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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 
SOUTHERN ZONE, CHENNAI 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.04 of 2022 (SZ) 

 

Jaganathasamy, 
s/o.Palanigounder,  
No.959, Narasingapuram,  
Krishnapuram post, 
Madathukulam Taluk, 
Tiruppur District. 

…Applicant 

 

Versus 
The Member Secretary, 
Tamil Nadu Pollution Control Board, 
Chennai and others. 

…Respondents 

 

REPLY TO THE ADDITIONAL REJOINDER OF THE APPLICANT FOR THE REPLY 
FILED BY 8th RESPONDENT 

 
1. The 8th Respondent submits that all the allegations made by Applicant in the additional 

rejoinder of the applicant are denied to be false and concocted.  

 

2. This respondent submits that it is completely false to state that this respondent is carrying 

out quarrying operation as stated in para-2. This respondent submits that the unit is 

erected 27 feet below the ground level and above the said ground level this Respondent 

had constructed the rubber mud wall surrounding the unit to ensure that the unit is 

properly secured. It is over and above the said 27 ft, this Respondent had constructed 12 

feet wall/ rubber mud wall on all the sides. Moreover, as per TNPCB norms, 15 feet is 

required but from the altitude of the pollution generation area, this Respondent has 

constructed 39 feet ups-tract which is more than double of norms. It is further pertinent 

here to mention that this unit is not erected recently and it has been in existence since the 

year 1993 and the purpose of this unit is to crush the rocks and nothing more. This 

Respondent had only sufficiently secured the said unit by constructing rubber mud walls 

around the unit. While this being the case, it is completely false and absurd to state that 

that this Respondent has been carrying quarrying operation and that he had won a mineral 

ranging about 5,00,000/- cubic feet of gravel and rock stone from the land where the unit 

is established 27 feet beneath the ground level.  
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3. This Respondent submits that it is utter falsehood to state that this respondent has been 

carrying out mining operation by violating the Mines and Minerals Act and Tamil Nadu 

Minor Mineral Concession Rules, 1959. As already stated above, this Respondent 

submits that it is not carrying out mining or quarrying activities and all the allegations in 

para-3 are denied to be false and baseless. 

 

4. This Respondent submits that all the allegations made in para-4 are denied as false. It is 

true that the permission to erect the unit was granted for the first time on 19.04.1993 and 

a full reading of the proceedings of the TNPCB bearing B.P.MS.No.609 dated 09.12.1992, 

which has been filed by the Applicant herein, would go to show that as per the revised 

norms, it has been stated that “no stone crushing units should be located within 500M 

from any NH or SH or Primary residential area or mixed residential area or places of public 

and religious importance”. However, the Applicant herein had ignored to read the same 

in full and wrongly mentioned that no stone crushes should be located within two 

kilometers from the National and State Highways, which was the norm before modification 

of the Board Proceeding and this respondent humbly states that, after modification, the 

norms were revised whereunder 2 KMs has been revised to 500 mts. Therefore, it is false 

to state that the consent order of the 6th Respondent was in utter violation of their own 

proceedings. This would go to show that the intention of the Applicant is to raise false 

allegations against this respondent and also the other government authorities.  

 

5. The 8th Respondent further submits that, in the Resolution No.166-3-2 dated 19.08.1998 

passed by Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board, which has been filed by the Applicant 

herein, the following norms suggested by the NEERI Committee were accepted with 

respect to the distance criteria from National Highways, State Highways and the 

Residential Areas: 

 
“2. If the distance between two crushers is more than 100 meters, it will be considered 

as a single crusher. If the distance between the crusher boundaries is less than 100 

meters, it will be considered as a cluster. 

 

3. The distance between the crusher boundaries and the boundary of the National/ 

State Highways shall be as specified below: 

SI.No. Cluster of Crushers Distance between 

crusher/ cluster 

Green belt area at the 

periphery 

1. Single crusher 50 mts 10 mts 

2. 10 crusher 150 mts. 30 mts. 
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3. 25 crushers  250 mts. 50 mts. 

4. 50 crushers 300 mts. 100 mts. 

 

4. Existing crushers, which are near the National or State Highways and not meeting 

the above criteria should provide a 15 to 20 feet wall on all the three sides (parallel to 

National / State Highways and both the sides) and upto the length to be stipulated on 

the alignment of road and boundary of the crusher. ” 

 

Moreover, in the order dated 02.07.2004 bearing B.P.MS.No.4 passed by the Tamilnadu 

Pollution Control Board, the explanation reads as follows: 

 

“Existing stone crushing units are those which have valid licenses on the date of 

Supreme Couer order namely 10.05.1999” 

 

Therefore a perusal of the aforementioned extracts would go to show that the predecessor 

in title of the 8th Respondent had valid license to run the stone crusher unit and he had 

not violated the proceedings of the Tamilnadu Pollution Control Board. Moreover, it is not 

proper and justifiable on the part of the Applicant to raise this issue belatedly after a period 

of nearly 30 years after the unit was erected and put into operation.  

 

6. The 8th Respondent submits that it is false to state that this Respondent is running the 

unit without renewing the consent order which expired on March, 2022. This Respondent 

states that he had put the unit to operation only during the times when the governmental 

officials visited the site for inspection for granting the renewal of consent order and after 

the consent order has been renewed. During all the other time, the unit was not operating 

and it is utter falsehood to state that this respondent is running the unit by using additional 

equipment than the permitted level.  

 

7. The Respondent humbly submits that, after conducting due inspection and after observing 

that no violation is made by the 8th Respondent herein, the Tamilnadu Pollution Control 

Board has issued a consent orders dated 06.07.2022 bearing No.2208244425558 and 

and they are valid till 31.03.2024. 

 
 

 

Akila Senguttuvan
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8. Therefore, it is very clear that this Applicant had filed this application to harass this 

Respondent and for all the reasons stated above, it is most humbly prayed that this 

Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss this Original Application with costs.  

 

 

 

 

DATED AT CHENNAI ON THIS THE 03rd DAY OF AUGUST, 2022  

 

 

COUNSEL FOR THE 8th RESPONDENT  

Akila Senguttuvan
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INDEX TO TYPEDSET OF PAPERS 

 

Doc.No. Date Description Page No. 

1 06.07.2022 Consent order under Section 21 of Air 

(Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 

1981 

1 

2 06.07.2022 Consent order under Section 25 of Water 

(Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act, 

1973 
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COUNSEL FOR THE 8th RESPONDENT 

 
















