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I, Madhav A. Gogte, son of Shri. Arvind Gogte, major in age, Partner 

of Mis. Gogte Minerals, do hereby solemnly affirm and state as 

under: 

1. I am the partner of Mis. Gogte Minerals and as such I am fully

competent to file this Affidavit in response to the Reply

Affidavit dated 1910812021 filed by the Applicant No.I to the

Inspection Report of the Committee. I have read the contents

of the said Reply and in response thereto, I submit as under:
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2. That this Hon'ble Tribunal vide Order dated 10/07/2020 had

constituted a Committee to undertake inspection and submit a

Joint Report in light of the allegations made in the complaint.

The Committee as constituted by this Hon'ble Tribunal

undertook site inspection as well as considered the various

documentary evidence and on a combination of the permissions

as well as the factual findings, submitted its Report before this

Hon'ble Tribunal finding that the allegations of the Applicant,

namely, that the answering Respondent herein had allegedly not

complied with environmental clearance ("EC") conditions was

erroneous. The said Committee has found that the answering

Respondent has can-ied out mining activities in compliance with

the laws as well as EC conditions.

3. The Applicant in reply to the said Report has sought to raise

erroneous contentions. The said Applicant has further indulged

in suppression of facts and documents which proves that the

present proceedings are not bona fide but vexatious in nature

and as such are liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs. The
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Applicant has also indulged in making statements on oath which 

are false to his own knowledge and as such has tendered false 

evidence thereby making him liable for punishment under 

Section 195 IPC. The said Applicant has also knowingly 

suppressed documents when the same did not suit his narrative 

and has placed on record only part of the documents to try and 

support his false statements. These acts make the Applicant 

liable for perjury as the Applicant has indulged in suppression 

and made averments which are false to his own knowledge with 

a view of interfering in the administration of justice. The said 

submission pertaining to the suppressions is elaborated 

hereafter while dealing with the contentions of the Applicant. 

4. That the Applicant has miserably failed to demonstrate any

violation of the conditions of the EC granted to the answering

respondent and as such wishes to enter into a fishing and roving

enqmry.

5. The answering Respondent craves leave to refer and rely upon

the submissions already made in the Affidavit in Reply dated
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20/08/2021 filed on 21/08/2021, without repeating the contents 

thereof for the sake of brevity. 

Parawise Reply 

1. That in reply to the contents of para 1, it is submitted that no

substantial issues have been raised by the Applicant to invoke

the jurisdiction under Section 14 and 15 of the National Green

Tribunal Act, 2010. It is further denied that the answering

Respondent has violated conditions of the Environmental

Clearance granted to it for carrying out mining operations of

iron ore in mining lease in Village Redi, District Sindhudurg,

State of Maharashtra.

2. That the contents of para 2 are erroneous and devoid of merit.

The said allegations have adequately been dealt with by the

answering Respondent in its Reply dated 20/08/2021, filed on

2 l /08/2021. For the sake of brevity, the answering Respondent

craves leave to refer and rely on the submissions therein in reply

to the allegations in para 2, without repeating the same, for the
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sake of brevity. It is further submitted that as already indicated 

in the aforesaid Reply, there has been no violation of the EC 

conditions, secondly, no pollution as is alleged has been caused 

to either ground water reserves or the Arabian Sea. Lastly, the 

allegations as being raised would render the Application as 

being time barred both under Section 14 and 15 of the NGT Act, 

2010. In this regard the submissions made in the reply affidavit 

dated 20/08/2021 are reiterated without repeating the same for 

the sake of brevity: 

3. That in reply to the contents of para 3, the statement pertaining

to Order dated 10/07/2020 as well as the submission of the

Report of the Committee pursuant to site visit, is a matter of

record. The contention however, that the Committee has failed

to consider all the contentions allegedly raised by the Applicant

is absolutely erroneous and devoid of merit.

4. That the contents of para 4 are vehemently denied for the false

suggestions contained therein. It is denied that the Committee

has merely relied on the documents and the information
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submitted by the answering Respondents. The Committee has 

itself undertaken site inspection and has relied only on official 

documents and on being satisfied about their authenticity. The 

Applicant has failed to show that any of the documents supplied 

by the answering Respondent were not authentic. Merely 

because the Committee has not found force in the allegations 

made by the Applicant, the Applicant is resorting to false 

suggestions instead of producing anything to support his stand. 

As already demonstrated in the Reply Affidavit along with 

documentary proof, the Applicant is resorting to blatant 

falsehood and the present Application is malicious and liable to 

be dismissed with exemplary costs being imposed on such 

applicants who seek to waste judicial time. 

TOP SOIL MANAGEMENT 

5. That the contents of para 5 are denied being devoid of merit. It

is submitted that the aforesaid Application has been preferred

by the Applicant alleging violation of conditions m
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Environmental Clearance dated 22/04/2010. The said 

Environmental Clearance was obviously granted after almost 3 

years since the approval of Mining Plan by IBM on 27/07/2007, 

wherein it has been recorded that there would be no generation 

of top soil during the mining activities. Similarly, the EIA­

EMP Report as submitted to MoEF before the grant of EC also 

reiterated that there would be no top soil generation or stacking 

during the mining activities. Both the documents being prior 

to the grant of EC necessarily gained· importance as the said 

documents reflected the true and correct factual position even 

before the grant of EC and prove that the answering respondent 

is not merely seeking to make up facts after the grant of EC. 

Therefore, there can be no allegation that these documents could 

not be relied upon as no evidence has been produced by the 

Applicant to show that top soil actually exists in the Mine as is 

presently being worked and /or the same is being actually 

generated during mining activities. In fact, the Committee has 

not placed reliance solely on the aforesaid documents but has 

itself inspected the area and observed as under: 
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"During the site inspection, it was observed that the 
lease area was found rich in hard laterite cover and 
hence no occurrence of top soil. And therefore, there 
was no top soil stacks observed. "

6. That the contents of para 6 need no reply as it is a mere extract

of the Report of the Committee.

7. That in reply to the contents of paras 7 to 11 which pertain to

allegations regarding top soil management, the submissions

made in paras 9 to 25 of the preliminary objections and

submission in the affidavit in reply dated 20/08/2021 are

reiterated without repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

The shifting stands of the Applicant are evident from the

following:-

a) The Applicant in the application had originally alleged as

under:-

Synopsis

"The specific conditions regarding proper 
management and stacking of top soil and mining reject at 
earmarked sites has not been adhered to and instead, 
such has been dumped in the Arabicm Sea causing serious 
pollution to the marine ecosystems "
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Similarly, in paras 5 to 16 of the Application the said Applicant 

has alleged that the top soil is being dumped outside the lease 

area. For ready reference the allegations in para 16 are 

reproduced:-

" I 6. That however Respondent No. 6 dumped the 
top soil or the mining reject outside the said land for 
which it had neither liberty nor power to do so. 
Respondent No 6 has continuously dumped the mining 
waste material into the Arabian Sea from the Redi and 
Kanya! village ... ... ..... "

b) The aforesaid allegations have been found to be factually

erroneous by the Committee in para 1, sub paras (b) to ( d) 

which read as under:-

Sr Conditions of the EC 

I. Specific Condition no (i) of the EC,
"Topsoil shall be stacked properly with adequate
protection measures at earmarked sites and used/or
reclamation and rehabilitation of the mined out
areas"

Allegation of the Committee observations 
Applicant 

b. Mining waste Material Committee noted the letter
has been dumped dated 15.01.2019 of the Dy
outside the mininf! Controller of Mines
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C. 

d. 

'lease area and it is 
evident from the letter 
dated 15.01.2019 of 
Dy Controller of 
Mines. 

The dumping is still 
being done by the 
company outside the 
permissible area 

The new land has been 
formed by the dumping 
of the mining waste. 
The new land has been 
allotted survey 
numbers by the district 
collector, Sindhudurg. 
A letter dated 
18.12.1992 of District 
Inspector, Land survey 
reported to District 
Collector mentions the 
creation of the new 
land 

address to Mis Gogte 
Minerals. Committee noted 
that the said letter 
mentions a change in 
dumping location and does 
not mention the dumping 
outside the lease area. 
Committee during the site 
inspection observed that 
dumping of the mine waste 
is within the permissible 
mining lease area of 
94. 706 ha. The mining
lease area is demarcated
with boundary pillars with
latitude and longitude.

During the site inspection, 
the committee did not find 
fresh dumping of mine 
waste outside the mining 
lease area. 

The committee visited the 
said old dump sites formed 
along the coast. It is noted 
the dumping was done at 
the site from the year 1974. 
During the site inspection, 
local villagers informed 
that dumping of mine waste 
on the said old dump site 
was stopped prior to the 
year 1990. Letter from 
Sarpanch of village Reddy 
attached as Annexure-3.

At present, the said dump 
sites bear survev number 
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15 & 58. These sites are 
stabilized with plantation. 
Presently, old dump site 's 
land belongs to the Forest 
Department of Government 
of Maharashtra. 
Committee during the site 
inspection observed the 
Board of the Forest 
Department mentioning 
that survey number 1 5 
(village Redi) and survey 
number 58 (village 
Kanya!) belong to Forest 
Department, GOM There 
was· no ongoing dumping 
observed on the said old 
dump sites. Copy of 
photographs of the display 
board attached as 
Annexure-4 

c) The Applicant in the Reply has not challenged the said

findings of the Committee. This by itself is sufficient to reject 

the contention of the Applicant as raised in the application and 

reproduced hereinabove viz., that the answering respondents 

are allegedly dumping mining waste in the Arabian Sea or are 

maintaining dumps outside the lease area. 
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That once the allegations of the Applicant were found to be 

absolutely erroneous and far from the truth the said Applicant 

has now sought to shift his stand and allege that allegedly top 

soil continues to exist in the mine lease area. It is submitted 

that the Applicant is seeking to change the proceedings under 

Section 14 of the NGT Act into a fishing and roving enquiry

which is not pennissible. A party under Section 14 is supposed 

to approach the Tribunal with a definite case in terms of the 

provision. As submitted above on finding that the allegations 

of the applicants have no legs to stand on in the reply to the 

report of the Committee the applicant has now sought to allege 

that top soil continues to exist in the lease area where mining 

is being undertaken and that top soil is allegedly not being 

stacked at the earmarked sites. Without prejudice to the 

submission already made hereinabove viz., that the Applicant 

cannot be allowed to change the nature of allegations, it is 

submitted that the said allegations are also as erroneous as the 

allegations which have already been found to be erroneous. It

may be pertinent to mention here that the mining in the lease 
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area commenced in the 1970s. In so far as the present case is 

concerned, it arises out of allegations pertaining to non­

compliance of EC condition. At the cost of repetition, it may 

be stated that the EC was granted only on 22/04/2010 and as 

such the applicant has to first establish that after 2010, the 

answering respondent has not maintained the top soil as 

required, which the applicant has miserably failed to do so. 

The areas under the Mining Lease may have been used for 

agriculture; however, as stated above after the same being 

granted under the Mining Lease, majority of the lease .area was 

utilized for mining activities much prior to the EIA regime as 

well as much prior to the grant of EC. The Applicant has 

alleged in para 11 that Survey No.34, 35 and 60 continue to 

have agricultural activities which is possible only if fertile soil 

as opposed to hard laterite cover is available. The contention 

that Survey Nos.34 and 35 are being used for agricultural 

activity is false to the Applicant's own knowledge and the 

Survey Forms themselves reflect that the area is reserved for 

mining and no crops have been grown therein for more than 
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four decades. Therefore, the allegation that agricultural 

activities are being undertaken in the said survey nos is 

factually incorrect as is evident from, Form 7 /12 as maintained 

under the Maharashtra Land Revenue Act, which reflects 

under F onn 12 the usage of the land and if crops are grown, 

the details thereof. The answering respondent craves leave to 

place on record the 7/12 extracts of Survey Nos. 34 and 35 

which would reflect that no agriculture activity has taken place 

in the last four decades, if and when this Hon'ble Tribunal so 

desires. That further with regard to Survey No.60 in Village 

Kanya 1, it is submitted that the possession of the said area has 

never been taken over and surface use continues with the 

original owner. It is submitted that the owner therein has been 

growing cashew trees which are possible to be grown even in 

hard laterite, if sufficient water and irrigation facilities are 

provided. Without prejudice to the aforesaid submission, 

availability of top soil in 5% area of the total lease area cannot 

suggest top soil in the entire 94.706 Hectares of lease. The 

Applicant also has been able to provide details of only 0.21 

.. 
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Hectares where an orchard is maintained and no details of any 

other area have been provided. It is submitted that as and 

when the said area is required for mining purposes, the top 

_soil, if any, will be stacked in accordance with the condition in 

the EC. However, when no top soil has been generated owing 

to the geology of the majority of the area, the said condition 

in the EC cannot be said to be violated. Further, para 2( d) of 

an inspection report based on a site inspection carried out by 

IBM on 13/07 /202 l under the provisions of Mineral 

Conservation and Development Regulations also reflect that 

no top soil is being generated in the lease area. The said para 

of the report reads as under: 

SI.No. 

2d 

Item Proposals 
work Remarks 

Quantity of Nil 
topsoil 
generation 
in m3 

Actual 

Nil 

It is pertinent to note that IBM is an expert body and would 

know the difference between top soil and hard laterite. It is 
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submitted that now various inspections have been carried out by 

different sets of bodies/authorities and none have found any 

violation as is being alleged by the Applicant. It is, therefore, 

submitted that the contention of the Applicant is without merit 

and liable to be rejected. 

Allegation pertaining to simultaneous working of pits 

8. That in reply to the contents of para 12 to 17, submission already

made in paras 26 to 33 of the Reply Affidavit dated 20/08/2021

are reiterated without repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

The answering Respondent is working only one pit and no two

pits have been worked simultaneously. The answering

Respondent has already mentioned in its Reply Affidavit that

pursuant to the grant of EC dated 22/04/2010, the said

Respondent has worked only one pit, i.e. Pit No.203. In this

regard, inspections undertaken by MSPCB on 08/01/2020 and

MoEF &CC on 18/02/2020 (Report dated 17/04/2020) at

pgs.230-316 and 317-318 respectively of the Reply Affidavit,
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clearly show that similar allegations of the Applicant have been 

found to be without merit and that factually the answering 

Respondent is working only one pit. It is further submitted 

that in the IBM inspection undertaken recently, on 13/07/2021, 

at para 3(a) of the report, the IBM has also obser_ved that only 

one pit is in operation in accordance with the Plan. The relevant 

para of the report reads as under: 

SI.No. Item 
Remarks 

3a Number of pit 

Proposed for 
Production 

Proposals 

One 

Actual work 

One 

It is further denied that Pit No.203 is being used as a water 

reservoir along with the pit which exists in the expired lease of 

one Mis. NIMCO. It is submitted that Pit No.203 falls only 

within the mining lease area of the answering Respondent. 

Further, Pit No.203 is presently being worked and as such 

cannot be used as a water reservoir. The Applicant is seeking 

to confuse the Mauli Pit which was created prior to 1990 and 
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which is being used as a water reservoir, with Pit No.203. The 

two pits are at a distance of one kilometer from each other. 

a. The Pit No. 203 is not a water reservoir; however, during

monsoon season when mining is suspended in Pit No. 203,

the rain water run off in the Mine is all diverted into the Pit

to help with ground water percolation/recharge. After the

monsoon season the water collected is supplied to the

villagers only for irrigation purposes. It is denied that the

said pits are being used to supply drinking water to the

residents of near-by villages. Any water which is supplied

to the villagers for drinking purposes is from an old pit in

Block No. II wherein the answering Respondent has set up

a water treatment plant. In the event, any water from the

pit in the present lease are required to be supplied for

drinking purpose, the said water is diverted to the old pit No.

138 / Block No. II where the answering Respondent has a

Water Treatment Plant. At the cost of repetition, it is stated

that only after treatment of water and after the same is found
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to be within the prescribed parameters, it is supplied to the 

villagers for drinking purposes. It may be pertinent to 

clarify here itself that Pit No. 138 in Block No. II does not 

fall within the present lease in question and is part of an old 

mining lease worked by the answering Respondent which 

has already been rehabilitated artd a final Mine Closure Plan 

was approved by IBM and fully implemented by the 

answering Respondent. The said old lease under Block II is 

not a subject matter of the present !is, which !is is restricted 

and limited only to the working lease. 

b. It is further submitted that no action by the answermg

Respondent has impeded any prospects of rehabilitation,

reclamation and plantation as alleged by the Applicant. As

stated above, Pit No.203 presently has mineral reserves and

is under operation. In terms of the provisions of the MMDR

Act and the Rules framed thereunder, no pit which has

mineable resources can be pen11anently rehabilitated or

reclaimed. As the said pit is being utilized, the
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rehabilitation will happen only when the mineral is 

exhausted in the said pit. The IBM in its recent Report 

dated l 3/07/2021, has also noticed as under: 

"Minerals has not been exhausted completely from any 
part of the lease area, hence back filling/reclamation of 
mined out area has (sic is) not envisaged in approved 
mining plan." 

c. As already submitted in the reply Affidavit dated

20/08/2021, rehabilitation of the mined out pits does not

entail 100% backfilling so as to restore the surface level to

its original position as it was before mining was undertaken.

The purpose of rehabilitation and reclamation of a mined

out pit is to restore the flora and to stabilize the slopes with

plantation to avoid collapse of Mine benches and benches

are provided to avoid accidents involving either humans or

animals. The stabilization of the benches is done through

maintaining benches of a particular width and height and

undertaking plantation on such benches to stabilize them.

These steps are taken after backfilling to the extent possible.

The entire allegation by the applicant have therefore be
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made on an erroneous understanding of the scope of 

rehabilitation. The mined out pits as being stated by the 

Applicant, already stands rehabilitated and utilization of the 

said pits as water reservoir is a permissible use of such pits 

and in fact amounts to sustainable development. 

9. That in reply to the contents of para 15-16, it is submitted that

the Applicant has indulged in suggestio falsi and suppresio

veri. The Applicant has chosen to place on record the Report

dated 24/07/2018 (Annexure A-19/page 28) pertaining to

sample collected from the tap at the village, however, has not

placed on record the Report of the sample collected on the same

day at the Water Treatment Plant analyzed by the same

Directorate of Health Services, Government of Goa, which

clearly shows that the treated water was within the permissible

limits and was potable. True copy of the analysis report of the

Directorate of Health Services, Government of Goa, dated

24/07/2018 pertaining to sample collected at the Water

Treatment Plant is annexed hereto and marked as Annexure R-
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22. The answering respondent can only control the quality of

water as is being supplied to the Village, at its own supply point. 

Once the said water reaches the village various factors come 

into play which would impact the quality of water. The 

difference in quality is due to the hygiene and cleanliness 

standards of the overhead tanks of the individual from whose 

premises the tap water was collected, the quality and age of the 

plumbing, i.e. use of metal pipes as well as the quality of the 

pipes from the overhead village tank to the supply point. The 

answering Respondent however to solve the said issue has also 

time and again as part of its CSR advocated the issue of change 

of pipeline in the village and has also offered to do so at its own 

cost. The said efforts of the answering Respondent were finally 

appreciated and accepted by the Village Panchayat, which has 

decided to itself get the pipelines changed, with certain costs 

being passed on to the respondent. The answering Respondent 

has accordingly supplied 210 meters of pipeline on 01/04/2021 

to the Village Panchayat which is in the process of replacing the 

old pipelines. Due to COVID restrictions and limitations of 

878



social distancing, etc., the replacement of the entire pipeline by 

Village Panchayat is likely to take some time. It may further 

be pertinent to mention that the answering Respondent also 

undertook to clean the overhead tank of Primary Health Centre, 

Redi, and the same was cleaned on 29/10/2020. The answering 

Respondent was appalled to find that the overhead tank had not 

been cleaned for more than a year. The sample from the tap was 

generally being taken from the PHC and after the cleaning of 

the overhead tank, the quality of water sample from the tap 

improved drastically. 

10. That the contents of para 17 are denied as being erroneous and

devoid of merits. The Applicant is making an attempt to

mislead this Hon'ble Tribunal by alleging that as the survey

numbers which are part of Pit No.203 fall within two villages,

allegedly there are two pits. The said allegation on the face of

it is erroneous inasmuch as a mining pit does not get divided

into different number of pits merely because it transcends

vanous survey numbers falling m different villages.
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Admittedly the mmmg lease of the answermg Respondent 

which is a contiguous block of 94. 706 ha is situated over 

revenue land in Revenue Village Kanyale, Revenue Village 

Bomdojichiwadi and Revenue Village Mharthale. Further, 

admittedly, survey no.51 in revenue Village Mharthale is 

adjoining survey no.26 of Village Kanyale. This clearly shows 

that the Pit No.203 is one pit standing over various adjoining 

survey numbers. More importantly various authorities, namely, 

MSPCB, MoEF &CC, IBM as well as the Committee appointed 

by this Hon'ble Tribunal have physically inspected the lease 

area and have found that only one Pit No.203 is being operated 

and no two pits are being worked simultaneously. 

Alleged Effect on Ground Water 

11. At the outset, it is submitted that paras 18-39, save as are a

matter of record, are denied and the submissions made in paras

64 to 69 of the Reply Affidavit dated 20/08/2021 are reiterated

without repeating the same for the sake of brevity.
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12. That the contents of para 18 to 20 are denied as being erroneous

and without merit. It is respectfully submitted that the

Committee has specifically addressed the compliance of

Specific Conditions (vii) and (viii) of the EC with regard to

Ground Water and Surface Water monitoring. The answering

Respondent has been complying with Condition No.(vii) by

monitoring and coilecting samples from 6 wells on a quarterly

basis. The Reports of the samples analyzed through MoEF&CC

recognized laboratories is also supplied to MoEF&CC on a

regular basis. The reports clearly show that there was no ingress

of sea water. The answering Respondent apart from monitoring

the wells, also approached the Regional Centre of National

Institute of Hydrology (NIH) a Government Body to undertake

an �ndependent hydrological study around the Redi Iron Ore

Mine and to check for ingress of sea water, if any. The NIH

after undertaking a detailed study spanning over 4 seasons,

starting from monsoon 2019 has submitted its detailed scientific

report which shows that after studying 26 locations, the NIH has

concluded that there has been no intrusion of sea water apart
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1/' 

from the fact that there has been no impact on quality of the 

ground water or the water level due to mining. The objective 

of Condition (vii) is to ensure preventive steps being taken in 

the event of any ingress of sea water. As stated above, the 

answering Respondent has been monitoring the wells and an 

additional independent study by an independent Government 

body was also undertaken. That with regard to Condition 

No.(viii), the answering Respondent has been collecting 4 

samples of surface water from sources which are within 5 

kilometers of the lease, which include a nallah, lake, spring 

water, etc. A sample is collected on monthly basis and analyzed 

by MoEF &CC recognized laboratory. The same shows that the 

water quality is within permissible limits. Similarly, ground 

water quality is also monitored through the aforementioned 6 

wells which are also within the 5 kilometer radius of the lease. 

The answering Respondent has now increased the number of 

wells from which samples are collected, to 35 in number. The 

answering Respondent monitors both the level of ground water 

as well as the quality of ground water in the wells and the 

882



 

infomrntion is duly submitted to MoEF&CC regularly. It may 

also be pertinent to mention here that out of the 6 wells and 4 

surface locations, 2 wells and 3 surface water sources are 

located between the Mine and drainage in the direction of flow 

of ground water. As stated above, all samples analyzed by 

Government accredited labs show that the quality of water is 

within parameters and that as such there is no adverse impact by 

mining. As a sample, the relevant portion of the Half Yearly 

EC compliance report submitted on 25/05/2021 is reproduced 

herein below:-

"Regular monitoring of surface and ground water within 
5 Km of lease area is conducted. The Lessee has 
established the 6 nos. of ground water quality and 4 nos. 
of surface water quality monitoring stations. The 
selection of the monitoring station is done considering 
the mine and drainage in the direction of flow of ground 
water. The google image showing the locations of ground 
water and surface water monitoring stations is enclosed 
as Annexure 4. The reports are regularly submitted to the 
MoEFCC, its Regional Office, Maharashtra Pollution 
Control Board and Central Pollution Control Board. The 
copies of the latest Surface water Quality monitoring 
conducted from October 2020 and March 2021 is 
enclosed as Annexure 7. As per the analysis reports the 
parameters are within the prescribed permissible limits. 
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. In addition to this, as mentioned above at para no. (vii), 

as a part of the hydrogeological studies being conducted 
through NIH, wells located within the JOKm radius of the 

Mining Lease area are being monitored regularly". 

13. That in reply to the contents of paras 21 and 22, it is submitted

that NIH is a Government body and the Report prepared by it

was an independent report. The NIH is an expert body on the

issue of hydrological studies. The Applicant is seeking to gain

advantage out of a typographical error in the Report of NIH.

The Chloride concentration found by NIH varies between 8.93

mg.IL to 238mg/L, which is evident from pg.26 of the Report.

That however, at pg. 23 of the Report there is a typographical

error where instead of 238 mg/L, 358 mg.IL has been

mentioned. The answering Respondent sought an opinion of

NIH vide its letter dated 20.03.2020 and NIH vide its reply

dated 05.05.2020 has clarified the said issue. True copy of the

reply by NIH dated 05.05.2020 and relevant pages of the Report

which itself show that there is a typographical error at pg. 23 as

well as the letter of NIH, is annexed hereto and marked at

Annexure R-23 and Annexure R-24 respectively. It is further
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submitted that the NIH has indicated to the answenng 

respondent that the second interim report would be made 

available in about two week's time. 

14. That the contents of paras 23 and 25 are denied for the false

suggestion made therein. It is respectfully submitted that

MSPCB has regularly been conducting inspections which is

evident from the Reports annexed by the answering Respondent

at pgs. 719 to 726 of its Reply Affidavit. It is now settled law

that a reply under R TI which may be contrary to the records by

itself cannot be taken to be the gospel truth and the Applicant

who wants the Tribunal to believe in a particular fact situation

has to prove the same by cogent evidence. The Applicant in the

present case has failed to do so. It is further submitted that the

Applicant is seeking to whitewash all the laboratory results

which are already been placed on record from Government

accredited laboratories wherein all parameters have been

analyzed and have been found to be within the prescribed limits.
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15. That in reply to para 26, it is submitted that the Applicant has

indulged in suppression of relevant and material documents so

as to make out a false case. In para 26, the Applicant has

admitted to having obtained Lab Reports from the Directorate

of Health Services, Government of Goa, pertaining to samples

of pit water from Pit No.203 and 138 as well as reject water and

outlet cartridge filter water from Water Treatment Plant from

the period 10/02/2017 to 23/06/2020. Despite having all the

water samples, the Applicant conveniently has filed as

Annexure A-21 from pgs.31 to 56 of its Reply dated 19/08/2021

only Analysis of the Raw Water from Pit No.138 and from

pgs.58 to 61 Analysis of the Raw Water from Pit No.203. The

Applicant has conveniently suppressed the samples which are

taken at the Water Treatment Plant after the treatment of water

and has sought to rely on the samples pre-treatment of water.

Based on the said suppression, the Applicant has proceeded to

make averments in paras 27 and 28, which are false to his own

knowledge. It is respectfully submitted that the answering

Respondent usually collects samples from 3 sources, namely,
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raw water source (Pit No.138 or 203), treated water from the 

Water Treatment Plant and reject water pursuant to treatment. 

On certain occasions samples are also taken from the cartridge 

filter outlet at the Water Treatment Plant to ensure effectiveness 

of the Plant. The said samples are usually taken on the same 

date. The answering Respondent is· placing on record the 

Reports of the samples of the same date analyzed by Directorate 

of Health Service regarding the treated water which reports have 

been conveniently concealed by the Applicant as the said 

Reports clearly belie the case set up by the Applicant. True 

copies of the relevant Reports of the Directorate of Health 

Services, Government of Goa, along with a Chart summarizing 

the Reports are annexed herewith and marked as Annexure R-

16. That the contents of paras 27 are vehemently denied. The

submissions made hereinabove, in reply to para 26 are

reiterated. A perusal of the Reports with regard to the treated

water clearly show that potable water is being supplied to the
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Village after treatment. In furtherance of the submissions made 

hereinabove, it is further stated that the raw water would 

necessarily have high range of dissolved solids as it is run off 

rain water which is channeled to the reservoirs. It is a known 

fact that rain water over open land would necessarily carry mud 

and other impurities with it while flowing. Therefore, the 

allegation that the dissolved solids make the water toxic is 

merely an attempt to prejudice this Hon'ble Tribunal by 

suppressing the relevant material, namely, the results of the 

treated water which does not show any of the minerals or TDS 

as alleged in para 2 7. 

17. That the contents of paras 28 alleging that contaminated water

is leading to local well and tap water also being contaminated,

is vehemently denied. The submissions made hereinabove as

well as in the Reply dated 21/08/2021 are reiterated without

repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

18. That in reply to the contents of para 29, the submissions made

hereinabove regarding suppression by the Applicant are
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repeated. The answering Respondent has never concealed any 

documents from the Committee. The Applicant herein is 

indulging in suppression of relevant documents and disclosing 

partial documents with the clear intent and attempt to interfere 

in the administration of justice which makes the said Applicant 

liable for proceedings for perjury. 

19. That the contents of paras 30 are vehemently denied. It is

denied that water from cartridge filter outlet is at all discharged

from the Plant let alone in any nearby land or waterbodies. The

only discharge from the Water Treatment Plant is the reject

water, which is also utilized for dust suppression in the Mine

lease area as well as for supporting the plantation on the dumps,

both activities being part and parcel of the EC conditions. That

upto 70% of such reject water is utilized and only 30% is

discharged into the Shiroda creek in accordance with the

permissions granted to the answering Respondent under the Air

(Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act 1981 and Water

(Prevention and Control of Pollution) Act 1974. Admittedly the
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said permission has not been challenged by the Applicant. More 

importantly, the Applicant is now seeking to enlarge his scope 

of his original application in which no such allegation was ever 

made pertaining to discharge from the Water Treatment Plant. 

There is not even a whisper of such an allegation in the entire 

Original Application No.17 of 2020. It is most respectfully 

submitted that on the falsity of the Applicant's averments being 

exposed, new grounds are being raised without any legal or 

factual basis. 

·20. That in reply to the contents of paras 31 to 3 3 in addition to the 

submissions already made hereinabove, as well as in the Reply 

dated 20/08/2021, it is respectfully submitted that the letters 

written by the Gram Panchayat dated 25/01/2020 and 

01/02/2020 have been duly replied by the answering 

respondent. Insofar as the alleged letter dated 01/11/2016 is 

concerned, no such letter was ever received by the answering 

Respondent. As already submitted before, the answering 

Respondent is treating the water and supplying only potable 
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water which is well within the prescribed limits. However, due 

to factors which are not within its control, namely, the age and 

quality of the water pipelines within the Village, the hygiene of 

the overhead water tanks (village and individual) as well as the 

respective plumbing in the houses, i.e. the metal quality and age 

of the internal pipelines, the samples as collected from the taps 

always vary. In fact, pursuant to the letter dated 01/02/2020, 

the answering Respondent invited Members of the Panchayat so 

that the water samples from the Treatment Plant could be taken 

in their presence. Pursuant to such request samples were 

collected on 06/02/2020 from the Water Treatment Plant in the 

presence of Panchayat Members. The said samples were sent 

to 3 Government accredited Laboratories. The sample analysis 

from the said Government Labs is enclosed herewith as 

Annexure R-26, which clearly show that the treated water was 

well within the prescribed limits. The Village Panchayat 

thereafter has understood and is now in the process of,changing 

the pipelines within the Village as that is the cause of the 

difference in quality of water at the Treatment Plant and that at 
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the taps. The response sent by answering Respondent to the 

said letters is also annexed hereto and marked as Annexure R-

27. 

21. That the contents of para 34 are denied. It is most respectfully

submitted that the Applicant has indulged in creating false

evidence and creating false documents to try and support their

false nanative. The contents of the said para are denied in as

much as the said samples were neither collected in the presence

of the answering Re�pondent nor is there any evidence to show

that the Applicants subsequently sent the same samples as

collected or did not tamper with it, before sending it to the

laboratory to justify their false case which is more often an

extortion petition. More interestingly, due to the second wave

of COVID there were lockdown restrictions in Maharashtra

from 29.04.2021 to 30.07.2021 and in Goa from 09.05.2021 to

09.08.2021. Therefore, it is highly doubtful that the said

Applicant at all collected the samples. It is quite possible that

the sample was manufactured by the Applicant for the purposes
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of the present complaint. It may be pertinent to mention here 

that samples from the same well was collected by the 

Committee as appointed by this Hon'ble Tribunal and the report 

is placed at Annexure 12 to the Committee's report. The said 

Test results clearly show that the sample was within prescribed 

parameters. This also supports the contention of the answering 

respondent that the applicant has approached this Hon'ble 

Tribunal with unclean hands. 

22. That the contents of para 35 are denied and the submissions

made in Reply dated 20/08/2021 are reiterated without

repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

23. That the contents of paras 3 6 alleging that there is contamination

of water resources or that such contamination occmred in the

past is vehemently denied. It is respectfully submitted that the

onus is on the Applicant to show any contamination as alleged

which the Applicant has miserably failed to do. On the other

hand, the answering Respondent has produced independent

scientific data which clearly belies the stand of the Applicant.
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Therefore, the principles of polluter pays is not attracted or 

applicable in the facts of the present case. 

24. That in reply to the contents of para 37 to 39, it is respectfully

submitted that the said principles are not applicable in the facts

of the case.

SOIL EROSION 

25. That in reply to the contents of paras 40 to 42, the submissions

made in paras 42 to 55 of the Reply Affidavit dated 20/08/2021

are reiterated without repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

26. That the Applicant has made a false statement on oath, namely,

that there are no plantations allegedly on the dump slopes. In

furtherance of the said allegation in para 40, the said Applicant

has referred and relied upon the photographs at pgs.87 to 89 of

the Application as well as Annexure 12, pgs.92 to 95 of the

Application. In reply thereto, it is once again reiterated that the

Applicant has committed perjury by making statements which
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are false to his own knowledge. Insofar as Annexure A-12 is 

concerned, the same are photographs of survey no.58 of 

Kanyale Village and do not pertain to the answering 

Respondent's lease nor has the answering Respondent carried 

out any activity therein. Similarly, Annexure A-10 are 

photographs of the working pits rather than the stabilized 

dumps. The Applicant has indulged in suppression as well as 

making false suggestions and have not placed on record the 

correct photographs with a view to mislead this Hon'ble Court. 

It is respectfully submitted that dumps are of two kinds, namely, 

(a) active dumps and (b) dead dumps. Insofar as the former is

concerned, it consists of those dumps where dumping activity 

in accordance with the Mining Plan and provisions of MMDR 

Act is still continuing and it is yet to reach its full potential. On 

the other hand, the dead dumps are those dumps where no 

further dumping activity can take place. The plantation is 

generally undertaken over dead dumps along with other 

prevention of soil erosion measures as well as on slopes of 

active dumps which are no longer going to be disturbed and are 
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not required for any further dumping. Insofar as active 

dumps/slopes are concerned the same are managed through 

geotextiling followed with leguminous grass cover and/or 

silpaulin covers along with other measures for prevention of soil 

erosion. Insofar as the present lease is concerned, the eastern 

slope of dump at survey no.50 is completely stabilized and 

rehabilitated by growing various trees therein which trees are 

grown to the minimum height of 6 feet and to the maximum 

height of approximately 40 feet. The answering Respondent has 

annexed as Annexur:e R-12, pg. 336, photographs taken as on 

15/09/2020 which reflect thick vegetation over the stabilized 

slopes of the overburden dump located at survey no.50. A study 

has also been conducted of the area in question wherein it has 

been specifically observed that over this particular dump itself, 

close to 45000 no. of saplings have been grown and that the 

plantations varies from 0.5 to 7 years of these 45000 saplings. 

In the said Study, a total number of 50953 trees have been found 

on the said dump and 1874 shrubs. The Study has found trees 

also varying from 12 to 14 years old on the said dump. This 
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shows that plantation has been undertaken from time to time in 

terms of the condition imposed in the EC. The allegations, 

therefore, in para 42 is complete distortion of the truth. The 

Applicant is seeking to distort the statement that 84046 saplings 

have been planted after the grant of EC till date. In the reply of 

the Applicant, it is alleged that the said plantation has only been 

carried out now and not in the last 7 years. This statement is far 

from the truth. Most of the aforementioned saplings as planted 

are now full-grown trees. The number as given is only the total 

plantations undertaken in the lease area from the date of EC in 

2010 till 2019-20. The said activity is an on-going activity and 

in the last year, an additional 14386 saplings have been planted 

of various species over those portions of the dumps/slopes 

which are no longer required for dumping activities. It may also 

be pertinent to mention that in terms of the advice/conclusion in 

aforementioned report, the answering respondent has started 

enriching the area by replacing the acacia trees with local fruit 

bearing trees. 
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ACTION PLAN FOR ABATMENT AND 

COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGE 

27. In reply to contents of paras 43 to 52, the submissions made in

paras 56 to 63 of the Reply Affidavit dated 20/08/2021 are

reiterated without repeating the same for the sake of brevity.

The contents of the reply of the applicant are denied as being

either factually incorrect or due to the false suggestions

contained therein. The answering Respondent in its reply, has

already indicated that the action plan in terms of EC specific

condition no.(xiv) already stands submitt�d to the relevant

authority, on 15/06/2011. Therefore, the allegations under paras

43 and 44 are absolutely frivolous and devoid of merit.

28. That the contents of para 45 are denied. Apart from the

submissions already made in the Reply dated 20/08/2021 it is

respectfully submitted that the photographs now annexed at

Annexure A-24 do not provide any details pertaining to where

these photographs have been taken, by whom and which land

do these photographs relate to. As evident from the submissions
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made above, it cannot be put beyond the Applicant to try and 

manufacture evidence. From the photographs as supplied along 

with the reply which photographs are in black and white, it is 

submitted that any region with heavy rainfall would be similar 

in nature and the same by itself does not prove any damage to 

agricultural land caused by the mining carried out by the 

answering Respondent. The answering Respondent has been 

taking all precautions as prescribed and all the run-off rain water 

within the lease area is successfully being diverted to the mining 

pit. The answering Respondent has undertaken vanous 

measures for prevention of soil erosion, including but not 

limited to trenches and garland drains as well as silt arrestors. 

It is submitted that, therefore, allegations that either water or silt 

is being discharged by the answering Respondent is factually 

erroneous and devoid of merit. It is submitted that the 

Applicant and few other interested and related parties have been 

seeking to resort to extortion measures by making false 

allegations. It is respectfully submitted that the answering 

Respondent has already submitted an Action Plan and for the 
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purposes of compensation, firstly the claim of damages has to 

be proved. The Applicant has suppressed from this Hon'ble 

Court the fact that the claims made before various authorities 

was duly streamlined and inspection conducted by Circle 

Officer who found that the complainants who were alleging 

damage to agricultural lands and crops themselves admitted that 

no agricultural activity had been conducted by them since 

1980s. This clearly shows the falsity of the contents of the 

complaints as well as the misuse of process of law for extorting 

money. It is further submitted that the said parties have not 

approached this Hon'ble Tribunal nor is any proof of the same 

provided herein. 

29. That it is also pertinent to mention here that recently the

Additional Collector of Sindhudurg had directed all Tehsildars

within the District to undertake inspections of all working

Mines to ensure sufficient steps were being taken to avoid

mishaps and accidents including and not limited to release of

water and/or silt from the lease areas. Insofar as the answering
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Respondent's lease is concerned, the Report dated 02/08/2021 

clearly shows that all adequate measures for preventing any 

discharge of water or silt have been taken by the answering 

Respondent. True copy of the said Report dated 02/08/2021 is 

annexed herewith and marked as Annexure R-28.

30. That in reply to the contents of para 47, it is respectfully

submitted that the answering Respondent has been submitting

on a half yearly basis, the status of the implementation of the

plan as well as the expenditure incurred thereon. Insofar as

alleged compensation is concerned, as there has been no

damage by the mining activity, no loss has been sustained and,

therefore, no compensation was liable to be paid. It is submitted

that some persons sought to take undue benefit of the Action

Plan and made allegations of damages due to mining activity,

however failed to provide even an iota of evidence in support of

their frivolous claims. The Applicant has also made allegations

based on letter dated 03/06/2020 addressed by the Village

Panchayat to the answering Respondent, to try and allege that

fi1 
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even the Panchayat has taken up the issue of alleged release of 

muddy water by the answering Respondent. It is submitted that 

like most of the averments made in the application as well as 

the Reply to the Committee's Report, the Applicant has once 

again indulged in suppression and false suggestion. The 

Applicant has merely placed on record the communication 

dated 03/06/2020 and has suppressed all subsequent events. 

The communication in question by the Village Panchayat was 

addressed based on a false representation made by the brother 

of Applicant no. I which is evident from the reference in the said 

letter at pg.85. That pursuant to receipt of the said letter, the 

answering Respondent addressed a detailed representation to 

the Panchayat dated 09/06/2020 denying the allegations and 

calling upon the Panchayat to conduct a site inspection rather 

than go by frivolous complaints. The Sarpanch, Village 

Panchayat Redi, thereafter conducted a site inspection on 

12/06/2021 and specifically found that all preventive measures 

had been taken by the answering Respondent and there had been 

no release of any water by the answering Respondent in the 
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Kanyale tank. Further, the Sarpanch has concluded that it was 

simply rain water from other areas which has flowed into 

Kanyale tank. In fact, water samples were taken from Kanyale 

tank on 29/04/2020 and 24/05/2020 and analyzed by MoEFCC 

and NABL Accredited-Lab which found all parameters within 

permissible limits. This also belies the allegation pertaining to 

pollution being caused by the answering Respondent. True 

copy of the representation dated 09/06/2020, Report of 

Panchayat dated 18/06/2020 and the sample reports are annexed 

herewith and marked as Annexure R-29, Annexure R-30 and 

Annexure R-31 respectively. 

31. The contents of para 48 to 49 are a mere repetition of the

allegations already dealt with hereinabove and as such, are

denied and submissions made hereinabove are reiterated.

32. That in reply to the contents of paras 50 to 52, it is denied that

large quantities of debris and mud were released on 18/02/2020,

by answering Respondent onto agricultural lands or that

� 
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irreparable damage was caused to such lands. It is respectfully 

submitted that the complaint is frivolous and the answering 

Respondent is contesting the said issue which is still being 

adjudicated and evidence being collected by the authorities. 

Till date, the complainants have failed to identify their alleged 

land, similarly, the said parties have also failed to show any 

agricultural activity carried out previously in the said land or 

that any mud was released by the answering Respondent. It is 

further submitted that as is evident from Report dated 

02/08/2021 which is annexed hereinabove, based on the steps 

being undertaken by the answering Respondent there were no 

question of any landslide or mud flowing from the mining lease 

into the agricultural lands as has been alleged. In any event of 

the matter, the same being a factual issue it would first have to 

be proved through cogent evidence that any damage has been 

caused to the lands as alleged. Secondly the complainants 

would have to prove ownership over the lands. Lastly, the issue 

is still being adjudicated by the relevant fact-finding authorities 

and as of present nothing adverse has been found against the 
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answermg Respondent. 

concealed the said facts. 

The Applicant has specifically 

33. That in reply to the contents of para 53, it is submitted that

merely because the inspection by. the Committee is not to the

Applicant's liking, the same does not give him any right to seek

for fresh inspections. The said process of inspections cannot

be a never-ending process. The answering Respondent has now

been subjected to multiple inspections by various authorities

pursuant to complaints and allegations by the Applicant. All

authorities have unanimously found compliance of the EC

conditions by the answering Respondent. In light of the same,

it is submitted that the Application filed by the Applicant is

without merit and liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs

as the present application was not bona fide and contains false

and vexatious claims.

Filed By: Respondent No. 6 (M/s Gogte Minerals) 

Represented by: Shivshankar Swaminathan, Advocate 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Madhav Gogte s/o Arvind B Gogte, major of age, partner of MIS

Gogte Minerals, do hereby verify that the contents of paras 1-5, 1-8, 

10, 12-17, 20, 27, and 29-30 are true to my knowledge and as per 

available records of the case and paras 9, 11, 18-19, 21-26, 28, and 

31-33 are believed to be true on legal advice and that I have not

suppressed any material facts. 

Place: Mumbai 
Date: 5.10.2021 

..,.,,.(�' 

J;.!.-, L 

DE. NT 

BEF[�� 

SHANE CARDOZ 

Advocate & Notary (Govt. of India)

Reg. No. 16388 B.Com, LL.O. 

G3, Cliffod Hou;e, Kadeshw3ri Mar.dir Road, 

Next to C,,1:1e�h ManrJir ChO\�k, Dilr,d.i (W),

Mumbai • 400 0S0. Mob.: 9&205 17020

Notary Register 
:'I 'S � -::f-\ � " Serial Ne. uc. ..1-

0-.,•e· 
u, . 

ORIGINALS SEEN & VERIFIED 

AAOHAAR PAN ELECTION ID DIVING UCENSE rJO.

s��<? 1'J � 1, '\-:}-
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Annexure R-22
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INTERIM REPORT 

Hydrogeological Studies in and around 

“Redi Iron Ore Mine (Block I)” of M/s 

Gogte Minerals located at Village Redi, 

Taluka Vengurla, and District 

Sindhudurg of Maharashtra State 

Annexure R-24
910



911



912



Appearance
Colour 

(Hazen )
Odour PH

Turbidity  

( NTU )
TDS (mg/lit)

Total Hardness 

(mg/lit.)

Calcium 

(mg/lit.)

Total alkalinity 

as CaCO3 mg/lit

Chlorides  as 

Cl-(mg/lit.)

Sulphate as 

SO4-  

( mg/lit)

Nitrates as 

NO3-  

( mg/lit )

Nitrites as 

NO2-  

( mg/lit )

Oxidabilty -4 

hrs  (mg/lit. )

Iron as Fe ++  

( mg/lit )

Manganese as 

Mn ++    ( 

mg/lit )

Magnesium 

as Mg ++  ( 

mg/lit )

Desirable Limits as 

per IS 10500 
Clear

Colouless  

/5 Max
Inoffensive 6.5-8.5 5 500 200 75 200 250 200 45 Nill 2 0.3 0.1 30

27-10-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.9 1 52 10 2 20 21.3 0.3 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 1.2

22-10-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.7 1 135.4 29 8 20 63.9 1 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 2.18

16-09-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.6 1 142 30 5.2 25 67.4 0.7 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 4.1

11-08-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.8 1 172 40 8 30 81.6 0.9 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 4.9

30-07-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 230 55 10.8 25 110 0.9 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 6.8

19-05-2020 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.7 6.7 225 45 8.4 25 113.6 0.5 Nill Nill 0.8 0.04 Nill 5.83

17-03-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.1 1 88.6 55 8 15 99.4 1.1 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 8.5

18-02-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 180 46 10.8 20 81.6 1.6 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 4.6

29-01-2020 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 194 50 10.4 25 88.7 2 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 5.8

24-12-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.8 1 226.2 48 12 25 117.1 1.3 Nill Nill 0.8 0.09 Nill 4.37

27-11-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.7 1 177 50 9.6 20 78.1 1.5 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 6.3

22-10-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 193 45 11.6 25 92.3 1.1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 3.9

24-09-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.8 1 152 35 8 35 71 0.8 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 3.6

27-08-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 8 1 231 55 10.8 35 110 1.2 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 6.8

23-07-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 190.4 45 10.4 10 134.9 0.5 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 4.6

02-07-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 95.8 67 16 50 17.7 1.1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.04 Nill 6.56

28-05-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.9 1 179.5 55 10.4 70 113.6 0.9 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 7

29-04-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.5 1 155.5 48 16 75 106.5 1 0.4 Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 1.9

01-04-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 182.5 45 12 70 127.8 54 0.7 Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 3.6

26-02-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.4 1 243 60 6.8 50 113.6 1.8 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 6.1

30-01-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.4 1 255 60 11.6 35 124 0.7 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 7.5

08-01-2019 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 8 1 217 48 18.8 25 106.5 1.3 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 0.2

31-12-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 8.2 1 202 50 8.8 35 92.3 0.7 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 6.8

30-11-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 229 54 11.6 35 110 1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 6.1

31-10-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.8 1 276 57 12 25 138 2.5 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 6.6

05-10-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 289 60 15.2 45 145.4 0.5 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 5.3

29-08-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.9 1 297 73 13.2 65 142 0.7 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 9.7

30-07-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 6.5 1 208 32 7.2 25 110 1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 3.4

28-06-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.1 1 297 63 13.2 25 149 1 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 7.3

31-05-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 8 1 422 76 16 65 223.6 0.5 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 8.7

26-04-2018 Clear Colourless Inoffensive 7.5 1 410 78 20 20 215 0.3 Nill Nill 0.8 Nil Nill 6.8

26-03-2018 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.6 1 273 70 16.6 35 127.8 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 8.7

23-02-2018 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7.3 1 158 30 10 50 78 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 1.2

24-01-2018 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.6 1 159 37 8 15 82 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 4.1

26-12-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7.3 1 154 48 6 25 64 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 8

24-11-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7.4 1 186 84 18.4 25 53.3 12.8 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 9.2

24-10-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.5 1 92 19 12 15 39 0.7 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill Nill

26-09-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.8 1 109 18 3.6 20 54 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 2.2

22-08-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.9 1 169 26 6.4 25 88.8 1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 2.4

31-07-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7.3 1 172 29 6.4 25 89 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 3.2

28-06-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.7 1 176 27 5.2 15 92.3 1 Nill Nill 0.8 0.05 Nill 3.4

30-05-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7.4 1 128 22 2.8 20 64 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 3.6

28-04-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.6 1 182 40 6 30 88.8 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 6.1

03-04-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 7 1 92 14 3.2 30 46.2 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 1.5

01-03-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.9 1 86 13 3.2 20 42.6 1 Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 1.2

30-01-2017 Clear 1 Inoffensive 6.9 1 107 14 3.2 20 56.8 Nill Nill Nill 0.8 Nill Nill 1.5

Month/ Year 

Parameters 

COMPARATIVE CHART ON THE RESULTS OF TREATED WATER-WATER TREATMENT PLANT

ANALYSED BY DIRECTORATE HEALTH SERVICES, PANJIM, GOA
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To, The Sarpanch, Gram Panchayat, Redi Village, Taluka Vengurla, District Sindhudurg, Maharashtra 
Sub: Drinking water 
Ref:- 1. Your letter dated 01/01/2019 and 25/01/2019 

CIN: U13209GA2010PTC006440

25th February 2019 

2. Bacteriological Analysis report of the water fro,m the District Water andSanitation Mission Cell/ District Council Sindhudurg dated 13/12/2018
Sir, 

With reference to the above subject,we would like to state as below:-
1. The Water Treatment Plant at Redi Village, Talul<a Vengurla and beingmaintained by us, Ms Fomento Resources Pvt Ltd. is state of art ReverseOsmosis Water treatment plant and is being operated by the ISO certifiedcompany 'Thermax. Thermax has its Global presence all over 86+ countriesand has �xperts in energy waste water, water purification solutions.2. As stated by you in your above referred letter at Para 2, we would like to statethat the high-performance reverse osmosis chemicals and disinfectants arebeing used for purification of water.3. We regularly clean the Water Source tank. As suggested by you the date ofcleaning and the due date for cleaning of the tank is displayed on the tank.The same practice will be continued.4. We have our in-house laboratory wherein we regularly check the quality ofdrinking water. We also send the water Samples for the analysis toDirectorate of Health Services, Environmental & Pollution Control Wing,Panjim a Government Institution on monthly basis. The reports from HealthServices are found satisfactory and water is recommended for humanconsumption. As required by you, we are submitting the water analysisreport for the month of January 2019 attached herewith as Annexure I.

�is for your information and records. 
�-.�anking you 

Yours faithfully, 
FOMENTO RESOURCES PRIVATE LIMITED 

Office 325, 2nd Floor, Casa Del Sol, Casa Ill, Next to Goa Marriott,-Miramar, G?a • 403001, INDIA
Tai : +91 832 6658434 Fax ; +91 832 6658400 Email: fomento@fomento.com Website :www.fomento.com 
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To, 
The Gram Panchayat 
Village Redi, Taluka Vengurla, 
Dis_!!ict Sindhudurg, Maharashtra 

Sub:-Regarding the supply of Drinking water 

Ref: - Your letter no. 1292, dated 01/ 02/2020 

Dear Sir, 

FOMENTO RESOURCES 

. .  
CIN: U13209GA2010PTC006440 

2�Feb2020 

We. are in receipt of your above referred letter forwarded to us by 
Infrastructute Logistics Pvt Ltd. In this regard, yve would like to state as 
under: 

1. As you are aware, we take utmost care in the treatment of the water in
the State. of Art of Reverse Osmosis Water Treatment Plant and its
supply to the Village Panchayat.

� also regularly take the water sample (at the outlet of the WTP) for 
7- ,· � ,""l.�'''�1 water quality monitoring. It is always found fit for the drinking

�� � ·�::
._
.f.-6'� ·' purpose. 

�
--

- � 
..z..\ '3 )���pon receipt of your above referred letter, w��er samples were drawn

"111«���~��·'-/Y.??1 the outlet of Water Treatment Plant 1n the presence of your 
� o:z;":�·:::.'. •- <:representativ� and Officer of the Primary Health Centre, Redi on 6th

fat 1'"1...>J 
__;:(�'ebruary 2020 .

� We have sent the above collected water samples to following three

� .rent Gov;ernment Authorities for analysis:-
• t) \ l),O.P 1. Maharashtra State Public Health Services, Department of Public
0 Health , Govt. Maharasthra, Oras, 

� 
� � 0 2. Senior Geologists Ground Water Survey and Development Agency, 

�;,'9,,ot'J.. Sindhudurg, Sub Divisional Laboratory, Sawantwadt Department of
o(),-' C)°>\ 0

0 Water Supply and Sanitation, Maharashtra 

���� 
"0��C'?.��'<,· f"" . FOMENTO RESOURCES PRIVATE LIMITEO 

�� '(g,t"S< \ ,. JJ Office 325, 2nd Floor, Casa Del Sol, Casa Ill, Next to Goa Marriott,-Miramar, Goa - 403001, INDIA 
. ,(\,,'o.� • Tai : +91 832 6658484 Fax ; +91 832 6658400 Email : fomentotfomento.com Website :www.fomento.com 
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