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BEFORE THE HON'BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

SOUTHERN ZONE, CHENNAI

Appeal No.38 of 2023 (SZ)

Irrl/s. Stone Trust Enterprises,

Rep. by its Partner Mr. K. P. Mithun Kumar,

7 I 4, 8th Street, Nandanam Extension,

Chennai - 600 035.
... APPELLANT

Vs

1. State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA),

Rep. by its Member Secretary.

3rd Floor, Panagal Maaligai, No.1, Jeenis Road,

Saidapet" Chennai - 600 015.

Email : seiaamstn@gmail.com &
Phone No. 044-24359973

2. State Level Expert Appraisal Committee (SEAC)'

Rep. by its Chairman,

3rd Floor, Panagal Maaligai, No.1, Jeenis Road,

Saidapet, Chennai - 600 015.

Email : seacchairmantn@gmail-com &
Phone No. 044-2435997 3.

... RESPONDENTS

I. Deepak S. Bilgi, I.F.S., Age 44 years working as Member Secretary, State Level

Environment Impact Assessment Authority, Tamil Nadu (SEIAA-TN) having office at Third

Floor, Panagal Maaligai. Saidapet, Chennai - 600015 solemnly affirm and sincerely state as

follows:

1. I am filing this counter affrdavit on behalf of

Respondent/SEIAA-TN herein and as such I am well acquainted

circumstances of the case from the records available in this offrce.

the lst & 2nd

with the facts and the

Seoebry
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I deny the averments and allegations stated in this Appeal No.38 of 2023 except those that

are specifically admitted hereunder and put the applicant to strict proof of the same.

It is respectfully submitted that: the project proponent has applied to State Level

Environment Impact Assessment Authority - Tamil Nadu (SEIAA-TN) seeking grant of
Environmental Clearance for the unit of M/s. Stone Trust Enterprises for the proposed

Black Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha at S.F. Nos. 22ll .Z3ll,
2312.2417.2418.2511 and 2512 of Semmedu Village. Vikravandi Taluk. Viluppuram

District. I'amil Nadu.

The proposal was placed in the 404th meeting of State Expert Appraisal Committee
(SEAC) held on 25.08.2023. The SEAC noted the following:

l. M/s. Stone Trust Enterprises earlier applied seeking Environment Clearance (File No. 6873 and

Online Proposal No. SIA/TN/MlN/37020/2019 dated: 25.06.2019) for the proposed Black
Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha in S.F.Nos. 22/1,23/1.23/2,24/7,
2418"2511 and2512 of Semmedu Village. Vikravandi Taluk, Viluppuram District, Tamil Nadu.

The subject was placed before the SEAC in its 136th meeting held on2l .09.2019. SEAC decided
not to recommend for issue of Environmental Clearance for the project since the project site is
abutting the water tank which has large capacity and the project will adversely impact the

storage capacity of the tank and thereby affecting the irrigation and livelihood of the local
people of the downstream. Hence SEAC collectively decided that the project is not
recommended.

2' Suppressing the said facts to State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA)
and SEAC. the Proponent has applied again for the same project (File No. 9040 and Online
Proposal No. SIA/TN/M1N125673912022 dated: 15.02.2022) and the proposat was

recommended by the SEAC in its 281't meeting held on 03.06.2022. Subsequently the subject
was placed belore the State Level Environment Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA) in its
527th meeting held on 0l .07.2022 and it was referred back by the Authority for the reasons as

stated above. When the subject was listed for discussion in 304th meeting of SEAC held on

20-08.2022. the EIA Coordinator informed the Committee that the Proponent has requested for
withdrawal of the application and submiued the withdrawal request vide pARIVESH. Hence

the subject was not taken up by the Committee for re-appraisal.

Subsequently. the Proponent vide letter dated 02.09.2022. stated that about g nos. of
hydrogeological studies have been carried out in the past three years for the said project and

requested for reconsideration of the proposal. Hence the subject was placed before the Authority

4.

during its 559ft meeting held on 15.10.2022to decide on further course of action. The
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decided to seek Committee's opinion on the withdrawal requested via PARIVESH and

Proponent's letter dated 02.09.2022 seeking reconsideration of the Project.

Hence the subject was again placed in the 322nd meeting of SEAC held on 19.10.2022. After

detailed deliberations, the SEAC decided to withdraw the recommendation alreadv made

recommended bv SEAC.

5. The subject was placed in the 567th Authority meeting held on 07.11.2022 & 08.11.2022.'

Confirmed the decision taken by the SEAC in its 322nd meeting. The Authority, after detailed

deliberations, decided to accept the recommendation of SEAC .

6. The Project Proponent has submitted requisition letter dated 30.06.2023 along with a copy of the

Hon'bleHighCourtof MadrasOrderdated 12.06.2023 inW.P. 17246of 2A23 statedasfbllows:

"Taking into consideration the limited relief sought.for in this writ petition, there shall be a

rlirection to the.first respondent lo consider the petitioner's application bearing./ile No.9611

dotecl 13. t 2.2022 on its own merits qnd in accordance with law and appropriate orders shall

be passed within a period of three months from the date oJ-receipt of a copy o.f this order."

In view of the above, the subject was placed in the 636th Authority meeting held on 10.07.2023. After

detailed discussion, ,the Authority decided to forward the proposal to SEAC to look into the order

dared 12.06.2023 passed by the Hon'ble High Court of Madras in W.P. 17246 af 2023.

The proposal was again placed in the 404ft meeting of SEAC held on 25.08.2023. The SEAC noted

that, already a decision has been taken by the previous Committee in its 136th meeting held on

2l.Og.20lg. The Hon'ble High Court has directed the Authority to consider the application freshly

filed. SEAC carefully examined the case and decided that the PP was dishonest in not disclosing the

earlier decision of the Authority to deny EC to his proposal based on the recommendation of SEAC.

Now again, the Project Proponent has made afresh application forthe same proposal, albeit disclosing

the history. None of the parameters based on which the EC was denied has changed' Further,

reopening already decided cases based on fresh applications would be inappropriate and would lead

to PPs filing fresh applications repeatedly till EC is granted. SEAC, therefore, decided that there

would be no change in the recommendation already made.

7. The subject was placed in the 655th authority meeting held on 19.09.2023. The authority noted

that. the subject was appraised in the 404th SEAC meeting held on 25.08.2023. The Authority,

after discussions, accepted the decision of SEAC, rejected the proposal and decided to request the

Committee in its l36th meetine held on 21.09.2019 which. the Proposal was not

ffi#j:l:H*,*,,

Member Secretary, SEIAA-TN to send rejection letter to the proponent as per th SEAC
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minutes. Rejection letter sent to Proponent vide this offrce letter dated 11.10.2023. Further,

Authority decided to close and record this proposal. Hence the above-mentioned file is closed

and recorded accordingly.

8. Therefore, humbly prayed that this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to record and pass

orders as this Hon'ble Tribunal may deem to fit and proper in light of the facts and

circumstances of this case and thus render justice.

Solemnly affirmed at Chennai on

this 28s day ofNovember 2023 &
Signed his name in my presence

FIRST & SECOND

RESPONDENT

BEFORE ME

SEIAA-TN

httrSEuy
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2. The proPonent lhall allocate the land area(at Ieast l5o/o of the total land

areai for green belt development all along the boundaries of the proiecl site

prenrlses with 3rr:r width . The ProPonent should earrnark the green belt

area in the layout plan with GPi coordinates and dirnenrion .Hence :he

layout plarr should be revised including the gr€6n belt area and the rame lhall

be subrnitted for DTCP/LPA approual'

3. The proponent shall submir the Grosr Fixed ualue include the land value and

constructioncosta5pertheP\JUDguidelinevalue.

The project proponent ir requested to rubmit the aforesaid details to SEIAA-TN. On receipt

of rbove detaih (Sl,No. 1 to 3) from the proiect Proponent. sEAc dectded to conduct re-

appraisal of the Project.

Agenda No: t36 - 02'Og

(Flle No. 6873/20le)

Proposed Black 6ranite (Dolerlte) querry lsarp orrer an ertent of t.O6,0 Ha in S.F'Nos

2211, 21fi, 2, 24]/?, 8, 25tl and 75t2 of semmedu vlllage vlkravandi Taluk and

Vlluppuram Dlstrlst the lt1te of Tarnil Nadu by lWl, Stone Trurt Enterprtnl - for

Envlrcnment Clcarane.

$l,{/fN/MtNt37O2Ol20l9) dated: 3o.05.2019

The proposal was placed in the l36th SEAC Meeting held on 21.09.2019. The Proiect

propon€nts send detailed presentation. The salient leaturer of the proJect ar presented by

the proponent.

l. Government order/ Lease details:

The euarry lease raras applied in the narre of M/s. Stone Trust Enterprilel'

precise Area Communicalion was issued by the Additional Chief Secretary to

Government, lndustries Deparlment. Clrennai, uide Lelter. No'

1l8/MMB.Z/ZO|9-1, dated O4.02.2O19 for a period of 20 yearr. lt is a Frerh lease

for Black Grarrite (Dolerite) quarry ouer an extent of 3.06-0 Ha in 5,F"Nos 22ll'

23/1,2,24l,7.8, 25/1 ancl 25/2 of Semrnedu vitlage Vikrauandi Taluk and

Viluppuram Distri*.

2 Mlning Plan/Scheme of MInlnt aPProval detai[l:

=$,-+
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ThE Mining plan was prepared for the perlod of 5 yean. The Mining Plan war

apprwedfrorn the Director of Geology and Mining, Guindy, Chennai vide lEtter

Rc. No. 9453/MM5n$8, dated 03,05 2019

l. Ar per the Mining plan, the production rhedule for firrt five years states that the

total volume of recsuerable as 20o/o recovery should nol exceed 5.O2lmr.

For Firsr Year - l200rnr

For Second year- l200rni

ForThird year - l2OO m!

For Fourih year -'l2OO m,

For Fifth year - 1221 ml

4. The Tota! wasie that will be rerulting in the quarrying operatlon for firrt y€aru

will be 24,O84m3 t80% of Granite Walte) and Topsoil will be l2.l56mr, The

Topsoil wilt be durnped on the boundary barriers I'or afforestation and lhe iotal

Quantity Wasre wilt be dump on the North wettern ride with dimension of (L)

91rn x (\V} 20m xt3.23m (H).

5. The quarry operation il propoled upto a depth of 7m (2m Topsoll + 5m Black

Granited for the present Mining plan penod,

6. Quarrying Operation will be done by Opencast Serni /Vlechanised method with

Diarnond Wre Saw cutting,

7. Granlte ls to be tranrporled by tippecsof 2 Nos. (10 T capaclty).

8. The proiect is locate at l2eO2'34,75"N to 12aO2'42.2O'Nlatitude and

79e2+' 33.23" E to 79024', 4Q.69" ELon girude.

9, The rotal Manpower requirement is 32 Nos.

10 Total cost of the projects is Rs. 2.219 croret and EMP cosl about

Rs. 7.25 lakhs.

'll. The Water table ls Found to be at the depth of 5lm in lurnrner searon and 47m

ln rainy sealon.

12. Lease applled area is not covered under HACA region,

13, No Coastal Regulation Zone (CRZ) within the radiur of lOkm frorn the lease

afe8,

-'L- ?- -.
Chalrman Z;
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'14. No lnterstate boundary & Wettern 6hats Bor.rndary within the radius of 10km

lrom the lease area.
.15. No National Park & wltd Life sanctuary within the radius of lokrn from the lease

Erea.
.16. No crttically pollured area at notlfied by

constituted under Water (Preventlon and

the radius of lOkrn from the lease area'

17. No Protected Area' Eco Sensitive Zone &'

I0km.

18. No habiration within the radius of the 300m frorn the lease area'

19. Letter obtained from the Assistant Direcror, Department of Ceology and Mining'

VituppuramuicleLetterRC.No.B/6&M/lo8l2ol4.dated29.03,2ol9'inforrned

that,
.,No other quarries are rituated within 500 rneterl radial distanre from the area

applied for the grant of lubiect quarry lease"'

The SEAC noted the following:

I. The Proponent, IM,/s. srone Trult Enterprises has applied for Environmental

clearance to 
'EIAA-TN 

for the proposed Black cranite (Doterlte) quarry lease over

an extenr of 3,06.0 Ha in $.F.Nos 2211, 23i,1. ?, 24/7, 8, 25/l and 25/2 of

semmedu village vikrauandi Taluk and viluppuram District, Tarnil Nadu'

2, The proiect/actiuity is correred under CateSory "82" of ltern 1(a) "Mlning of Mineral

Projects' of the Schedule to the EIA Nofification, 2006.

After the detailed presentation and perusal of the details furnirhed by the ProPonent' the

SEAC decided to not r€comrnended for lssue of Environmental clearance the propoml since

the project lite ls abeftlng the water tank which has large capacity and the project will

a,Jversery impacr the storage capacity of the tank and thereby affecting the irrigation and

riverihood of the local peopre of the downstream. Hence SEAC collectiuely decidect that

the proJect is not recornmended.

the Central Pollution Control Board

Control of Pollution) Acr 1974 within

Eco Senritiue Area within the radius of



Hence the subject was placed in this 322.d meeting of SEAC held on 19.10.2022. After

detailed deliberations. the SEAC decldad to wltMraw the rucomnrendatkcn alrcady

nnde ln ttre 28ls nrectlrE held on 03.-Q6.2022 ard en&ne the decis'ron taken by the
prevlous Cqmmitteg ln its l36n meeting held jn 21.Q9.2019 and to call for the

following:

l. SEIAA may call for the explanation of the dealing Engineer for having acceptd
an already rejected proposal and for not disclosing the history of the case to
5EAC.

2. SE|M may call for an explanation of the EIA Coordinator for deliberately hiding
the facts regarding the history of the project proposal to the Cornmittee during
appraisal.

Agenda No: 322-13

(File No: 92O22IO2J)

Propoled Rough stone and Grarrcl Quarry quarry leare ovcr an extent of 2.00.0 Ha tn
S.F.Nol.3O5lA (pa*) of lGrvazhl Mllage, AravakurictrlTatuh Karur Dirtsict. Tamil Nadu
bY Balusanlf tarlkala - Envlronmental Clearance- RcglrdlrE.
6 lVINA,1ll.ll268847 nO22, dated: 23.U.2V221

The proporal was placed for appraisal in this 322nd meeting of SEAC held on

l9-O9.2O22. The details of the project furnished by the proponent are given on the

website (parivesh. nic.in).

SEAC noted the following:

l. The Project Proponent, Balusamy Sasikala has applied for Environmental

Clearance for the proposed Rough stone and Gravel Quarry lease over an extent

of 2.00.0 Ha in 5.F.Nos.305/A (part) of Karvazhi Village, Aravakurichi Taluk,

lGrur District, Tamil Nadu.

2. The project/activity is covered under Category "82- of ttem l(a) "Mining

Projects" of the Schedule to the EIA Notification. 2006.

3. As per the mining plan, the lease period is for 5 years. The mining plan is for
the period of 5 yeart. The total production for 5 years not to exceed

2,O2,7g}4mr of Rough rtone and 62,320mr of Gravel with {$irdJte depth of
4omBGL /l I.

-- fi/V



Agerda No. 322 - 12,

Flle No. 9Wnmz
Propoed Bta.k Crranlt (Dolerite) quary lease over an en<tent of 3.06.0 Ha in S.F.Nos

2U, 2311, 2, 24n, 8, 25n ard 25f2 of Semmedu vilhge Mktwandl Taluk and

Vluppuram Dlstrh the state of Tamil Nldu by |rtfi" Stone Trust Enterprisel - fior

E rMron ment C lcarane. (th/nvM N/25 67 3 9 nA24 datcd : O2.O6.2OU|

M/s. Stone Trust Enterprises earlier applied seeking Environment Clearance (File

No.6873) for the Propored Black Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of

3.06.0 Ha in S.F.Nos 22/1, 23/1. 2, 24n. 8, 2511 and 2512 of Semmedu Village.

Vikravandi Taluk, Viluppuram Distrid, Tamil Nadu. The subjert wat placed before the

then Committee in i$ 136,h meeting held on 21.09.2019. SEAC decided not to

recommend for issue of Environmental Clearance for the proiect since the project site il

aHting the water tank which has large capacity and the project will adverrely impact

the rtorage capaciry of the tank and thereby affecting the irrigation and livelihood of the

local people of the downstream. Hence SEAC collectively decided that,the projea is not

recommended.

Suppressing the said facts to SEIM and SEAC, the Proponent has applied again for the

same pro)ect (File No. 9O4O) and the proposal wat recommended by this Committee in

its 281( meeting held on 03.06.2022. Subrequently the subiect war placed before the

Authority in its 527n meeting held on 01.07.2022 and it was referred back by the

Authority for the rearonJ stated therein. When the subject was listed for discussion in

304'h meeting of SEAC held on 20.08.2022. the EIA Coordinator informed the

Committee that the Proponent har requested for withdrawal of the appliotion and

lubmitted the withdrawal requCIt vide PARIVESH. Hence the subiect was not taken up

by the Committee for re-appraisal.

Subrequently the Proponent vide letter dated 02.09.2022, stating that about I nos. of

hydrogeological studies have been carried out in the past three years for the project, has

requested for reconsideration of the proporal. Hence the lubject was placed before the

Authority during its 559th meeting held on 15J02022 to decide on further course of

action. The Authority decided to seek Committee's opinion on withdrawal

requested and the Proponent't letter dated 02.

reco tion of the Project.

leeking
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Agenda No: 4O4 - ll
(File No. 9aV2o22)
Proposed Black Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha in S-F.Nos

22n,23n,2,24n,8,25^ and 25/2 of Sernmedu Mllage. Mkravandi Taluk.

Mluppuram Distric, Tamil Nadu W Mlt.Stone Trust Enterprircs - for Environment

C I ea ra nce. (S ! A/TNA'! lNl 099AnO2 2, Dated : 1 3 .12.2022)

The proporal war placed in this Q.Q{rs meeting of SEAC held on 25.08.2023. The details

of the proiect fumished by the proponent are available in the website (parivesh.nic.in).

The SEAC noted the following:

l. The Project Proponent,lvVs. Stone Trurt Enterpriret has applied for Environmental

Clearance for the propored Black 6ranile (Dolerite) quarry lease orer an extent of

3.O5.O Ha S.F.Nos. 22/1. 23/1. 2. 24/7, 8. 25/l and 25/2, of tummedu Village.

Vikravandi TaluL Viluppuram District. Tamil Nadu.

2. The project/activity is covered under Category "B2' of ltem 1(a) "Mining Projects"

of the Schedule to the EtA Notification, 2OCE..

3. M/s. Jtone Trust Enterprfses earlier applied seeking Environment Clearance (File

No. 6873 and Online Proposal No.5|A/TN/M1N/37O2O/2O19 dated: 25.06.2019)

for the Proposed Black Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.05.0

Ha in S.F.Nos 2211, 23/1. 2. 24/7, 8. 25/1 and 25/2 of Semmedu Village.

VikravandiTaluk, Viluppuram District. Tamil Nadu. The subject was placed before

the then Committee in its 136'h meeting held on 21.O9.2O19. SEAC decided not to

recommend for issue of Environmental Clearance for the project since the prorect

site is abetting the water tank which has large capicity and the project will

adversely impact the storage capacity of the tank and thereby affecting the

irrigation and livelihood of the local people of the downstream. Hence SEAC

collectively decided that the project il not recommended.

4. Suppressing the said factr to SEIAA and SEAC. the Proponent has applied again for

the same project (File No. gAo and online Proposal No.

slA/TN/MlN/256739/2o22 dated: 15.o2.2022) and the proposal was

recommended by this Committee in its 281n meeting held on 6.2022.

Subrequently the subject was placed before the Authority in its 527,h fi$eting heldlEting
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on 01.07.2022 and it was referred back by the Authority for the reasons stated

therein. When the subject was listed for discussion in 304'h meeting of SEAC held

on 20.08.2022. the EIA Coordinator informed the Committee that the Proponent

has requested for withdrawal of the applicatiod and submitted the withdrawal

requert vide PARIV6H. Hence the subiect war not taken up by the Committee for

re-appraisal.

Subsequently. the Proponent vide later dated 02.09.2022, stated that about 8

nos. of hydrogeolqSical studies have been carried out in the palt three years for

the project, has requened for reconsideration of the proposal. Hence the subiect

was placed before the Authority during its 559h meeting held on 15-10.2422 b
decide on further couree of action. The Authority decided to seek Committee's

opinion on the witMrawal requested via PARIVESH and the hoponent's letter

dated 02.09.2022 seeking reconsideration of the Proiect.

Hence the subject wal placed in this 322fi meeting of SEAC held on 19.10.2022.

After detailed deliberations. the SEAC decided to withdraw the recommendation

aheadv madc in the 28lr meetint held.on 03.0'6.2O22 and endorre the decifion

taken by the pre{riqts Commi[ee in its l36e meetint held on 21.09.2019 and to

call for the following;

i) SETAA may call for the explanation of the dealing Engineer for having

accepted an alread rejected proposal and for not disclosing the history of

the case to SEAC.

ii) SETAA may call for an explanation of the EIA Coordinator for deliberately

hiding the facts regarding the history of the proiect proposal to the

Committee during appraisal.

The subject was placed in the 567'r Authority meeting held on 07.11.2022 &.

08.11.2022. The Authority noted that the SEAC decided to withdraw the

recommendation already made in the 28ln meeting held on 03.06.2022 and

endorse the decilion taken by the previous Committee in its 136'h meeting held on

21.09.2019 and to call for the following:

i) SEIAA may call for the explanation of the dealing Engineer for having

:o 

.^ arready rejected proposat and for not disclos,* 

ff 
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the care to SEAC.

ii) SEIAA may call for an explanation of the EIA Coordinator for deliberately

hiding the facts regarding the history of the project proposal to the

Committee during appraisal.

The Authority. after detailed deliberations, decided to request the Member

Secretary. SEIAA TN the follotving:

i) To call for explanation as recommended by the SEAC.

ii) To call for explanation from the proponent for having applied for EC for

an already rejected proporal and not disclosing the facts regarding the

history of the prorect proposal to the Committee during appraisal.

6. The PP has submitted requisition letter dated 30.06.2023 along with copy of the

Hon'ble High Court of Madrar Order dated 12.06.2023 in W.P. 17246, of 2023

stated as follor,vs:

"Taking into consideration the limited rclief sought for in this writ petition.

thete shall be a direction to the frrt rcspondent to consider the ptitionefs
application bearing frle No.96,41 dated 13.12.2022 on its own meits and in

accordance with law and apprcpriate orden shall be passed within a period

of thre months from the date of rcceipt of a copy of this or&r--
ln view of the above, the subject was placed in the 536'h Authority meeting held on

1O.O7.2023. After detailed discusrion, the Authority decided to forward the proposal to

SEAC to look into the order dated 12.Cl6.20l23 passed by Hon'ble High Court of Madras

in W.P. 1724,6 of 2023.

Now. this proposal was placed in this 10l'h meeting of SEAC held on 25.08,2C.23. The
SEAC noted that. alread a decision has been taken by the previous Committee in its
l36th meeting held on 21.09.20'19. The Hon'ble High Court has directed the Authority
to consider the application freshly filed. SEAC carefully examined the case and decided
that the PP war dishonest in not disclosing the earlier decision of the Authority to deny
EC to his proposal based on the recommendation of SEAC. Now again. the PP has made
afresh application for the same proposal, albeit disclosing the history. None of the
parameters based on which the EC was denied has changed. Further. reopening already
decided cases based on fresh applications would be inappropriate and would lead to
PPI filing fresh apptications repeatedly till EC is granted. SEAC. thereforer{ecided that
ffj,:H JI'I'ff 5".:"#;'ff::::yJH.ff ,ff lTl;#ff ;r"-*"M
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MINUTES

655th MEETING

STATE LEVEL ENVIRONMENT IMPACT

ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY-TAMIL NADU

Date: 19.09.2023

l.^
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Proposed Black Granite (Dolerite)

quarry lease over an extent of

3.06.0 Ha in S.F.Nos22ll,23ll,2,

2417,8,25/l nd 2512 of Semmedu

Village, Vikravandi Taluk,

Viluppuram District. Tamil Nadu

by tWs. Stone Trust Enterprises -
for Environrnent Clearance.

( sl AJTN/M IN/4 0 9964/ 2022)

The authority noted that the subject was appraiscd

in the 404tt' SEAC meering held on 25.08.2023.

The SEAC noted that, already a decision has becn

taken by the previous Committee in its l36th

meeting held on 21.09.2019. The Hon'bte High

Court has directed the Authority to consider the

application frcshly filed. SEAC carefully examined

the case and decided that the PP was dishonest in

not disclosing the earlier decision of the Authority

to deny EC to his proposal based on the

recommendation of SEAC. Now again, the PP has

made afresh application for the same proposal,

albeit disclosing the history. None of the pararneters

based on which the EC was denied has changed.

Further, reopening aheady decided cases based on

fresh applications would be inappropriate and

would lead to PPs filing fresh applications

repeatedly till EC is granted. SEAC, therefore,

decided that there would be no change in the

recommendation alrcady made.

The Authority, after discussions, accepted the

decision of SEAC, rejected the proposal and

decided to request Member Secretary, SEIAA-TN

to grant rejection lerner to ProPon€nt as per 404s

SEAC minutes. Further, Authority decided to close

and record this proposal.

9641

Existing project of IWs. L&T South

City Projects Ltd (Eden Park Phase

2) SF.No. 90/3AlA. 3AlB(Part) of 
l

Pudupakkam Village & SF.No. i

Thc authority noted that the subject was appraised

in the 404th SEAC meeting held on 25.08.2023 and

SEAC noted that this proposal request for partial

EC surrender of the Environmental Clearance

Dt:07.11.2013 was filed oflline stating that there is

: no option for online subrnission in parivesh portal. 
I
I

509

I rZl. r27tl etc of Siruseri Village,
rl
i lChengalpanu Taluk,

l6

YJ
6rnm.pr^Ax

SEIAA.TN



a- -_.

@

ffi
THIRU. DEEPAK S. BILGI, I.F.S

MEMBER SECRETARY

To

STATE LEVEL ENVIRONMENT IMPACT
ASSESSM ENT AUTHORITY.TAMILNADU
3d Floor. Panagal Maaligai"

No.l. Jeenis Road. Saidapet

Chennai - 600 015.

Phone No. 044-24359973

Fax No. 044-24359975

Letter No. SEIAA-TN/F.No.96,11/2023 deted: I 1.10.2023

Ir#s. Stone Trust Enterprises.

No.7l4.8th Street.

Nandanam Extension.

Chennai - 600 035.

Sub: SEIAA-IIJ - Proposal seeking Environmental Clearance for Proposed Black Granite

lDolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha at S.F. Nos. 2?11.2311.2312-247.

2418. 25ll and 2512 of Semmedu Village. Vikravandi Taluk. Viluppuram Districl

Tamil Nadu by M/s. Stone Trust Enterprises - under l(a) Mining projects of the

schedule of the EIA Notitlcation. 2006 - Proposal not recommended / Rejected -
Application closed and recorded - Regarding

Refi l. Online Proposal No. SItuTN,/MINii702Ol20l9. Dated: 25.06.2019 (File No. 6873)

2. Minutes of the 136'h meeting of SEAC held on 21.09.2019

3. Online Proposal No. SIA,/TN/MIN1256739/2022. Dated: 15.02.2021 (File No. 9040)

-1. Minutes of the 281'' mecting of SEAC held on 03.06.2021

-i. \{inutes ol the 517'h meeting of SEIAA held on 0l .07.1011

6. \linutes of the ill"d mccting of SEA(' he [,.] on I q. I 0.]021

7. Minutes of the 567'r'nrecting of SEIA.,\ hcld on 07.I I.1021 & Otl.II.2011

8. Onlirre Proposal \o. Sl.\ "["N'\{l\'+0q()6-+ ]0:1. l)ated: li.l].l0ll tFilc No. q64l 
]

9. I)l) rcquest letter dated "lti.ti6.lt)ll

ir) 11i,'ru,-s rrf'thc 6.1(ri. nreetirrs i.r1'Si-"1 \ \ irclJ,.,rr li) {}:.1{}li

I I \tlnr:tc:.r1'titc -iilJ' 111ggrinr,,iSF \i irciri rrlt l-: rrS.llrll

ll. \lrnLrtcs of tirc (r-i5'r' lrrccting tif SEI \ \ irclci ,rrr l().()9.1()l-l

Sir.
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I invite y'our kind attertion to the reference cited above. wherein the application received

from M/s. Stone Trust Enterprises for Environmental Clearance for the koposed Black Granite

(Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha at S.F. Nos. 2U1,2311,2312.2417.2418,25/l and

25/2 of Semmedu Village. Vikravandi Taluk. Viltrppuram Districr Tamil Nadu.

The proposal was placed in this 404fr meeting of SEAC held on 25.0E.2023.

Thc SEAC noted the follrowing:

l. ItI/s. Stone Trus Enterprises earlier applied seeking Environment Clearance (File No. 6873 and

Online Proposal No. SIA/TN/TV{IN/3702012019 dated: 25.M.2A19) for the Proposed Black

Granite (Dolerite) quarry lease over an extent of 3.06.0 Ha in S.F.Nos. 2Y1,2311.2312,2417,

2418.2511 and 2512 of Semmedu Village, Vikravandi Taluk Viluppuram Districr Tamil Nadu.

The subject was placed before the then Committee in its l36n meeting held on 21.09.2019.

SEAC decided not to recommend for issue of Environmental Clearance for the project since the

project site is abetting the water tank which has large capacity and the project will adversely

impact the storage capacity of the tank and thereby affecting the iniguion and livelihood of the

local people of the downsream. Hence SEAC collectively decided that the projst is not

recommended.

2. Suppressing the said facts to SEIAA and SEAC, tlre Proponent has applid a,gain for the same

project (File No. 9040 and Online Proposal No. SIA/TNA/[1N125673912022 dated: 15.02.2022)

and the proposal was recommended by this Committee in its 2tl$ meeting held on 03.06.2022.

Subsequently the zubject was placed before ttre Authority in its 527tr meeting held on

01.07.2022 and it w'as ret'erred back by the Authoriry for the reasom stated therein. When the

subject was listed for discussion in 3Mtr meeting of SEAC held on 20.A8.2A22, the EIA

Coordinator informed tlre Committee that the hoponent has reqtrested for withdrawal of the

application and submitted the withdrawal request vide PARMSH. Hence the subject was not

taken up b) the Committee for re-appraisal.

Subsequentll. the Proponent vide lener dated 02.09.2022. stated that about 8 nos. of

hydrogeological studies have been carried out in the past three y'ears for the project and

requested tbr reconsideration of the proposal. Hence the subject was placed before the

Authority during its 559th meeting held on I 5. I 0.1021 to decide on further course oi action. The

Authoritl decided te'r seek Committee's opinion on the u'ithdrawal requested r ia Pr\RIVESH

and Prop,,ncnt's letter dated 0l o9.l0ll seeking recrrnsideratitrn of the Project.

I{encc thc suhject uas placed in this llln'l meeting ot'St.A('held on lq.l0.:{rll. .,\fter detailed

delibcrations. the SEAC decided to withdraw the recommendetion alreadv made in the

281'r meetine held on 03.0'6.2022 and endorse thc decision taken br the previous

Committce irr itr l-J6'h 1neetine held on 21.09.2019 and trr call liir the iirlliilrinu.
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l. SEIAA ma) call for the explanation of the dealing Engineer tbr having accepted an

already' rejected proposal and tbr not disclosing the historl of the case to SEAC.

?. SEIAA mal call fbr an explanation of the EIA Coordinator tbr deliberately- hiding the

facts regarding the history of the project proposal to the Comminee during appraisal.

3. The subject,*as placed in the 56TihAuthorig'meeting held on 07.11.2022 & 08.11.2022. The

Authoritl noted that the SEAC decided to withdraw the recommendation alread;" made in the

281" meeting held on 03.06.1012 and endorse the decision tahen b1' the previous Comminee in

its I i6'h meeting held on 2l .09.1019 and to call for the follo*ing:

i) SEIAA may call for the explanation of the dealing Engineer for having accepted an

alreadl rejected proposal and fbr not disclosing the history of the case to SEAC.

ii) SEIAA ma1 call fbran explanation of the EIA Coordinator for deliberately hiding the

facts regarding the history of the project proposal to the Committee during appraisal.

The Authority. after detailed deliberations. decided to request the Member Secretary. SEIAA

TN the follou'ing:

i) To call for erplanation as recommended b.r- the SEAC.

ii) To call for explanation from the proponent tbr having applied for EC for an already

rejected proposal and not disclosing the tbcts regarding the history of the project

proposal to the Committee during appraisal.

4. The PP has submitted requisition letter dated 30.06.1013 along uith copl of the Hon'ble High

Court of Madras Order dated 12.06.2023 in W.P. 17216 of 2023 stated as follows:

"Tuking into c'on:;iderution the limited relief sought .lbr in this v'rit petition. there shull be a

direction to the.lir.tt respondent to cttnsider the petitioner's applic'ution bearing lile .\'o.9611

duted 13.12.)02) on its ou'n merits und in accordunce v'ith ltn'und appropriute orders

shull be passed u'ithin a period o./'three months liom the date o./ rec'eipt of u copy o/ this

ttrdcr. "

In vier.r of the abore. the suhject uas placed in the 616th .{uthr'rrit} meeting held on I0.07.101i. .\fter

detailq'd discussion. rhe ..\uthrrritl dc'cidcd to tornard the proposal to S[r..\C' to look inttt the order

dated I I 06.1()13 passcd by the Hon'hlc I Iigh Court of \{adras in S .P. I 7l+6 of l0l-1.

The proprl.al rras again pluccd in the -l04'i'nreeting of'SI:.\( held on lr.Olt l()l-1. I'hc Sl:.\('noted

that. lilrcirdr lr Jeciiirrrr ht. hccn ttkcn l''r the prciirru: ('irnrfltittcc in iir I-1b'" ntectin:: held trn

I1.0().1(Il.) I hc lli,n'hle tligh Cr',urt har .iirceted tirc .\Lithorilr 1rr c()nside r thc applicllirrtt tieshll

flleti. Si \( c.rr"ci'iri,r cr.uline.i thc ce.c lrnJ'tieci.ie,.i th.rt Lhe [)P rr.i. .l i:hr't:c:t ii.i nrrl Jr.e Irr.llS 169

eafitCr-.leui.l,rt-, L,l ii:. \..,,i:,'1-i1r 'it .1jnr I( 1,'hi: I.i,rnr,r.r. i..t..j r'I titc t'.\-r,nIICilJJtir,lt,,i 5l \t'

\1-.u aSlrin. tlrt PP':.1. 1'.r.i..rtr-r':l- -rprrlii-rii,rl'li,r lltl \.rnrc l1r(rn(,..il..tlhcii.ii.cit.-in! iile Itistr''rr

\rrilC t,: lill'l-.1'-t:.'-lJt', r-:rri.l (,r''!\,itiLir l:-r.'il ii-t ..1Crti-,,1 l'.t. el::tl'':.'.j . iL,:':i-1.'1. 1''.lrrpelii;t-:,i]fC"IJr
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decided cases based on tiesh applications uould bc inapprrrpriate and r.r'ould lead to PPs tiling tiesh

applications repeatedlr till EC is granted. SEAC. therefirre. decided that there would be no change in

the recommendation already made.

The subject lras placed in the 655'h authoritl meeting held on 19.09.1013. The authorit) noted that

the subject u'as appraised in the 404th SEAC meeting held on 25.08.1023.

The Authority'. after discussions. accepted the decision of SEAC. rejected the proposal and decided to

request the ll{ember Secreurl. SEIAA-TN to send rejection letter to the proponent as per -l0,lth

SEAC minutes. Further. Authoriry' decided to close and record this proposal.

Hence. the above mentioned tlle is closed and recorded rccordingly.

t6\" SEIAA-rN

dtr'r(l,ld
LIBER.siECRETAR}'
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