the year 2014. There are various statutory bodies and fora 

for redressing the grievances of the Petitioner and by bye-

passing all such modes of alternative mechanism, the 1st 

Respondent has taken recourse to filing the above Suit which is 

not maintainable either in facts or in law. Moreover, the 

Petitioner in Exhibit P3 Suit is seeking Orders in the nature of 

declaration and injunction which are not maintainable before 

any Civil Court in view of the bar under the provisions of the 

National Green Tribunal Act. The issue is squarely covered by 

the recent Judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India as 
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reported in 2020 SCC OnLine SC 441 in Ratnagiri Nagar 

Parishad v.  Gangaram Narayan Ambekar and Others (Civil 

Appeal No.  2412/2020) wherein the Hon’ble Supreme Court by 

referring to the various provision under the National Green 

Tribunal Act has upheld that no Suits  relating to environment 

(including enforcement of any legal right relating to 

environment) like the one raised in Exhibit P3  arising under 

Schedule I of the National Green Tribunal Act shall be 

entertained by any Civil Courts except the National Green 

Tribunal subject to the limitations prescribed under the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010. The Hon’ble Supreme Court 

specifically referring to Section 29 of the National Green 

Tribunal Act held that there is an express bar to Civil Courts in 

granting reliefs and even injunctions. The true copy of the 

Judgement reported in 2020 SCC OnLine SC 441 in Ratnagiri 

Nagar Parishad v.  Gangaram Narayan Ambekar is produced 

herewith and marked as Exhibit P8.  

16. The 1st Respondent without taking recourse to the proper 

remedy has now come up by filing a Suit of frivolous nature 

circumventing all settled positions of law and remedies which 

are provided under various statutes. Moreover, the 1st 

Respondent is already time barred in approaching the National 

Green Tribunal and he is fully aware of the same when he 

mounted a back door challenge to an Environment Clearance 

issued to this Petitioner as back as in the year 2014, i.e., after a 

lapse of clear 6 years of grant of such Environment Clearance. 

17. The averments in paragraph 3 of Exhibit P4 are highly 

misplaced. The Notification referred to in paragraph 3 of Exhibit 
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P4  is stayed by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala in  W. P. (C) No. 

10034 of 2016 and hence the Petitioner cannot harp on the said 

Notification without the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala having 

finally decided the matter. When the entire Notification itself is 

stayed, there arises no question of its violation. The true copy of 

the Order dated 25.10.2016 in W. P. (C) No. 10034 of 2016 of the 

Hon’ble High Court of Kerala is produced herewith and marked 

as Exhibit P9.  

18. The 1st Respondent has suppressed material facts in the 

plaint wherein in one portion of Exhibits P3 and P4 the 

Petitioner has pleaded that a Writ Petition is pending 

consideration.  The Writ Petition so mentioned has been 

disposed of by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala on 22.07.2020, 

which is produced herein as Exhibit P2. This very pleading by 

the 1st Respondent in Exhibits P3 and P4 demonstrates his 

knowledge about the Writ proceedings disposed of by this 

hon’ble Court. The Writ Petition is filed by none other than the 

elder brother of the 1st Respondent herein and the 1st 

Respondent herein has falsely stated that a Writ Petition is 

pending consideration. The Petitioner has not even cared to 

mention the number of the Writ Petition in Exhibits P3 and P4. 

Exhibit P2 reveals that brother of the 1st Respondent herein has 

admitted to the jurisdiction of the SEIAA in the matter of 

redressing the  grievances projected in Exhibit P1 Writ Petition 

which are similar to the pleadings in Exhibit P3 Suit and Exhibit 

P4 I. A. for injunction. There is also a direction in Exhibit P2 

Judgement of this hon’ble Court to the SEIAA to consider the 

grievances of the Petitioner therein, since SEIAA, the 2nd 

Respondent herein, is the statutory authority empowered to 
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consider and dispose of the same. The Hon’ble High Court has 

thus upheld the jurisdiction of the SEIAA and has in the process  

disposed of the said Writ Petition by directing the SEIAA to 

consider the representation submitted by the Petitioner therein 

(elder brother of the 1st Respondent herein) by giving advance 

notice to the Petitioner herein who was the 2nd Respondent in 

the Exhibit P1 Writ Petition. 

19. The 1st Respondent has even not cared to produce any 

documents along with the plaint and has suppressed Exhibit P2 

and that the 1st Respondent cannot plead ignorance of Exhibit 

P2.  

20. The Petitioner holds/possesses valid 

clearances/licences/permits/consent from various statutory 

authorities as contemplated thereunder. The true copy of the 

Environmental Clearance granted to the Petitioner by the 2nd 

Respondent dated 24.05.2014 is produced herewith and 

marked as Exhibit P10. The same is valid even as on date. The 

true copy of the mining lease granted to the Petitioner by the 

Directorate of Mining and Geology dated 22.08.2014 is 

produced herewith and marked as Exhibit P11. The true copy 

of the Consent to Operate issued and renewed from time to time 

by the Kerala State Pollution Control Board dated 27.12.2014 is 

produced herewith and marked as Exhibit P12.  The true copy 

of the licence issued by the Akathethara Panchayath dated 

27.04.2020 is produced herewith and marked as Exhibit P13. 

21. It is also pertinent to bring to the attention of this hon’ble 

Court that even the reliefs sought for in the Exhibit P3 Suit are 

not enforceable as they are not grantable under law. 
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22. The reliefs sought for in Exhibit P3 has a bearing on the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and its relevant provisions 

since these are matters coming exclusively under the said Act, 

particularly under Schedule I of the Act as is held by the Hon’ble 

Supreme Court in Exhibit P8.  

23. The Petitioner who is running the quarry following all norms 

and rules and after having obtained all clearances and 

permissions is now injuncted by virtue of Exhibit P3 which is an  

Order passed without authority and jurisdiction.  

24. The above Original Petition is hence filed challenging the 

very filing of Exhibit P3 and issuance of Exhibit P5 Order which 

are admittedly without jurisdiction and barred under the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and are sheer abuse of 

process of law since P3 to P5 goes against the very dictum laid 

down in Exhibit P8 Judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 

India.  

25. It is also submitted that reliefs barred under law are sought 

for in the Suit which makes it all the more clear that the Suit is 

one instituted with ulterior motives and is of a frivolous nature. 

The Court below ought not to have admitted Exhibits P3 and P4 

in view of the mandatory provisions under the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010 as there is an express bar of jurisdiction even 

to institution of Suits and grant of injunction. Therefore, Exhibit 

P5 is a void Order as the same is issued without jurisdiction or 

authority and hence is revisable under Article 227 of the 

Constitution of India.  
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26. The Petitioners have no alternate remedy against issuance of 

Exhibit P5 Order, other than to approach this Hon’ble Court 

under Article 227 of the Constitution of India on the following 

among other:  

G R O U N D S 

A. Exhibit P5 Order of the Court below is issued without authority 

and jurisdiction and is ex facie illegal and is liable to be set aside.  

B. Exhibit P3 Suit ought not to have been admitted in view of the 

specific mandate of the provisions under the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010 as the said Act bars jurisdiction of all Courts 

over matters coming under Schedule I of the Act. 

C. The reliefs sought for in Exhibit P3 and P4 are matters falling 

within the exclusive domain of the National Green Tribunal Act, 

2010 and hence when a Suit in the nature of Exhibit P3 itself is 

not maintainable, the Court below ought not to have proceeded 

to pass Exhibit P5 order.  

D. There is a bar under Section 41(h) of the Specific Relief Act since 

the said Section provides that when equally efficacious remedy 

can certainly be obtained by any other usual mode of proceeding 

except in case of breach of trust. When this is read together with 

the provisions of National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, i.e., 

Sections 14 and 29 of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010, it 

is impossible to have granted Exhibit P5 Order. The only remedy 

available to the 1st Respondent is to approach the statutory 

authorities with regard to the reliefs claimed in the Exhibit P3 

Suit if the same is maintainable under such for a in law.   
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E. The 1st Respondent who is aware of the passing of Exhibit P2 

which resulted out of Exhibit P1 Writ Petition filed by the elder 

brother of the 1st Respondent having the same residential 

address wherein the entire grievances have been directed to be 

considered by the relevant statutory authority, the 2nd 

Respondent herein, has circumvented the by approaching the 

Court below by way of Exhibits P3 and P4.  

F. Any Orders or Decree passed in Exhibit P3 and flowing out of 

incidental proceeding in Exhibit P4 is clearly void on account of 

the provisions of the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 as has 

been held in Exhibit P8 Judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court 

of India.  

G. The Court below has totally lost sight of Exhibit P8 and has 

proceeded to pass Orders on Exhibit P4 in the nature of Exhibit 

P5 that too in a case where the Court below is barred from even 

taking up Suits which come under the purview of the National 

Green Tribunal Act, 2010.  

H. The remedy of the 1st Respondent is barred by efflux of time the 

moment he mounts a challenge on the Environmental Clearance 

granted to the Petitioner in the year 2014, i.e., 6 years after the 

grant of Environmental Clearance. 

I. Exhibit P3 by all means and all consequential proceedings 

pursuant to Exhibit P3 can only be termed as an abuse of process 

of court and one without jurisdiction or authority vested in a 

civil court other than the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and 

that Exhibit P5 is liable to be set aside. The Court below even 

before granting an Order of injunction ought to have considered 
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the issue of maintainability in tune with the Judgement of the 

Hon’ble Supreme Court taking note of the relevant provisions of 

the National Green Tribunal Act, 2010. 

J. The reliefs sought for in Exhibit P3 Suit in any way will not lie 

against the Defendants arrayed therein as they are not the 

competent authorities under the various statutes capable of 

granting/revoking various permits/licences/consent issued to 

this Petitioner.    

K. Failing to take note of the provisions of the National Green 

Tribunal Act, 2010 and passing Orders in the nature of Exhibit 

P5 in Exhibit P3 Suit is an error apparent on the face of record, 

without authority or jurisdiction and expressly barred under 

law and is hence perfectly liable to be judicially reviewed and 

revised invoking Article 227 of the Constitution of India.  

L. Exhibit P1 would reveal that the averments in Exhibit P3 and P4 

and the reliefs sought for are one and the same and that by 

virtue of Exhibit P2, the Hon’ble High Court has disposed of the 

matter relegating the Petitioner therein to approach the 

statutory authorities and directed the statutory authorities to 

decide upon the same. There is material suppression in Exhibits 

P3 and P4 in so far as Exhibits P1 and P2 are concerned.  

M. The 1st Respondent is aware of Exhibits P1 and P2 and has 

chosen to ignore the same and also to bye-pass the directions of 

the Hon’ble High Court in Exhibit P2 and approached the Court 

below by filing Exhibit P3 Suit. The actions of the 1st Respondent 

are thus per-se contempt by all means. This only reveals the 

collusive attempt of the Writ Petitioner in Exhibit P1 and the 1st 
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Respondent herein in taking up different fora and indulging in 

experimental litigation especially when relevant laws and 

Statutes govern the subject matter of Exhibit P3 Suit.  

N. Exhibit P5 Order is void and without jurisdiction and authority 

vested in the Court below and is hence liable to be set aside. It 

still remains unknown as to how Exhibit P3 was even numbered.  

O.  Even the Hon’ble High Court had not issued any directions in 

Exhibit P2 to stop the Petitioner’s quarry from functioning till 

date by any Orders and that the 1st Respondent has 

clandestinely circumvented all the laws, judicial process etc… by 

approaching the Court below by preferring Exhibit P3 Suit 

which is even otherwise not maintainable either in law or on 

facts.   

On these and other grounds to be urged at the time of hearing it is 

most respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court be pleased to: 

i. call for the records relating to Exhibit P3 to Exhibit P5 and 

quash/set aside Exhibit P5 Order dated 04.11.2020 in O. 

S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of the Munsiff court, 

Palakkad by means of an appropriate Order; 

ii. to declare that O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of the 

Munsiff court, Palakkad is not maintainable in view of the 

statutory bar contained in Sections14 and 29 of the 

National Green Tribunal Act, 2010 and direct that Court to 

reject the said Plaint as are not maintainable; 

iii. to issue a direction to the Munsiff court, Palakkad 

restraining the Court to refrain from further proceeding 

with O. S. No. 477 of 2020 and 
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iv. issue such other Order or direction as this Hon’ble Court 

may deem fit and proper to grant under the facts and 

circumstances of the case. 

Dated this the 9th day of November 2020 

INTERIM RELIEF PRAYED FOR: 

For the reasons averred in the above Original Petition, it is most 

respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court be pleased to stay the 

operation of Exhibit P5 Order and to stay all further proceedings in 

O. S. No. 477 of 2020 on the files of the Munsiff court, Palakkad 

pending disposal of the above Original Petition.  

Dated this the 9th day of November 2020 

 

 

COUNSEL FOR PETITIONER                                        PETITIONER 
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT ERNAKULAM

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE T.V.ANILKUMAR

THURSDAY, THE 07TH DAY OF JANUARY 2021 / 17TH POUSHA, 1942

OP(C).No.1679 OF 2020

AGAINST THE ORDER/JUDGMENT DATED 04-11-2020 IN I.A.NO.2575 OF 2020
IN OS 477/2020 OF PRINCIPAL MUNSIFF COURT, PALAKKAD 

PETITIONER/RESPONDENT 1/DEFENDANT 1:

M/S ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS PVT. LIMITED
REPRESENTED BY ITS MANAGING DIRECTOR, MOHAMMAD FAZEEL
T.A, PLAZA JUNCTION, DHONI P.O, PALAKKAD, KERALA, PIN
678 009

BY ADVS.
SRI.V.V.ASOKAN (SR.)
SRI.T.H.ABDUL AZEEZ
SRI.K.P.MAJEED
SRI.MOHAMMED SADIQUE.T.A
SHRI.SHANKAR V.

RESPONDENTS/PETITIONER/PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENTS 2 TO 7/DEFENDANTS 2 
TO 7:

1 SIBI JOSEPH,
AGED 38 YEARS,
S/O. K.S JOSEPH, KALLAMACKAL HOUSE, DHONI P.O, 
PALAKKAD PIN 678 009

2 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT,
AUTHORITY REPRESENTED BY ITS MEMBER SECRETARY, KSRTC 
BUS TERMINAL COMPLEX, THAMBANOOR, TRIVANDRUM, PIN 695
001

3 ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER,
STATE POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD, NEAR DISTRICT 
PANCHAYATH OFFICE, PALAKKAD PIN 678 001

4 GEOLOGIST,
MINING AND GEOLOGY DEPARTMENT, TOWN BUS STAND, 
PALAKKAD PIN 678 001

5 STATE OF KERALA,
REPRESENTED BY DISTRICT COLLECTOR, CIVIL STATION, 
PALAKKAD, PIN 678 001

6 SECRETARY,
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AKATHETHARA GRAMA PANCHAYATH, AKATHETHARA, PALAKKAD
PIN 678 009

7 SUB INSPECTOR OF POLICE,
HEMAMBIKA NAGAR, POLICE STATION, HEMAMBIKA NAGAR, 
PALAKKAD PIN 678 009

R1 BY ADV. SRI.P.B.SAHASRANAMAN
R1 BY ADV. SRI.T.S.HARIKUMAR
R6 BY ADV. SRI.U.BALAGANGADHARAN

OTHER PRESENT:

SRI. JOHNSON M.I. (SR.G.P)

THIS OP (CIVIL) HAVING BEEN FINALLY HEARD ON 07.01.2021,
THE COURT ON THE SAME DAY DELIVERED THE FOLLOWING:
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                  JUDGMENT

This  O.P  invoking  Article  227  of  the

Constitution  of  India  was  filed  seeking  to

quash  Ext.P5  ex-parte  order  of  injunction

passed in O.S.No.477 of 2020 by the Munsiff's

Court, Palakkad.

2. When  this  matter  was  taken  up,  the

learned  counsel  for  the  first

respondent/plaintiff concedes that the order was

passed  by  a  court  which  did  not  have

jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  suit.   He

submitted that he proposes to withdraw the suit

and pursue appropriate remedies available under

law before the appropriate legal forum.

3. In view of the submission made that the

impugned order is not sustainable under law, it

is quashed and accordingly, this O.P is allowed.

Annexure R8 (31) /3303



OP(C).No.1679 OF 2020                     4

It is made clear that this order will not affect

the right of the first respondent/plaintiff to

pursue  the legal remedies available to it under

law before appropriate forum.

Sd/-
                        

  T.V.ANILKUMAR,
  JUDGE

pm
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APPENDIX

PETITIONER'S/S EXHIBITS:

EXHIBIT P1 TRUE COPY OF WRIT PETITION (C) NO. 14175
OF 2020 DATED 02-07-2020 ALONG WITH THE 
EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT P2 TRUE COPY OF THE JUDGEMENT DATED 22-07-
2020 IN W.P(C) NO. 14175 OF 2020 OF THE 
HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF KERALA

EXHIBIT P3 TRUE COPY OF THE PLAINT IN O.S NO. 477 
OF 2020 DATED 30-10-2020 BEFORE THE 
MUNSIFF COURT, PALAKKAD

EXHIBIT P4 TRUE COPY OF I.A NO. 2575 OF 2020 DATED 
30-10-2020 IN O.S NO. 477 OF 2020

EXHIBIT P5 TRUE COPY OF THE ORDER OF INJUNCTION IN 
EXHIBIT P4 DATED 04-11-2020 SERVED TO 
THE PETITIONER ON 05-11-2020

EXHIBIT P6 TRUE COPY OF I.A NO. 2576 OF 2020 DATED 
30-10-2020 IN O.S NO. 477 OF 2020 ON THE
FILES OF THE MUNSIFF COURT, PALAKKAD

EXHIBIT P7 TRUE COPY OF THE NOTICE ISSUED BY THE 
ADVOCATE COMMISSIONER DATED 03-10-2020

EXHIBIT P8 TRUE COPY OF THE JUDGEMENT DATED 06-05-
2020 REPORTED IN 2020 SCC ONLINE SC 441 
IN RATNAGIRI NAGAR PARISHAD V. GANGARAM 
NARAYAN AMBEKAR

EXHIBIT P9 TRUE COPY OF THE ORDER DATED 25-10-2016 
IN W.P(C) NO. 10034 OF 2016 OF THE 
HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF KERALA.

EXHIBIT P10 TRUE COPY OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE
GRANTED TO THE PETITIONER BY THE 2ND 
RESPONDENT DATED 24-05-2014

EXHIBIT P11 TRUE COPY OF THE MINING LEASE GRANTED TO
THE PETITIONER BY THE DIRECTORATE OF 
MINING AND GEOLOGY DATED 22-08-2014
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EXHIBIT P12 TRUE COPY OF THE CONSENT TO OPERATE 
ISSUED AND RENEWED FROM TIME TO TIME BY 
THE KERALA STAT EPOLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
DATED 27-06-2012

EXHIBIT P13 TRUE COPY OF THE LICENCE ISSUED BY THE 
AKATHETHARA PANCHAYATH DATED 27-04-2020

RESPONDENTS' EXHIBITS:      NIL
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Seasonal Drains flowing into the Quarry during rainy season 
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Standards
A n o ironmen / a.[ fitoni /ori n q TC-54O2

TEST REPORT

Customer Name &
Address

M/E ROYAL SANDS ATID GRAVELS P.r't Ltd

Dhoai, Pal.akkad District

Customer Reference

Sampled by

s ncyJ
t
/a\oy tt

,a
A

Sallnl T. 8.
MlcFobiologlBE

Authorized Signatory

u P. t{.
hboratory HeadDr.TM Ctraical

Checked by Authorized Signatory

The resulls are relaled only lo lhe samples submitted lor analysis and lhis lest report shall nol be reproduxed ercept in lull, uilhout the writlen appnral 0l lhe laboralory

Standards EnM ron mental & Analvtlcal Laboratorles
Accreditation & ApprovaL NABL accredited Testin8 Lnboratory a5 per lSo/lEC 17O25:2o17

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & 'A" Crade Laboratory approved bv KsPcB.

K.J. Tower, Pathalam, Udyogamandat PO., Ernakulam-681 501, Tel. 0484-254 6660,93 A7 27 24 02,9074 34 14 4f
Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mait: seaatab@gmait.com

SAMPLE DETAILS

wT2l 090014Sample CodeWaterProduct Category

03-09-2021Sample Received onWaterSample Name

3r 'cTemperature @ ReceiPtFit for Analysis
Recei
Sample Conditions at

o4-09-2021Test Commenced on2 litre in Plastic BottleSample Quantity &
Packin

09-09-2021Lab Authorized Sampler

Seasonal Drain Watertnformation Provided by
Customer

REST'LTPARAMETERS
sl.
No

o.30NTUIS 3025 Part 10:1984 RA 2017

6.77IS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA 2Ol7) pH

30.3Temperature

29.OtS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 2017

3

Total Dissolved Solids
< 1.00mg/LIS 3025 Part 17: 1984 RA 2O17Total Suspended Solids

7 .96mclLIS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 20l9Total Alkalinity (as CaCO:)

8.08mclLIS 3025 Part 21:2OO9 RA 2019Total Hardness (as CaCO3)7

,nclLlS 3O25 Part 32:1988 RA 2019Chloride (as Cl)tt

rr,glLIS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2019Sulphate (SOr)

<1.00mglLto Nitrate as NO3

o.t2mclLFtuoride (as F)

<o.10IS 3025 Part 31: 1988 RA 201912 Total Phosphorus (as P)

ULR No: TC54022 1000004579F Date: 09-09-2021 Page 1 of 2

CUSTOMER DETAILS

Test Request dt : O3-O9-2O21

Test Completed on

TEST REST'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

UNITTEST METHOD

I Turbidity

ocIS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 20i9

mclL

5

6

5.99

2.laI
APHA 23dEdition 4500-NO3 B 2017

IS 3025 Part 60: 2008 RA 2019II
mc/L

,6-
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Standards
(-oi-rr""labkoat-hnag TC-5402

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TC54022 1000004579F Page 2 of 2

TEST REST'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

sl.
No PARAMETERS TEST METHOD UNIT RESULT

l3 Magnesium (as Mg) mclL r.62

14 Sodium (as Na) rr,glL 3.72

Potassium (as K) tS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 2019 t.26

Salinitv APHA 23dEdition 2520- B 2Ol7 0.035

17 Total Nitrogen (as N) IS 3O25 Part 34: 1988 RA 2019 <1.00

18

l9
20

melL BDL (LOD-0.o1)

Copper (as Cu) IS 3025 Part 42: 1992 PA 2Ol9 I,rglL BDL (LOD-O.016)

Cadmium (as Cd) IS 3025 Part 4l: 1992 RA 2019 mc/L BDL (LOD 0.03)

2t Mercury (as Hg) tS 3025 Part 48: 1994 RA 2019 mg/L

mg/L

BDL (LOD-o.001)

Zinc (as Zn) APHA 23rd Edition 31118:2O17 BDL (LoD-0.0O8)

Arsenic (as As) APHA 23rd Edition 31 11C:2017 mc/L BDL (LoD-o.OO1)

24 Chromium (as Cr) IS 3025 Part 52; 2003 RA 2019 mg/L BDL (LOD-0.0s)

25 Nickel (as Ni) IS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 2019 mg/L BDL (LoD-0.02)

26 IS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 2019 mg/L
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand
(3 days at 27 oC)

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 2019 mc/L

28 Chemical Oxygen Demand IS 3025 Part 58: 2006 RA 2Or7 mclL <4.O0

<2.OO

Notet BDL-Below Detection Limit LOD-Limit of Detection

,8-
UP.N.

LaDoratory Hcad

shencyJoy
Dr. TM Chemicel

,..

lra,l

The lesulls ale relaled only lo ths samples submitted ior analysis and this test repon shail nol be reproduced sxcepi in lull, w,lhout the tlrillen approtal ot the laborator

Standards Envlronmental & Analytical iaboratories
Accreditation & APProvat: NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per tSO/lEC 17O25:ZO1I

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & "A. Grade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.
K.J. Tower, Pathatam, Udyogamandal po., Ernakutam-683 501 , Tet. o4a4-254666o, 93 B7 27 24 02, go t4 34 j4 43

Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mail: seaalab@gmail.com

TEST RESI'LTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMETERS
sl.
No PARAMETERS TEST METHOI) UNI? RESI'LT

I Total Coliforms Present/ lOomL
2 Faecal Coliform MPN/ 1Ooml

Date: 09-09-2021

Note: '< 2' is equivalent to iAbsent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

***End of RePol***

Salini T. S.
M icrobiologiat

Checked by: AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatory

IS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 2019

IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 20l9

15 mglL

16

mc/L

Lead (as Pb) IS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 2019

22

Dissolved Oxygen 7.40

27

IS 15185 : 2016

IS 1622: l98l RA 20I4

Annexure R8 (34) /2371



Standard
Aaoimamen lal 9l6ni hria g

s
TC-5402

TEST REPORT
Page I of 2Date: 09-09 -2021ULR No: TC540221000004580F

CUSTOMER DETAILS

M/E ROYAL SAIDS AND GRAVELS P\,t Ltd

Dhotri, Palakkad District
Customer Name &
Address

Test Request dt I O3-O9-2O21Customer Reference

wT21090015Sample CodeWaterProduct Category

03-09-2021Sample Received onWaterSample Name

31 'C
Recei
Sample Conditions at

04-09-2021Test Commenced onSample Quantity &
Pack

09-09-2021Test Completed onLab Authorized SamplerSampled by

Quarry Pitlnformation Provided by
Customer

TEST RESULTS - PARAMDTERS

REST'LTPARAMETERS

NTU 0.30IS 3025 Part 1O:1984 RA 20171 Turbidity

6.772 pH

30.3Temperature IS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 2019 o..3

IS 3025 Part l6: 1984 RA 2017 Ir,e/L4 Total Dissolved Solids

< 1.005 Total Suspended Solids IS 3025 Part 17: 1984 RA 2017

IS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 20r9 /l]glL6 Total Alkalinity (as CaCOs)

7 Total Hardness (as CaCO:) IS 3025 Part 21:2OO9 RA 2019 ,nc/L 8.08

I IS 3025 Part 32:1988 RA 2019 Inc/L

Sulphate (SOa) IS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2019 rll.ClL 2.18

t0 APIIA 23'dEdition 4500-NO3 B 2017 mclL < 1.00

11 Fluoride (as F) IS 3025 Part 60: 2008 RA 2019 rnClL o.12

t2 Total Phosphorus (as P) IS 3025 Part 31: 1988 RA 2019 mglL <0.10

^ ^-rfir \ J\

S encyJov Salinl T. S.
M icrobio lo g ist

UP.N
Laboratory HeadDy. TM Chcnical

Checked by: AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatory

The results ale relaled only l0 the samples submitled for anaiysis and lhis test r8port shall not be reproduced except in ,ull, without lh€ written approval of the laboralory

Standards Environmental & Analyfical Laboratories
Accreditation & Approvat: NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per l5O/lEC l7OZS:2017

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & "A,' crade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.
K.i- Tower, Pathalam, Udyogamandal Po., Ernakutam-683 501 , Tel. 0484-2546660, 93 87 27 24 02. go 74 34 14 43

Web: wwwseatabs.in, E-mail: seaatab@gmail.com

dt

SAMPLE DETAILS

Temperature @ ReceiptFit for Analysis

2 litre in Plastic Bottle

UNITTEST METHOD
sl.
No

IS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA 2017

rnelL

7.96

Chloride (as Ct) 5.99

9

Nitrate as NO3

d

Annexure R8 (34) /3372



Standards
En uirorro., lal 916r; /o;n g

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TC54022 1000004580F

I3

Note: BDL-Below Detection Limit LOD-Limit of Detectioo
Note: '< 2' is equivalent to 'Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

ShencyJoy
Dy, TM Chcnicd

uP.N.
Laboritory Head

Checked by Authoriz€dSignatory AuthorizedSigrratory

Page 2 of 2Date: 09-09-2021

TEST RESI'LTS - CHEMICAI PARAMETERS

sl.
No PARAMETERS TEST METHOD UNIT RESULT

Magnesium (as Mg) ^glL 1.62

14 Sodium (as Na) lr,g/L

I5 Potassium (as K) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 2019 1,.26

16 Salinity 0.035

Total Nitrogen (as N) rrtC/L <r.o0

18 t,ead (as Pbl IS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD-O.Ol)

IS 3025 Part 42: 1992 RA 20r9 BDL (LOD,O.016)

20 Cadmium (as Cd) IS 3O25 Part 4l: 1992 RA 2Ol9

2l IS 3O25 Part 48: 1994 RA 2019 ,nglL BDL (LOD-o.001)

Zinc (as Zn) APHA 23.d Edition 31 I 1B:2017 mclL BDL (LoD-O.0O8)

APHA 23.d Edition 3111C:2017
',]c/L

BDL (LoD-o.OO1)

Chromium (as Cr) IS 3025 Part 52: 2003 RA 2019 BDL (LOD-0.0s)

25 Nickel (as Ni) IS 3025 Part 54: 2OO3 RA 2019 mc/L

26 mclL
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand
(3 days at 27 oC)

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 2019 melL <2.OO

Chemical Oxygen Demand tS 3025 Part 58: 2006 RA 2017 <4.00

TEST RESULTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMETERS
sl.
No PARAMETERS TEST METHOD UNIT RESULT

Total Coliforms IS 15185 : 2016 Present / IOOmL

2 Faecal Coliform IS 1622:1981 RA 20 l4 MPN/ lOomt <2

TC-5,1O2

IS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 2019

IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 201g

II],e/L

APHA 23.dEdition 2520- B 2Ol7

t7 IS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 2O19

l9 Copper (as Cu) mc/L

InclL BDL (LOD-0.03)

Mercury (as Hg)

22

Arsenic (as As)

24 mclL

BDL (LOD-o.02)

Dissolved Oxygen lS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 20l9 7.40

27

2a rnelL

***End of Report**r

&

The lesults ars relaled only t0 lhe samples submitted lor analysis and this test report shall not be reptoduced ercepl in full, wilhout the willen approval ol the laboralory.

Standards Envlronmental & Analyfical Laboratories
Accreditation & ApprovaI NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as p€r tSO/tEC'fiO?5:2O17

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & ?. crade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.
Klrower.Pathalam,udyosamanda.tPoJ.**:i",T;:t:;."liE:ffff;:f::.,e3a72724oz.eo7434 1443

I

Salini T. E.
Microb iologist

Annexure R8 (34) /4373



Standards
A"uimaaen /a/ 9l6ai hriag TC-5/ro2

TEST RTPORT
Page I of 2Date: 09-09-2021ULR No: TC54022 100000458 1F

M/s ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS Pvt Ltd

Dhoni, PelakLad District
Customer Name &
Address

Test Request dt : o3-o9-2o21Customer Reference

SAMPLE DETATLS

wT21090016Sample CodeWaterProduct Category

Sample Received onWaterSample Name

31 "CTemperature @ ReceiptFit for Analysis
Recei t
Sample Conditions at

o4-o9-2021Test Commenced onSample Quantity &
Packin

09-09-2021Test Completed onLab AuthorDed Sampler

lnformation Provided by
Customer

RESULTS - CHTIIICALTEST PARAMETERS

RESI.,LT
sl.
No PARAMETERS

NTUIS 3025 Part 10:1984 RA 20171 Turbiditv

7.38lS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA 20172 pH

oc 31.OIS 3025 Part 09:i984 RA 20r93 Temperature

mclL 64.04 Total Dissolved Solids IS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 20i7

2.O05 Total Suspended Solids IS 3025 Part 17: 1984 RA 2017

6 Total Alkalinity (as CaCor) IS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 2019 mclL

Total I{ardness (as CaCO:) IS 3025 Part 2l:2009 RA 2019 ,oc
8 Chloride (as Cl) IS 3025 Part 32:1988 RA 2019 mclL

9 Sulphate (SO+) IS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2019 rnClL 10.9

lo Nitrate as NOg mclL 4.31

l1 IS 3025 Part 60: 2008 RA 2019 ,,rglL o.15

t2 Total Phosphorus (as P) IS 3025 Part 31: 1988 RA 20i9 ,lrglL <0.10

P.If.
Laboratory Head

AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSigrratory

8allnlT.8.
MicrobiologisE

*

The lesulls are related only l0 the samples submitted if anaiysis and this test report shall nol be reproduced €xcepl in lull, wjthout lhe wrilten approval 0f the lab0tatory

Standards Envtronmental & Analytical Laboratories
Accreditation & Approvat: NABL acc.edited Testing t-aboratory as per tSOltE.- I7OZ5.:?O1Z

vide Certificate No. TC - 5102 & 'A" Crade Laboratory approved by KSpCB.
K.J. Tower, Pathatam, Udyogamandat PO., Ernakulam-683 5O'1, Tet, O4a4-2546660,93 A7 27 24 OZ,90 74 34 14 43

Web: www.seatabs.in. E-mait: seaatab@gmail.com

CUSTOMER DETAILS

o3-o9-2021

2 litre in Plastic Bottle

Sampled by

Settling Tank 1

UNITTEST METHOD

23.4

mclL

t7 .9

7 mclL

5.99

APHA 23.dEdition 4500-NO3 B 2017

Fluoride (as F)

---*-ShencTJoy
Dt TM Cbroic.l

Checked by:

Annexure R8 (34) /5374



Standards
Cn oimoaenl aI 9il6ni hnAg TC-5/to2

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TC54022 i000004581F Date: 09-09-2021 Page 2 o{ 2

TEST RESI'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

PARAMETERS TEST METI{OD UNIT R.ESt'LT

l4
Magnesium (as Mg) IS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 2019 mc/L <1.O0

Sodium {as Na) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 20l9 ng/L 3.1 I

15 Potassium (as K) IS 3025 Part 45: r993 RA 20l9 2.64

16 Salinity APHA 23'dEdition 2520- B 2017 0.069

t7 Total Nitrogen (as Nl IS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 2019 mg/L <1.O0

BDL (LOD-o.01)

t9 Copper (as Cu) IS 3025 Part 421 1992 RA 2Ol9 BDL (LOD-o.016)

20 mg/L BDL (LOD,o.03)

IS 3025 Pan 48: 1994 RA 20l9 mclL
Zinc las Znl APHA 23rd Edition 3l 11B:2O17 rrl,e/L

Arsenic (as As) mclL
24 Chromium (as Cr) mclL BDL (LOD-0.0s)

Nickel (as Ni) rnglL BDL (LOD,0.02)

26 Dissolved Oxygen lS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 2019 mclL 7 .20
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand
(3 days at 27 oC)

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 20l9 mglL

2a Chemical Oxygen Demand IS 3025 Part 58: 2006 RA 2017
',],g/L

<4.O0

21

Note: BDL-Below Detectioo Limit LOD-Lioit of Detection
Note: '< 2' is equivalent to 'Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

22

123

ShencyJoy
Dy. TM Chcudcd

Checked by:

Salini T. S.
MicrobiologiBt

Authorized Signatory

TEST RESI'LTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

sl.
No PARAMETERS I'NIT

Rcqulremerlt sa
t er Acccptebl.

LlEtt of
IS 1O5OO | 2012

I Total Coliforms IS 15185 : 2016 Present / IOOInL Absent/ IOO ml
) IS 1622:1981 RA 20l4 MPN/ 100m1 <2

***End of Report***

&
Laiju P. N.

LaboratorY Hcad

Authorized Sigratory

Th€ l€sults are Ielated only i0 lhe samples submitted 10r analysis and this lest repon shall nol be reproduced excepi in tull, without lhe wri en approval of the laboratory.

Standards Envlronmental & Analyfl cal laboratories
Accreditation & Approva[: NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per lso/lEC 170,25l.2017

vide certificate No. TC - 54OZ & 'A- Grade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.

K.j. Tower, Pathalam, Udyogamandal PO., Ernakutam-683 501, Tel, M84-2546660,93 g7 27 24 02,90 74 3414 43
Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mail: seaatab@gmail.com

sl.
No

mc/L

t8 kad (as Pb) IS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 2Ol9 mclL

mg/L

Cadmium (as Cd) IS 3025 Part 41: 1992 RA 2019

Mercury (as Hg) BDL (LOD-O.001)

BDL (LoD-0.OO8)

APHA 23d Edition 3l 11C:2017 BDL (LOD-0.OO1)

lS 3O25 Part 52: 2003 RA 2019

25 IS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 2019

<2.OO

TEST METHOD RESULT

Faecal Coliform <2 MPN/ lOOml

Annexure R8 (34) /6375



Standards
Eruironaenlalllant-hring

ShencTJoy
Dy. TM Chemicel

Checked by:

TEST RIPORT

TC-5,loz

P. N.EallntT. B.
Microbiologi8t hbontotyHead

AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatory

Accreditation & Approva[: NABL accredited Testing Uboratory as per ISO/IEC 11025:ZOll
vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & "A" Grade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.

K.J. Tower, Pathalam, Udyogamandal PO., Ernaku(am-583 501, Tet. 0484-2546660,9187 27 24 OZ,9074 3414 43
Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mail: seaatab@gmail.com

Page I of2Date: 09-O9-2021

M/s ROYAL SANDS AND GRAVELS h* Ltd

Dhoni, PahkAad DiEtrict
Customer Name &
Address

Customer Reference

wT21090017Sample CodeWaterProduct Category

o3-o9-2021Sample Received onWaterSample Name

31 'CTemperature @ Receipt
Recei
Sample Conditions at

04-09-2021Test Commenced on2 litre in Plastic BottleSample Quantity &
Packin

09-o9-2021Test Completed onLab Authorized SamplerSampled by

Settling Tank 2Information Provided by
Customer

sl.
No

2\.4NTUIS 3025 Part 10:1984 RA 20171 T!rbiditv
7 .21IS 3O25 Part 1I:1983 RA 2017pH2

30.8ocIS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 20193

m.clLlS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 20174 Total Dissolved Solids

2.OOmclLlS 3025 Part 17: 1984 RA 20175 Total Suspended Solids
t7 .9rrtglLIS 3O25 Part 23:1986 RA 20196 Total Alkalinity (as CaCO:)

mc/L ,c)IS 3025 Part 21:20O9 RA 2019Total Hardness (as CaCO3)7

5.99rnClLIS 3025 Part 32:1988 RA 20198 Chloride (as Cl)

me/L \1.7lS 3O25 Part 24:1986 RA 20199 Sulphate (SO+)

rnclLAPHA 23'dEdition 450o-NO3 B 201710 Nitrate as NO3

rng/L <o.10IS 3025 Part 60: 2OO8 RA 2019l1 Fluoride (as F)

<0.10lS 3025 Part 31: 1988 RA 2019t2 Total Phosphorus (as P)

ULR No: TCs40221O00004582F

CUSTOMER DETAILS

Test Request dt I O3-O9-2O21

SAMPLE DETAILS

Fit for Analysis

TEST RESULTS - CHEMICAL PANAMETERS

BESULTUNITTEST METHODPARAMETERS

Temperature

64.O

3.64

mclL

&

ttreiesutfs are ritateO only lo fte samples submilted l0r analysis and tiis test report shall mt be reproduced exc@l in tll, xitrut tE wrilten approval ol lhe laboralor.

Standard Environmental & Analyfi cal Laboratorles

Annexure R8 (34) /7376



I
flStandards

Anoimwen/ol1lant-hn:og YC-5402

TEST REPORT

TEST REST'LTS _ CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

sl.
No PARAMETERS TEST METHOD UNIT RESULT

l3 Magnesium (as Mg) IS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 20l9 me/L

l4 Sodium (as Na) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 20l9 ,r,glL
l5 Potassium (as K) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 2019 rrrg/ L 2.64

16 APHA 23dEdition 2520- B 2Ol7 0.071

t7 IS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 2019 me/L
l8 IS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD,o.01)

Copper (as Cu) BDL (LOD-O.016)

20 Cadmium (as Cd) IS 3025 Part 4l: 1992 RA 20l9 BDL (LOD-0.03)

Mercury (as Hg) IS 3O25 Part 48: 1994 RA 2019 me/L BDL (LOD-o.001)

zz I z^" 1". za
Arsenic (as As) APHA 23rd Edition 3111C;2O t 7 ,ng/L

24 Chromium (as Cr) IS 3025 Part 52: 2003 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD-o.0s)

25 Nickel (as Ni) IS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 20l9 mc/L BDL (LoD-0.02)

26 Dissolved Oxygen IS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 2019 ma/L

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 2019 <2.OO

<4.O0

ULR No: TC540221000004582 F Date: 09-O9-2O21 Page 2 of 2

23

TEST RESI,LTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

Note: BDL-Below Detection Limit LOD-LiEit of Detection
Note: '< 2' is equiyalent to Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

***End of RePo6***

ShencyJoy
Dy. TM Chcmfcel

Checked by:

Salinl T. S.
Microbiotog isE

Authorized Signatory

Lelju P. N.
Laboratory Head

Authorized SignatoryU

The lesulls ale relaled only l0 lhe samples submrlted l0r analysis and this lest reporl sialt nol be reproducsd sxcepl in lul,, *ilhout th8 wrilten approvat 0t the laboratory

Standard Envlronmental & Analyilcal Laboratories
Accreditation & ApprovaL NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as p€r tSO/tEC llO?s:ZOlt

vide Certificate No. TC - 54OZ & "A- crade Laboratory approved by KSpCB.
K.l. Tower, Pathatam, udyogamandal po-, Ernakutam-683 5o'1, Tel. o484-2s46660, 93 87 27 24 oz,9074 34 14 43

Web; wwwseatabs.in, E-mai[: seaatab@gmait.com

sl.
No UNIT REST'LT

1 Present / IOOmL
2 Faecal Coliform

<1.O0

3. l6

Salinitv

Total Nitrogen (as N)

Lead (as Pb)

l9 IS 3025 Part 42: 1992 RA 2019 mclL

rnglL
2l

APHA 23rd Edition 31 i 1B:2017 mg/L BDL (LOD-O.0O8)

BDL (LoD-O.0O1)

7.to
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand
{3 days at 27 oC)

InclL

2A Chemicat Oxygen Demand IS 3025 Part 58: 20O6 RA 2017 mc/L

6

PARAMETERS TEST METHOD

Total Coliforms IS 15185 : 2O16

IS 1622: l98l RA 2014 MPN/ looml <2

Annexure R8 (34) /8377



Standards
Anoimarenlal!/ltmu*h;ng TC-5,1O2

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TCs4022 1000004583F Date: Q9-O9-2O21

CUSTOMER DETAILS

Customer Name &
Address

M/s ROYAL aAIIDS AND GRAVELA Pvt Ltd
Dholri, Pal,aLtad Dlstrlct

Customer Reference Test Request dt : O3-O9-2O21

SAMPLE DETAILS

Product Category Water Sample Code

Sample Name Water Sample Received on o3-o9-202r
Sample Conditions at
Receipt Fit for Analysis Temperature @ Receipt 31 "C

Sample Quantity &
Packing 2 litre in Plastic Bottle Test Commenced on 04-o9-2021

Sampled by t ab Authorized Sampler Test Completed on
lnformation Provided by
Customer

Total Phosphorus (as P)

ShencyJoy
Dr.TMChcoic.l

Checked by:

Ealint T. S.
Microbiologi!t tory Head

AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSigrratory
t-

U

The lesults are relaled 0nly l0 the samples submitted lor amlysis and lhis lest report shall nol be reproduced €xcept in lull, wfhout the written approval ot the laboratory

Standard Envlronmental & Analyflcal laboratories
Accreditation & Approvat: NA8L accredited Testing Laboratory as per rso/ rEc 17025:2017

vide Certificate No. TC _ 5402 & ?- Grade Laborato.y"ppLr.O UyEfCi. 
-'

Krrower'Patharam'0"t"'"ff,11'';fr*i:l"T;l?i3liIi.1i36;'ilfli';steiiiiiz'eo74341443

TEST IIESI'LTS - PARAMETERS
sl.
No PARAMETERS RESULT

I Turbidity IS 3025 Part 10:1984 RA 2017 NTU 19.9
) pH IS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA 20l7 7.16

3 Temperature IS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 2019 oc

4 Total Dissolved Solids IS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 2017 mglL
5 Total Suspended Solids IS 3025 Part 17: 1984 RA 2O17 mg/L

63.0

2.OO

6 Total Alkalinity (as CaCOs) IS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 2019 17.9
7 IS 3025 Part 21:2009 RA 2019

^g/L
,)a

Chloride (as CI) IS 3025 Part 32;1988 RA 2019 ,I.E/L 5.99
9 Sulphate (SOa) lS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2019 mc/L 1 1.4
l0 Nitrate as NO3 APHA 23dEdition 4500-NO3 B 2017 melL 3.O2

IS 3025 Part 60: 2008 RA 2019 me/L <0.10
t2 IS 3025 Part 3l: 1988 RA 2Ol9

-'o 

lo-,,.f\ A

Page 1 of 2

wT2l0900l8

09-o9-2021

Settling Tank 3

TEST METHOD UNIT

30.7

^elL
Total Hardness (as CaCOr)

8

II Fluoride (as F)

^glL

P. N.

Annexure R8 (34) /9378



Standards
Saoiruzaenlal 96n:hriag TC-5402

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TCs4022 1000004583F Date: 09-09-2021

TEST REST'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

PARAMETERS TEST METHOD UNIT RESULT

Magnesium (as Mg) IS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 2019 mglL

t4 Sodium (as Na) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 2019 rrrg/L

15 Potassium (as K) IS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 2019 m.elL 2.79

16 Salinity APHA 23.dEdition 252O- B 2017 0.071

17 Total Nitrogen (as N) IS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 2019 /I],glL < 1.00

18 l€ad {as Pb) mclL BDL (LOD-o.01)

I9 Copper (as Cu) IS 3025 Part 42: 1992 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD-O.016)

lS 3025 Part 41: 1992 RA 2019 melL BDL (LOD-0.03)

2l Mercury (as Hg) lS 3025 Part 48: 1994 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD-o.001)

22 Zlnc las Zn) APHA 23.d Edition 3111El:2O17 mglL
23 Arsenic (as As) APHA 23.d Edition 3111C:2017 ^glL BDL (LoD-O.001)

24 Chromium (as Cr)

Nickel (as Ni)

IS 3025 Part 52: 2003 RA 2019 mglL BDL (LOD-0.0s)

mclL BDL (r,oD-0.o2)

26 Dissolved Oxygen IS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 20l9 mell. 7.20

,nglL27
Biochemical Oxygen
Demand
(3 days at 27 oC)

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 20l9

2a Chemical Oxygen Demand IS 3025 Part 58; 2006 RA 2017 mc/L <4.O0

1'EST RESTTLTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAIIIETERS

TEST METHOD UNIT RESI.ILT

1 Total Coliforms lS 15185 : 2016 Present / 100mL
) Faecal Coliform IS 1622:1981 RA 2014 MiN/ 100m1 <2

Note: BDLB€low Detection Limit LOD-Limit of Detection
Note: '< 2' is equivalent to 'Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

***End of Report***

ShencyJoy
Dy. TM Cbrnical

!
\3 Ealinl T. S.

MicrobiologisE
lrP.N.

Laboratory Heed
Checked by AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatoryoCU

Page 2 of 2

sl.
No

< 1.00

3.36

IS 3025 Part 47: l9g4 RA 201g

20 Cadmium (as Cdl

BDL (LoD-o.008)

lS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 2019

<2.00

&

The resulls ale relaled only lo th€ simples submitted lor amlysis and this lesl reporl shall nol be reproduced eicept in lull, without ths wyilten approvat 0t the laboralory

Standards Envlronmental & Analytical l-aboratorles
Accreditation & APproval: NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per ISO/|EC 17O25:ZO1I

vide Cerrificate No. TC - 54OZ & "A" Grade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.
K.l. Towef, Pathalam, udyoSamandat Po., Ernakutam-683 501 , Tel. 0484-2546660, 93 87 27 24 02,90 74 34 14 43

Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mail: seaatab@gmait.com

sl.
No PARAMETERS

Annexure R8 (34) /10379



Standards
A n o i mnaen / a.[ fiToni lon'n g TC-5,tO2

TEST RTPORT
Date: 09-09-2021 Page I of 2

CUSTOMER DETNLS

Customer Name &
Address

M/8 ROYAL SANDS AIID GRAVELS A.t Ltd
Dhotri, Palaktad District

Customer Reference Test Request dt : O3-Q9-2O21

SAMPLE DETAILS

Product Category Water Sample Code wT2I090019
Sample Name Water Sample Received on o3-o9-2021

Recei
Sample Conditions at Fit for Analysis Temperature @ Receipt 3l 'c
Sample Quantity &
Packin 2 litre in Plastic Bottle Test Commenced on 04-09-2021

Sampled by Lab Authorized Sampler Test Completed on 09-09-2021
Information Provided by
Customer Outlet of Discharge Pipe

st.
No OD

I Turbiditv IS 3025 Part 1O:1984 RA 2017 NTU 6.90
2 pH IS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA 20l7 6.74
3 Temperature IS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 20 l9 oc 30.9
4 Total Dissolved Solids IS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 2Ol7 mc/L 151
5 IS 3025 Part 17: t9a4 RA 2OtZ mslL 2.OO
6 Total Alkalinity (as CaCO:) IS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 2Ol9 ms/L
7 IS 3025 Part 21:2009 RA 20l9 mg/L 64.7
8 Chloride (as Cl) IS 3O25 Part 32:1988 RA 2Ot9 /ng/L 8.99
9 Sulphate (SOr) IS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2Ot9 IIrEIL 21.7
lo Nitrate as NO3 APHA 23dEdition 4500-No3 B 2ol7 mc/L 3.02
1l Fluoride (as F) IS 3025 Part 60; 2008 RA 2Ol9 ms/L <0.10
t2 Total Phosphorus (as p) IS 3025 Part 31: 1988 RA 20l9 <0.10

ShencTJoy
Dy.TMChcoicd

Checked by:

r-

Sellnl T. S.
Microbiologi!t

Authorized Signatory

u P. N.
tory Hced

Autho rized Sigrratory

ULR No: TC54022 1000004584F

TEST RESI'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

PARAMETERS UNIT RESULT

Total Suspended Solids

Total Hardness (as CaCOr)

me/L

The lesulls are relaled only t0lhe samples subm itted I0r analysis and this lest reporl shall nolbe reproduced ercept tn fult, wtthout lhe uilten approval 0,lne laboralory.

Standard Envlronmental a Analyilcal taboratorles
Accreditation 

" Try:]:l' NABL_accredited TestinS Laboratory as per r'./rEc 17025:2017vide certificate No. rc - s4oz a .r cradelborat..r.ppi"rJ ivl-spli. "K'' rower, patharam, udyoSamandal po., Ernakuram-68r soi, rer. o4a4_-2546660, % 81 272402,go7434 14 43Web: www.seatabs.in, E_maii seaataUegma;iio-;

Annexure R8 (34) /11380



st***n**, TC-5402

RTTEST

Note: BDL-Below Detection Limit LOD-Listit of Detection
Note: '< 2' is equivalent to Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

ShencyJoy
Dy, TM Chenicrl

Checked by:

***End of Reporl***

Ealini T. El.
M icrobiologlst

Authorized Signatory

u

The resulls are relaled only lo lhe samples submilted tor anajysts and lhis test report shali not be reproduced except in lull, withoul the flilten approval of the laboratory

Standards Environmental & Analytical Laboratories
Accreditation & Approval: NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per rso/rEc 1roz5:?017

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & .A. crade Laboratory appioved by KSpCB_Krrower'Patharam'uo,"'*'[t"1,';H:l*:ilT;:'i::li]::jferf:f::]szsiztzqoz.eo7434t443

Page 2 of 2
Date: 09-09-2021

oN

ntglL20RA499164rtPa530S 4.95Magnesium (as Mg)13 melL
10 9RA1PartS

Sodium (as Na) 2.90l4 mslL91399545023
Potassium (as K)15 0.160

APHA 23.dEdition 2520- B 2017
Salinity16 <1.00

^elLIS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 20i 9
Total Nitrogen (as N)17 BDL (LOD-o.01)mglL

IS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 201 9
Lead (as Pb)18 BDL (LoD-o.016)mclL

lS 3O25 Part 42: 1992 RA 2019
Copper (as Cu)19

BDL (LOD-o.03)mclLlS 3025 Part 41: 1992 RA 2019
Cadmium (as Cd)'20

melLlS 3025 Part 48: 1994 RA 20192l Mercury (as Hg)
BDL (LoD-0.008)mclLAPHA 23.d Edition 3111B:2017Zinc (as Znl
BDL (LOD-0.001)

Arsenic (as As)

BDL (LOD-o.0s)melLIS 3025 Part 52: 2003 RA 201924 Chromium (as Cr)

BDL (LOD-0.02)melLlS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 2019Nickel (as Ni)

6.90IS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 20l9 rr,glLDissolved Oxygen26

27
3da s al27 oC

Biochemical O).ygen
Demand IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 2019 melL < 2.00

2a Chemical Oxygen Demand IS 3O25 Part 58: 2006 RA 2017 mclL <4.00

sl.
No TEST METHO

I Total Coliforms IS 15185:2016 Present / IOOmL

2 Faecal Coliform lS 1622:1981 RA 2014 MPN/ 100m1 <2

1000004584FTC54022ULR
PARAMETERSCIIEMICALRESI'LTSTEST

RESULTUt{IT
TEST METHOD

5.90
PARAMETERS

sl.
n:

91

99345:3025
20RA1PartIS

mclLAPHA 23.d Edition 3111C:2017

25

TEST RESULTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMDTERS

BDL (LOD-o.001)

RESULT

P. N.
Laboratory Head

Authorized Signatory

&-

PARAMETERS UNIT

Annexure R8 (34) /12381



ItStandards
YC-5402

TEST REPORT
ULR No: TCs4022 1000004585F Date: O9-09-2O21 Page 1 of 2

CUSTOMER DETNLS

Customer Name &
Address

M/s ROYAL SAI{DS AIID GRAVELS Pl/t Ltd

Dhoni, PalaLkad Distrlct

Customer Reference Test Request dt I O3-O9-2O21

SAMPLE DETAILS

Product Category Water Sample Code wT21090020

Sample Name Water Sample Received on 03-09-202r
Sample Conditions at
Receipt Temperature @ Receipt 3l "c
Sample Quantity &
Packing 2 litre in Plastic Bottle Test Commenced on 04-o9-2021

Sampled by Lab Authorized Sampler Test Completed on 09-09-2021

lnformation Provided by
Customer Final Outlet

TEST RESI'LTS - CHETIICAL PARAIIETERS

encyJq FlliolT. S.
Microbiologiat

P. N.
DT.TUCheotcrl

Checked by: lJdt

Leboretory Herd

The lesults are relaled only to the samples submilted lor analysis and this lest report shall nor be reproduced Excepi in full, w[hout the willen approval ot lhe laboratory

Standards Environmental & Analyilcal Laboratorles
Accreditation & Approva[: NABL a(credited Testing Laboratory as per ISO/IEC I 7OZ5:2017

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & ?" crade Laboratory approved by KSPCB.
K.l. Towet Pathalam, Udyogamandat Po., Ernakutam-683 501 , Tet. 0484-2546660, 93 87 ?7 24 oz, go 7 4 34 14 43

Web: www.sealabs.in, E-mait: seaatab@gmail.com

PARAMETERS TEST METHOD I'NIT RESULT

I Turbidity IS 3025 Part 10:1984 RA 2017 NTU 5.00

tS 3025 Part 11:1983 RA2017 6.52

3 Temperature lS 3025 Part 09:1984 RA 2019 oc

4 Total Dissolved Solids IS 3025 Part 16: 1984 RA 2017 mclL 70.0

Total Suspended Solids IS 3025 Part l7: 1984 RA 20I7 mg/L < 1.00

6 Total Alkalinity (as CaCO:) IS 3025 Part 23:1986 RA 2019 ,ng/L 27 .a

7 Total Hardness (as CaCO:) IS 3O25 Part 2l:2009 RA 2019 mglL 24.2

Chloride (as Cl)t3 lS 3025 Part 32:1988 RA 2019 r:tg/ L 6.99

I Sulphate (SOa) mc/L
10 Nitrate as NO: APHA 23.dEdition 4500-NO3 B 2Ol7 melL 1.51

11 Fluoride (as F) lS 3025 Part 60: 2008 RA 2019 mg/L <o.lo

12 Total Phosphorus (as P) lS 3025 Part 3l: 19a8 RA 20lS mclL <o.10 ,JY}

&uirwaenlablwrr-hri"g

AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatory

Fit for Analvsis

sl.
No

pH

30.9

IS 3025 Part 24:1986 RA 2019

Annexure R8 (34) /13382



Standards
Aaor'ma-e" /a/ 9i6rri hna g Tc-silO2

TEST REPORT
Page 2 of 2Date: 09-09-2021ULR No: TCs4022 1000004585F

TEST METIIODPARAMETERS
sl.
No

1.47.nglLIS 3025 Part 46: 1994 RA 201913

4.50mg/LIS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 201914 Sodium {as Na)

1.99mglLlS 3025 Part 45: 1993 RA 201915 Potassium (as K)

0.078APHA 23'dEdition 2520- B 2Ol716 Salinity
<1.O0melLIS 3025 Part 34: 1988 RA 2019Total Nitrogen (as N)

tsDL (LOD 0.01)mc/LIS 3025 Part 47: 1994 RA 201918 l,ead (as Pb)

BDL (LOD-0.016)mglL19 Copper (as Cu)

BDL (LOD O,O3),ne/LIS 3025 Part 41: 1992 RA 2019

,rc/L BDL (LoD-0.001)IS 3025 Part 48: 1994 RA 201921 Mercury (as Hg)

BDL (LOD-O.OO8)melLAPHA 23d Edition 31118:201722 Zinc las Znl

BDL (LOD-O.0O1)melLAPHA 23.d Edition 3111C:2o17Arsenic (as As)

BDL (LoD-o.0s)lS 3025 Part 52: 2003 RA 201924 Chromium (as Cr)

II].clL BDL (LOD'0.02)IS 3025 Part 54: 2003 RA 201925

7.40mclLIS 3025 Part 38: 1989 RA 201926 Dissolved Oxygen

melL <2.OO
Biochemical Oxygen
f)emand
(3 days at 27 ocl

mc/LlS 3025 Part 58: 2006 RA 20172a

sl.
No

1 Total Coliforms IS 15185:2016
<2MPN/ 100m12 Faecal Coliform

Note: BDL-Belo$' Detectioo Limit LOD-Limit of Detection
Note: '< 2' is equivalent to Absent' as per Test Method.
Remarks:

***End of Report***

s encyloy
Dy. TM Chcnicd

Checked by:

Salini T. S. 11P.N.
MicrobiologisE Laboratory Head

AuthorizedSignatory AuthorizedSignatoryudr

&

The Iesults aIe relatBd only l0 the samples submilted lor analysis and this lest repon shall not be reproduced except in full, without the writen approval 0l ihe laboratory.

Standards Environmenta! & Analytical taboratorles
Accreditation & ApprovaL NABL accredited Testing Laboratory as per ISO/lEC 17O25:?O17

vide Certificate No. TC - 5402 & 'A" Grade Laboratory approved by K5p€8.
K.J, Tower, Pathalam, udyoSamandal Po., Ernakulam-683 501, Tet. 0484-2546660,93 87 27 24 02,907414 14 43

Web: www.seatabs.in, E-mail: seaatab@gmait.com

TEST RESI'LTS - CHEMICAL PARAMETERS

RESULTUNIT

Magnesium (as Mg)

17

IS 3025 Part 42: 1992 RA 2Ol9

20 Cadmium (as Cd)

mclL

Nickel (as Ni)

IS 3025 Part 44: 1993 RA 2019

<4.00Chemical Oxygen Demand

TEST RESULTS - BIOLOGICAL PARAMETERS

RESULTUNITTEST METHODPARAMETERS

Present / 100mL

IS 1622:1981 RA 2014

Annexure R8 (34) /14383



Boundary Pillar Showing Geo Coordinates 
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Boundary Pillars 

Annexure R8 (37) /1386



Crusher Unit

Annexure R8 (38) /1387
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Bench formation 

Annexure R8 (40)389


