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I am the Sft respondent in the above Appeal. I know the facts of the

case. The appeal is not maintainable either in law or on facts. The

appellant does not have any valid cause of action nor locus standl to

file this appeal. The Appeal is filed without any bonafides and nothing

but an abuse of process. The same is filed as a pressure tactics and

as a bargaining in disguise.

The allegations raised by the appellant in paragraph No.|,2,3 and 4

are not correct and therefore stoutly denied.

In para 1, the appellant has averred as follows:-

"The appellant and his family are native of
Pulamanthole Village and are residing near the quarry

site and the downhill of Chirattamala Hillock."
It is further alleged that:-

"The appellant is highly affected by the

environmental degradation caused due to the mining

operations in the area by the Sth respondent".

4. It is submitted that the above pleadings have been raised by the

appellant so as to establish that he is personally aggrieved by the

grant of Environmental Clearance and the quarrying operations

conducted by this respondent for the purpose of maintaining the

Appeal under section 18(1) read with Section 16 of the Act, 2010

and to invoke the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Tribunal. It is

submitted that the allegations of the appellant that he is highly

aggrieved by the grant of Environmental Clearance to the

proposed quarry is to be decided on the basis of pleadings made

by the appellant herein.

2.
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5. As already submitted that the appellant has approached this

Hon'ble Court by specilically pleading that he is residing near the

quarry site. However, on enquiry it came to understand that the

appellant is residing nowhere near to the quarry site or even

Pulamanthole Village.

6. It is also came to understand that, the appellant, does not own

any residential building nor landed properties within the

territorial limits of Pulamanthole Village.

7. It is submitted that the appellant is residing in Malampuzha,

Palakkad District which is more than 70 KM away from the

quarry site and working as a teacher there. The appellant has

approached this Hon'ble Tribunal by borrowing the address of

somebody else.

8. The residential building, which situates in the address shown in

the cause title of the appeal, stand in the name of somebody else

and not in the name of the appellant.

9. It is submitted that, the residential premises, as per the address

shown in the cause title, situates, more than 7 KM ftorn the

quarry site, which is explained below.

1O. It is submitted that, the quarry of this respondent situated at a

place locally known as Illiankunnu whereas the residential

premises as per the address shown in the cause title, situates at

a place locally known as North Pq.lur. It is submitted that, in

between Illiankunnu and North Palur lies places locally known as

Kuttialmukku and Kuzhikkadu.
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The terrestrial distance between the quarry and the

residence claimed to be that of the appellant (shown in the cause

title) is 11OO meters (measured with the assistance of GPS) and

the aerial distance is 68O meters.

True copy of the Google Map showing the aerial distance

between the quarry and the residential premises claimed to be

that of the appellant is produced herewith and marked as

Annexure RS(A).

It is submitted that the appellant had approached this Hon'ble

Tribunal by fraudulently misrepresenting that he is residing near

the quarry site of this respondent. However, from the above, it is

crystal clear that the appellant is residing far away from the

quarry site and the claim of the appellant is false. It is also come

to know that the appellant does not own any landed property

within the limits of Pulamanthole Village.

True copy of the information obtained by this respondent, from

the Pulamanthole Village Office, dated 2O-I-2O22 and its English

Translation are produced herewith and marked as Annexure

R5(Bl.

From the above it can be seen that the pleading with respect to

properties and residence, its nearness, etc. are absolutely

incorrect and false. It is also pertinent to notice that in view of

the true facts mentioned above, i.e. the appellant is residing far

away from the quarry site and does not have any agricultural

property an3,^rvhere near to the quarry, it is absolutely impossible

14.
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that the functioning of the quarry will prejudicially affect any of

interest of the appellant. The appellant had approached this

Hon'ble Tribunal by fraudulently misrepresenting that he is

residing near to the quarry and the functioning of the quarry

causes nuisance to him.

From the above facts, it is clear that the appellant has

approached this Hon'ble Tribunal by making fraudulent

misrepresentation and suppression of those facts, which are

relevant and material, for deciding the question of appellant's

locus standi to invoke the jurisdiction under Section 16 and by

basing his case on falsehood.

From the above it is clear that, the appellant has approached this

Hon'ble Tribunal without clean hands and pure breast. The

Hon'ble Supreme Court in S.P.Chengalvaraya Naidu (dead) by

L.Rs. v. Jagannath (dead) by L.Rs and others (AIR 1994 SC 853 :

1995 (1) KLT SN 23 (C No.32) held as follows:-

"The courts of laut are meant for imparting iustice
betuteen the parties. One who comes to the Cour"t.

must come with clean hands. We are constrained

to sag that more often than not, process of the

Court is being q.bused. Propertg grabbers, tqx-

eaaders, bqnk-loan'dodgers and other

unscrupulous persons from all utalks o/ life Jind
the Court-Process c, conuenient leaer to retqin the

illegal-gcins indefinitelg. We haae no hesltation

to sau that a Person, utho's co,se is based on

falsehood. has no right to aPoroach the Court. He

17.
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can be summarilu throutn out at anu sto;qe of the

litioation.'
The grant of Environmental Clearance or the functioning of

the quarry, in view of the true factual circumstances narrated

above, cannot and will not cause any prejudice/nuisance/

threatlgrievance in any form to the appellant, to his family or his

so called residential building, agricultural operations, etc. and

therefore the appellant cannot be treated as an aggrieved person

for the purpose of Section 16 and he does not have any locus

standi and valid cause of action to question the Environmental

Clearance and to file this Appeal. The appeal is not maintainable.

The question of maintainability is to be decided as the preliminary

issue in the matter.

It is submitted that, the appeal is filed for extraneous reasons

and it is sponsored by somebody, who is unwilling to expose itself

before this Hon'ble Tribunal. The appeal is nothing but an abuse

of process, sponsored litigation and a bargaining in disguise.

The allegation that the appellant is raising a substantial question

relating to the environment with regard to the grant of Annex.Al

Clearance to the sth respondent and that Annex.Al is issued

without any authority are absolutely incorrect, wrong, baseless

and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegations raised by the appellant by referring to Annex.A2

are distorted and misconceived The allegation that the

respondent herein had later withdrawn the application and fresh

19.

20.

21.
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application has been submitted before the 2"d respondent etc. are

absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly denied. The

allegation that the 2nd respondent was duty bound to follow

Annex.A2 order dated lL-4-2O18 passed by the Hon'ble High

Court of Kerala in W.P.(c) No.4l9OSl2Ol7, but blatantly violated

the same while issuing Annex.Al Environmental Clearance is

equally incorrect and wrong and nothing but misrepresentation

and therefore stoutly denied. It is submitted that Annex.Al

Environmental Clearance had been granted by the respondent by

scrupulously following the directions issued by the Hon'ble High

Court of Kerala.

22. The allegations raised by the appellant by referring to Annex.A3 is

absolutely irrelevant, incorrect and not applicable to the facts of

the case and therefore stoutly denied.

23. The allegation that the ecological damages that were caused by

this respondent in the area ought to have been considered by the

2nd respondent through a separate process and that the

rlerfstream of water present at the quarry site was badly

affected and damaged due to the illegal mining, etc. are absolutely

incorrect, baseless, wrong and therefore stoutly denied.

24. The allegation by referring to the eco-system in Chirattamala, due

to the alleged illegal mining of this respondent are absolutely

baseless, irrelevant, incorrect and therefore denied. The

allegation that if the Sft respondent had followed due process of

law, and provisicns of the Notification dated l4-3-2O17, the 2na

x
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respondent ought to have rejected the Environmental Clearance

due to the damage already caused by them and the future damage

proposed to be caused etc. are absolutely baseless, wrong and

therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation by referring to O.M. dated 30-5-2018 in paragraph

No.4 are equally incorrect, wrong, misplaced and therefore stoutly

denied. The allegation that as per O.M. dated 30-5-2018 issued

by the Central Government, it is directed that the 2"d and 4h

respondents shall strictly follow the directions of the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in the Judgment in Common Cause's case is

absolutely incorrect and not applicable to the facts of the case.

The allegation raised by the appellant by referring to Annex.A4

O.M. is equally incorrect and therefore stoutly denied. The

allegation by referring to the time limit of L4-9-2017 is

contradictory to the allegations raised by the appellant himself

and also unsustainable in law. The allegations raised by referring

to Annex.A5 are absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly

denied. The allegation in paragraph No.S that Annex.A2 was

processed by the 2nd respondent in violation of the directions of

the MoEF and in violation of Annex.A3 notification and Annex.A4

O.M. are absolutely incorrect and therefore stoutly denied. The

allegation that Annex.A5 is not even a final order in the matter

and that the 2'd respondent permitted the 5th respondent to move

another Form- 1M application for the same project etc. are

absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly denied.
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It is submitted that pursuant to the order passed by the Hon'ble

High Court of Kerala, the respondents have conducted thorough

enquiry into the matter, including site inspection. It was found

that the quarrying operation, which was conducted by this

respondent was on the strength of quarrying permit and therefore

the quarrying cannot be treated as illegal.

It is submitted that while the processing of the application was

taking place pursuant to the direction of the Hon'ble High Court

of Kerala, the National Green Tribunal in the year 2O2O, had

passed a general order directing the Pollution Control Board to

insist 200 meter as distance to be left from the nearby residential

buildings etc. from the quarrying site.

It is in the light of the said general direction, that the application

for Environmental Clearance submitted by this respondent was

dropped since it was reported that there were buildings within

2OO meters radius of the proposed quarry. At this juncture, it is

pertinent to notice that, no other defects were pointed out by the

SEIAA/SEAC. The general direction passed by the National Green

Tribunal had been challenged and ultimately the Hon'ble

Supreme Court in Municipal Corporation of Greater Mumbai v.

Ankitha Sinha, had categorically held that the order passed by the

National Green Tribunal, passing general directions, stand effaced

from the record, since the same was issued without giving

opportunity to the parties likely to be affected. Pursuant to such

Judgment, the Honble t{igh Court of Kerala in Kokkallur Granites

27.

28.

)x
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Pvt. Ltd. vs. Director of Mining & Geologr had held that the

applications can be considered in accordance with law as it

exists. It is pursuant to such change of law due to the judgment

passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court as well as Hon'ble High

Court of Kerala that this respondent, approached the SEIAA with

representation to consider his application.

It is submitted that, the representation submitted by this

respondent was considered by the SEIAA in its ll71d, meeting

which held on 30ft and 31"1 August, 2022, The SEIAA after

considering the various decisions of SEAC and SEIAA, the

Judgment passed the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W.P.(c)

No.41905/ 2Ol7(K), the report of the District Collector,

Malappuram, dated l4-9-2O20 and the Field Inspection Report of

the Sub Committee held on l9-4-2O19 and also the general order

of the NGT, dated 2l-7 -2O2O and the report of the District

Collector regarding distance and also the order of the SEIAA,

dated 3-ll-2o21 and after considering the survey map of the

Village Officer and the legal opinion of the Standing Counsel,

decided to refer the matter back to the SEAC for appraisal.

True copy of the relevant pages of the llVth meeting of the

Minutes of the SEIAA held on 30th and 31"t August, 2022 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(CI.

Upon such reference, the SEAC had considered the matter in its

133'a Meeting which held on 11th to 13th October, 2022, The

SEAC after considering the previous proceedings and the report

30.

31.
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submitted by the District Collector, etc, decided to appraise the

proposal and entrusted a 2 member Committee for Field

Inspection and report.

32. True copy of the relevant pages of minutes of 133'a meeting of

SEAC which held on 1lth 13ft October, 2022 is produced herewith

and marked as Anne>.<ure RS(DI.

33. Still later, the Sub Committee had inspected the site on 3-11-

2022 and submitted their report.

34. True copy of the Field Inspection Report dated 3-IL-2O22

submitted by the Sub Committee appointed by the SEAC is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(EI.

35. It is submitted that the matter was again placed before the SEAC

in its 135th meeting which held on 7th to 9th December,2022. On

the said date, the SEAC examined the proposal and discussed

the Field Inspection Report and suggested that a temporary wall

on the southern side of the proposed quarry to prevent any

impact on the houses located on the southern side. The

Committee also decided to direct this respondent to submit

certain documents.

36. True copy of the relevant pages of the minutes of 135ft Meeting of

the SEAC Kerala which held on 7th to 9th December, 2022 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(F).

37. It is submitted that the respondent herein had forwarded all the

documents required by the SEAC. The matter was again placed

in the 138th meeting of the SEAC Kerala held on 16ft to l7th
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February, 2023. On the said date, the SEAC had verified the

documents submitted by the proponent and found them

satisfactory. Based on discussions the Committee decided to

grant Environmental Clearance to this respondent with specific

conditions in addition to general conditions. The Committee had

recommended for 13 conditions.

38. True copy of the relevant pages of minutes of 138ft meeting of the

SEAC Kerala which held from 16th to 17th February,2023 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(G).

39. The matter was again placed before the SEAC in its 141"t meeting

which held from 1ltt to 12ft April 2023. In the said meeting the

Committee decided to adhere its decision taken in the 138th

SEAC to recommend the item with the conditions stipulated

therein.

40. True copy of the relevant pages of the minutes of 141"t meeting

held on llth to 12th April is produced herewith and marked as

Exhibit RS(HI.

41. Thereafter, the matter placed before the SEIAA in its I27h

meeting which held on 30ft and 31st May,2023. In the said

meeting, the SEIAA after considering all the previous proceedings

including the Judgment passed by the Hon'ble High Court of

Kerala and report of the District Collector, Village Off,rcer and

recommendation of the SEAC had resolved to grant

Environmental Clearance to this respondent with additional

specific conditions and general conditions.
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True copy of the relevant pages of the minutes of the l27th

meeting of SEIAA, which held on 30ft and 31"t May,2023 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(II.

From the above it is crystal clear that the respondents have

decided to recommend for the Environmental Clearance and

granted the Environmental Clearance after conducting proper

appraisal by applying its mind. A11 the proceedings right from the

judgment passed by the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala were

considered several times. Inspection into the site were conducted

twice. The complaint filed by one Mr.Chakku was also enquired

into and report obtained from the District Collector. The

application was again considered in the light of the change of law

by the judgment passed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court and also

the subsequent judgment passed by the Hon'ble High Court of

Kerala whereby existing distance criterion was restored. At this

juncture, it is pertinent to notice that, during the second round fo

processing, the respondent herein was asked to upload the

application in the PARIVESH Portal. The same was also carried

out.

It is thereafter that the application was further considered.

However, by the time it was insisted that the application should

be uploaded in the official portal i.e. Parivesh Portal. Earlier hard

copies of the applications were sufficient. It is in such

circumstances that the respondent had uploaded the application

in Parivesh. This respondent has not filed any fresh application

44.



45.

46.

47.

1,4

as claimed by the appellant. The same was further processed

and the SEAC had found that the project is feasible for grant of

Environmental clearance. The SEAC had made recommendation

for grant of Environmental clearance with conditions.

The allegation that no appraisal was done by the 3.d respondent

and that based on discussions the committee decided to

recommend Environmental clearance is absolutely incorrect,

wrong and therefore stoutly denied. It is submitted that Annex.Al

has been validly issued after through appraisal and legally

sustainable.

The allegation in para r 1 by referring that the respondent herein

had conducted quarrying operation without obtaining prior EC

are absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly denied. It is

submitted that the appellant herein had been conducting

quarrying operation on the strength of valid quarry permit issued

by the competent authority. Further, the quarrying operations

were also covered by the orders passed by the Government which

exempted taking of clearance. The excavation was under the

colour of authority. In that view of the matter, the allegations

raised by the appellant are absolutely incorrect, wrong and

therefore stoutly denied.

The allegations in paragraph No.13 by referring to cluster

certificate etc are absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly

denied. Going by the o.M. issued by the MoEF, pursuant to the

directions passed by the Tribunal, in Satendra pandey,s case, a



48.

15

cluster will form only if the lease area exceeds 5 Hectares either

by individual lease or by formation of cluster of leases. In the

present case there is no such situation at all. The allegation by

referring to the mine leases or quarry licenses granted on and

after 9-9-2OI3, is equally incorrect, wrong and not applicable.

The allegation by referring to Appendix XI that it does not

specifically exclude the cluster situation if the cluster is less than

5 Hectares is absolutely wrong and therefore stoutly denied. In

the present case, as rightly stated by the appellant that no cluster

situation existed. The allegations raised by referring to DSR in

para 14, 15 and 16 are absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore

stoutly denied.

It is submitted that Annex.Al2 was issued on 25-7-2018, by

substituting Chapter X of the Environment Impact Assessment

Notification, 2006. It is pertinent to notice that vide the

substituted chapter, the District Environment Impact Assessment

Authority was notified as the competent authority to prepare,

Itnalize and notify the DSR. The notification also stipulates that

the entire exercise has to be done within 6 months by the DEIAA.

However, within 2 months of the passing of the Notification i.e.

S.O.No.3611(E), the functioning of the DEIAA in the State of

Kerala came to an abrupt stop in view of the order passed by the

National Green Tribunal on 13-9-2018 and followed by ll-12-

2018, wherein, the very constitution of DEIAAs were under

challenge. In view of such orders, the functioning of the DEIAA
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came to an abrupt stop not only in the District of Malappuram,

but in the entire State. As a result of which no DSR could be

prepared, frnalized and notified till date. However, DSRs were

prepared in terms of the predecessor of 2OL8 notification i.e.

S.O.141(E), dated 15-l-2016 (Annexure A11). It seems that the

SEIAA has been referring to the said DSR in order to avoid

vacuum and also out of necessity. The said DSR is referred to in

the case of this respondent as well. When the Central

Environment Impact Assessment Authority had insisted for

conformity with the DSR 2018, in certain cases, which were filed

during the period when SEIAA Kerala was not reconstituted the

Hon'ble High Court of Kerala had granted orders directing to

process the application based on DSR 2016 instead of insisting

for conformity with DSR 2OI8. It is also pertinent to notice that

the SEIAA did not insist for any such compliance, as to DSR

2018.

It is submitted that going by Annexure Al2, the entire exercise of

preparation and ftnalizatton of DSR is to be done by the DEIAA

exclusively. It is for the DEIAA to evaluate the opinion received

during the public notice period and to incorporate which are

found suitable, and to frnahze the report and to notify the same.

It is submitted that, the entire exercise in terms of the Notification

has to be completed within 6 months. At this juncture, it is

pertinent to notice that following the orders passed by the

National Green Tribunal in Satendra Pandey's and Vikrant

50.
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Thongada's case, dated r3-g-2o1g and rl_12_2o1g respectively,

the functioning of DEIAA. came to an abrupt stop not only in the

District of Malappuramm but throughout the State of Kerala. It is
submitted that no DSRs were prepared or notified in terms of

Annex'A12 notihcation. It is also pertinent to notice that by the

passage of time, the very tenure of DEIAA.; even though the

functioning of DEIAA's were came to a stop much earrier had

expired upon expiry of 3 years by 2019 and no DEIAAs have been

reconstituted till date.

51. At this juncture, it is pertinent to notice that, in view of the

stoppage of functioning of DEIAAs no notifications were issued by

the MoEF, either delegating or autho rizing any other agency

including SEIAA or anyone to discharge the functions and powers

under chapter X or to prepare, finarize and publish DSR in terms

of 2018 notification. Since the DEIAA is the notified agency to

prepare and finalize DSR 2org, no other authority can assume

the said power without duly notified and authorized on that behalf

by the MOEF. Since no other authorities were so notified and

empowered, there were no authority to prepare, finalize and notify

2078 DSR. In that view of the matter, no DSR were prepared,

finalized and notified in terms of 2o1g DSR in the state. Thus

there exists a legal impediment and impossibility to comply the

requirements of 2org notification or to follow any DSR as

mandated therein. It is trite law that the law does not compel

anyone to comply the impossible. It seems that, the sEIAAs have
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been, in order to avoid the vacuum and of necessity, following the

DSR prepared in terms of Annexure A11.

It is submitted that when this respondent had submitted

application for Environmental Clearance, in the year 2023, there

exists no DSR prepared, finalized or notified in terms of

Annex.A12 notification. However, as already submitted, the DSR

prepared in terms of Annexure.Al l was referred to and

considered in order to avoid the vacuum and necessit5r, by the

SEIAA. The SEIAA had never insisted the petitioner to base its

application with the DSR as contemplated by Annex.Al2. The

petitioner has been issued with the Environmental Clearance.

In the present case, the SEIAA had granted Environmental

Clearance without insisting for any conformity with DSR 2OI8

obviously for the reason that no such DSR ever came into

existence. At this juncture, it is pertinent to notice that the

Hon'ble High Court of Kerala, in various cases, directed the

Central Authority, which insisted that the application should be

in conformity of 2018 notification, had ordered to process the

application by considering 2076 DSR. True copy of the

judgment passed by the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W.P.(c)

No.2856/2O22 dated I4-2-2O22 is produced herewith and marked

as Annexure RS(JI.

It is trite law that the law does not demand the impossible (tex

non cogit ad imposibtlia) and when there is a disability that

makes it impossible to obey the law, the alleged disabilitv of

54.
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law is excused(lmpotentia excusat legem). The above

principles of law are absolutely applicable in the case of the

petitioner. It is absolutely impossible for the petitioner to base its

application on the DSR as mandated vide Annex.Al2, since no

such DSR ever prepared and came into existence. The authority

competent to prepare, notify and finalize the DSR in terms of DSR

2018 is not the project proponent, but the DEIAA. The project

proponent has no say in the preparation, notification and

finalization of DSR. No fault can be attributed to this respondent

as well. This respondent, in spite of his willingness and readiness

to comply with the requirements of Annex.A12, could not comply

the same because of the inherent disability.

At this juncture, it is pertinent to notice that there are writ

petitions pending before the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala,

pertaining to the issue of requirement of DSR in terms of 2018

amendment. The Hon'ble High Court of Kerala, had granted

interim orders as well. True copy of the interim order issued by

this Hon'ble Court in W.P.(c) No.ll2ll2024, dated lI-t-2O24 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RSlKl. The issue of

compliance of DSR in terms of amendment of the year 2018 is

pending consideration before the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala.

It is submitted that in abundant caution, this respondent had

also filed writ Petition in view of the challenge raised against the

Environmental clearance granted to this respondent on the basis

of want of compliance of 2018 DSR, by way of Appeal before the
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Hon'ble Tribunal, this respondent had f,rled W.P.(c)

No.27528/2O24 and the Hon'ble High Court had granted a

protective interim order as well.

True copy of the interim order dated 6-8-2024 passed by the

Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W.P.(c) No. 2752812024 is

produced herewith and marked as Annexure RS(LI.

The issue of DSR is already pending consideration before the

Hon'ble High Court of Kerala.

The allegations raised in paragraph No.77 that this respondent is

making haste steps to obtain lining lease and the same may

create irreparable damage to the environment and ecologr of that

area etc. are raised without any bonafides. It is submitted that

the competent authorities have granted the various Licenses,

Clearance and Quarry Lease after being satisfied that the area is

suitable for conducting quarrying operations. The allegation in

para 17 to the effect that starting of mining operations on the

basis fo Annex.Al will create irreparable damage to the

environment and ecologr of that area is only presumptive and

nothing, but baseless. The allegation that there are residential

houses within 80 meters of the proposed quarry and the

quarrying operations will badly affect the environment, especially

the ground water and may cause landslide, etc. are absolutely

incorrect, wrong and baseless and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation raised in paragraph No.18 shows the hollowness of

bonafides of the appellant. It is pertinent to notice that the earlier

60.
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Appeal filed by the Appellant viz. Appeal No.75/2O21 was finally

disposed of only on 24-l-2O24, whereas the present Appeal has

been filed on 28-7-2023, and kept the same pending without

being moved. After keeping the Appeal idle without being moved

for almost one year that the appellant has now raised

apprehension that this respondent is going to conduct quarrying

operations. The appellant is alleging haste on this respondent,

after waiting for his convenient time to move the Appeal. The

entire conduct of the appeal is vitiated by malafides. The Appeal

is filed without any bonafides and liable to be rejected.

The allegations raised in Ground A to II are absolutely incorrect,

wrong, baseless and unsustainable and therefore stoutly denied.

They are mere repetition of allegations raised in the statement of

facts. The allegation that Annex.Al is issued without jurisdiction

and that Annex.A3 and A4 are applicable to the project of this

respondent and that there is no power or authority for SEIAA to

consider any application beyond the period specified in Annex.A3

notification, etc. are absolutely incorrect, wrong and therefore

stoutly denied. The allegation that the application was filed by

this respondent beyond the period and that Annex.Al is illegal

and liable to be set aside and that this respondent did not submit

any relevant documents as mandated in Annex.A3 notification

and therefore Annex.Al is issued without authority, in violation of

the procedure and therefore illegal are absoiutely wrong and

therefore stoutly denied.
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The allegation that Annex.A5 is the final order passed by the

SEIAA based on Annex.A2 order and that SEIAA has no power of

review to reconsider its final decision etc. are absolutely incorrect,

wrong and therefore stoutly denied. The allegation that the

appellant was not provided with a chance of fair hearing of facts

and that decision making was purely one decided, arbitrary and

in violation of natural justice, etc. are absolutely incorrect, wrong

and therefore stoutly denied. It is pertinent to notice that there is

no provision for hearing of third parties or even compliance under

EIA Notification, which is upheld by the Hon'ble High Court of

Kerala as well. The allegation that Annex.Al is not in tune with

the provisions of EIA Notification, 2006 and the amendment

notifications viz. Annex.A11 and A12 and that the provisions and

procedures of both the notifications have been clearly violated

while granting Annex.Al are absolutely incorrect and wrong.

The allegation that no DSR is prepared or approved by the lna

respondent as per Annex.All and Al2 for the Malappuram

District and that there is no separate DSR for granite/building

stone was made or considered by the SEIAA before granting

Annex.Al etc. are absolutely wrong, misconceived and

unsustainable in law. The allegation that Annex.Al has been

issued without proper application of mind and proper perusal of

documents are absolutely wrong and incorrect and therefore

stoutly denied. The allegation that the DSR prepared by the

Department of Mining and Geologr in the year 2016 for
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Malappuram District is not in tune with Appendix X of the EIA

Notification and has been prepared in gross procedural violation

and totally incorrect and therefore stoutry denied. The allegation

that the Environmental clearance is violative of Article 21 and

48A of the constitution of India and that the appellant is an

aggrieved party as a result of the granting of the Annex.Al

clearance to the sth respondent for conducting unscientific

mining operations, etc. are absolutely wrong and therefore stoutly

denied. The allegation that the appellant has an unbridled right

under Article 2r of the constitution of India to live in a clean and

unpolluted environment and that the proposed mining activities of

this respondent directly infringing the fundamental right of the

appellant are absolutely incorrect and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation by referring to Article s1A(g) of the constitution of

India is absolutery incorrect. The allegation to the effect that

absence of a hydrogeorogical study and appraisar by the 3.d

respondent will adversely affect the water table in the appellant,s

area once the mining operations are again commenced by this

respondent and that the appellant faces shortage of water in the

area due to the mining operations which had earlier been

conducted in the adjacent quarry are absolutery incorrect and

therefore stoutly denied. The quarry site situates 1100 meters

away from the so called residence of the appelrant. The

allegations raised by referring to Deepak Kumar,s case is equally

misplaced. The allegation that this respondent has conducted
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illegal quarrying operation in the land comprised under Sy.No.85

pt of Pulamanthole Village, Malappuram District and that the

same would clearly show that the project in question is a case of

violation etc. are absolutely incorrect and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation that none of the procedures mandated in the

Notification dated l4-3-2O17 issued by the Central Government

has been followed by the respondent while granting Annex.Al

and hence Annex.Al is liable to be set aside etc. are absolutely

incorrect and wrong and therefore stoutly denied. The allegation

by referring to the order passed by the Hon'ble National Green

Tribunal in Sathendra Pandey's case are equally incorrect, wrong

and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation by referring to S(vi) of the EIA Notification,2006 are

equally incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly denied. The

allegation that there are concealment of false or misleading

information which is material to screening or scoping or appraisal

or decision on the application are absolutely incorrect and

therefore denied. The allegation that a perusal of SEAC minutes

would reveal that there was no appraisal done, is absolutely false.

The allegation by referring to M.C.Mehta's case is incorrect and

misplaced. The allegation by referring to Form- 1 application and

Para 8(vi) of the EIA notification are equally incorrect and

therefore stoutly denied. The allegation that in the absence of

proper assessment on the impact of environment, EIA, EMP,

Remedial plan and other documents as mentioned in notification
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dated I4-3-2O17, no appraisal could have been done and no

clearance could have been recommended are absolutely irrelevant,

baseless and therefore stoutly denied. The general conditions in

the environmental clearance and the conditions in the Mining

Plan are contradictory to each other etc. are equally incorrect and

therefore stoutly denied. The allegation that Annex.Al is violative

of the dictum laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

matter of Karnataka Industrial Area Development Board v. Sri.

C.Kenchappa & ors. Is absolutely irrelevant and therefore stoutly

denied.

The atlegation that Annex.Alclearance is violative of the principles

of sustainable development, the precautionary principle, the

public trust doctrine and the principles of inter-generational

equity etc. are absolutely incorrect and therefore stoutly denied.

The allegation that the mitigation plan for slope stabilization

prepared and submitted by this respondent is mere eye wash and

no proper scientific steps have been taken to ensure that the

landslide will not be caused in the plot are absolutely incorrect

and wrong and therefore stoutly denied.

It is submitted that the area is not a landslide prone area. It is

without any basis that the appellant made such allegations.

The allegation that the prefeasibility report prepared by the Sft

respondent is not in tune with the EIA Notification or notification

dated l4-3-2O17 issued by the Central Government and that

there are several material facts deliberately suppressed/concealed
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by the 5th respondent is absolutely baseless and therefore stoudly

denied.

The allegation that without forming cluster as there is an existing

quarry within 500 meters of the proposed quarry site is in

violation of the orders and EIA notification, etc are absolutely

incorrect, wrong and therefore stoutly denied. It is submitted that

no cluster situation are existing. The cluster situation will form

only if the lease area either individual or on a cluster basis,

exceeds 5 Hectares in extent. In the present case, there is

absolutely no case that such situation was existing

The allegation raised by referring to a Judgment in Hanuman

Lakshman Aroskar & anr. Vs. Union of India and ors. Reported

2009(15) SCC 4OI are equally incorrect, wrong and not

sustainable. The allegations raised by referring to judgments in

Gram Panchayat Navlakh Umbre v. Union of India and ors, and

Bangaluru Development Authority v. Sudhakar Hegde & ors are

not applicable to the present case. The allegation that specific

and general conditions imposed by the 2nd respondent are

inadequate to provide sufficient safeguards for the protection of

environment of the area as the entire process is vitiated by false

and misleading data and illegal procedure etc. are absolutely

incorrect and therefore stoutly denied.

It is submitted that the appeal is filed without any bonafides and

as a bargaining in disguise. The appeal is liled without any cause

of action as well and the appeal is rejected at the threshold itself.

70.

M
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The appeal is nothing, but an abuse of process. The appear is yet

another attempt on the part of the appellant to harass this

respondent.

71. It is submitted that, this respondent has obtained the

Environmental Clearance by making proper application and by

undergoing due process of law. Annex.Al is validly issued and

legally sustainable. The appellant does not have any locus

standl to challenge Annex.Al for reasons already stated. The

appellant does not have any cause of action as well. The present

Appeal is a sponsored game. The appeal is nothing, but an abuse

of process and needless harassment of this respondent and

therefore liable to be dismissed with exemplorary cost.

Under the above circumstances, it is most humbly submitted that the

contentions raised above may kindly be upheld and dismiss the above

Appeal with cost to this respondent.

The facts stated above are true and correct.

Dated this the fO%day of August, 2024.

on thisSolemnly affirmed and signed before me by the
the to+day of August, 2024.t .rry office at Ernakulam"

Philip J.Vettickattu, Ad'



28

VERIFICATION

I, M.K.Najeeb Ali, Aged 44 years, S/o. Hassainar, residing at

Mannengal Kannamthodi House, Pulamanthole P.o., Malappuram - 679

323, above named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of the above

Affidavit are true and correct to my best information, knowledge and belief

and nothing material is concealed therein.

Verified at Ernakulam on this the t}\"V of August,2024.

M.
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01122

State Public Information

Ofhcer and Village Officer

Najeebali M K

S/o Assainar Haji

Pa]oor

Pulamanthole

Subject :-

Ref

{

It is informed that, on verification of village records ttrere is no land pal.ing

land tax in the narne of Shoukath, S/o Charalil Muhammadali, residing at

Pa-loor De sam, Pulaman thole Vill age, Perinthalmann a Taluk.

Appeal Authority

Tahsildar Perin th almzrnna

Appeal Limitation

30 days

Your's Faithfully,

Signature/

20 /01/2022
Public Information Officer &

Village OfFrcer, Pulaman thole

bqlrsb (baesla\eo ft F'ooawx Rs

Village Office

Pulamanthole

Dated:2O /Ol /2022

Regarding reply to the application hled under Right to

Information Act,2OO5

:- Application dated 19 /l12022 fied under Right to Information
Act.

t
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I\IINUTES OF THE IITth MEETING OF THE STATE LEVEL
ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMITNT AUTHOTTY (SETAA)

KERALA, HELD oN 30th & 31't AUGUST 2022 THROUGH vIDEo
CONFERENCING.

Present:

l. Dr. H. Nagesh Prabhu IFS (Retd), Chairman, SEIAA, Kerala

2. Sri. K. Krishna Panicker, Member, SEIAA

3. Dr. V. Venu IAS, Member Secretary, SEIAA

The 117ft meeting of the SEIAA, KERALA was held on 30ft & 3l't August 2022. The

meeting started at 10.00 AM on 30s August 2022. Dr. H. Nagesh Prabhu, Chairman, SEIAA

Kerala chaired the meeting. Dr. Venu V. IAS, Member Secretary, SEIAA and Sri. K. Krishna

Panicker, Member, SEIAA attended the meeting. The Authority considered the agenda for the

117ft meeting and took the following decisions:

Phvsical Files

Item No.l17.01 Minutes of the ll6th meeting of SEIAA held on 2gth&30th July 2022

Noted

Item No.117.02 Action Taken Report on ll5th meeting of SEIAA

Action taken by SEIAA team is appreciated.
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After getting the compliance report, the SEAC shall conduct a field inspection to

verify the compliance stanrs. The SEAC shall provide a fresh recommendation as per

the compliance status.

Item No.117.21 Environmental Clearance for the Building Stone Quarry Project in
Re-Sy Nos. 86/2,87, 8812,88i3, 88/1, 89128, 14712, t39ll, Kolavaflur
Village, Kuthuparamba Grama Panchayat, Thalassery Taluk,
Kannur District - Judgment in WP (C) No.2S53012020 filed by Sri. C.
G. George - Revalidation of EC.
(F ile No.623ISEIAA/E C4I 480612014)

The Authority perused the file and noted the various decisions of SEAC and the field

inspection carried out on 12.05.2022. The Authority noted that the SEAC in its 130ft meeting

recommended EC for a project life of 13 years from the date of original EC. The Authority

observed that the original EC issued on 01.06.2016 was for an area of 4 Ha comprised in Re-Sy

Nos. 86/2, 87 , 8812, 88/3, 88/1, 89128, 14712, l39ll. But, now the revised mining plan is for the

total area of 3.4081 Ha comprised in Re-Sy Nos. 88/1, 89/2B., 14712, I39ll. Since, there is a
change in the project area and mineable reserve from the original EC; the Authority decided that

the revalidation of the EC issued on 0l .06.2016 cannot not be considered as directed in the

Judgement dated22.12.2020 in UfP(C) No. 28530/2020 and the Proponent has to apply for a

fresh / modification of EC.

Authority decided to give an opportunity of hearing in the next SEIAA meeting to clarifo

the position.

Item No. 117.22 Application for Environmental Clearance for the quarry project for
an area of 1.8227 I{a in Sy. No. 85pt, Pulamanthole Village,

,.' Perinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram District - Judgment of Hon'ble
J High Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017.

(File No: 2017 I A212018/SEIAA)

The Authority perused the representation of the Proponent dated 03.08.2022 and noted

the various decisions of SEAC and SEIAA, the judgment in WP(C) No. 41905/2017(K), the
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report of the District Collector, Malappuram dated 14.09.2020 and the field inspection report of
the Sub-Committee held on 19.04.2019. The SEIAA in its 112ft meeting decided that the project

proposal for EC shall not be considered in the light of the order of the NGT dated 21.07.2O20 in

O.A. No. 30412019 and the report of the District Collector that there are residentiat buildings

including residence of petitioner and public building within 200m radius of the proposed site.

The rejection order was issued on 3.1 1.2021. Now, the Authoriry considered the request of the

Proponent with relation to Survey Map of the Village Officer and the legal opinion of the

Standing Counsel regarding distance criteria and decided to refer the case back to SEAC for

appraisal.

Item No.117.23 Environmental Clearance for the Granite Buitding Stone Quarry
project of Sri. A. M. Muhammed Ali, M/s. Mubaraq Granites in Sy.

Nos. 93/1pt, 94pt, 95pt, 96pt of Perakamannna Village, Ernad Taluk,
Malappuram - Request for Revalidation
(File No.902/SEIAA/E Cl I 3 463 I 2015')

The Authority perused the representation of the Project Proponent dated 06.08.2022

requesting for extension of EC ffi per SO 1807 dated, 12.04.2022 of MoEF&CC and the

Judgement in WP(C) No. 2445012020 dated, 03.08.2022. The Authority noted that in the 1156

SEIAA meeting, the Amendment No S.O. 1807 (E) dated 12.04.2022 was deliberated in detail

and decided that the Standing Counsel should take immediate steps to file detailed counters in all

relevant cases on priority within a week as per details discussed and agreed in the meeting and as

per the note approved in the l14th SEIAA meeting. Authority decided to intimate the Standing

Counsel to file an appeal against the judgment dated 03.08.2022 of the Hon'ble High Court.

Necessary urgent steps shall be taken from the SEIAA Secretariat on priority within

lOdays.

Further, Authority noted that the District Collector, Chairman of District Disaster

Management Authority has issued a stop memo as the quarry is functioning in the highhazard

zone and unless and until the stop is revoked authority cannot proceed further with the request

of the Project Proponent for extension of EC and decided to inform the same to Project

proponent.
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MINLITES OF THE133M MrcrcTUVG OF THE SEAC KERALA HELD FROM
ltrH ro tsm octoBnRe 2022 rN CoIIIERENCE rrALL, srATE

ENVIRONMENT IMPACTASSESSMENTAUTHORITY,
THIRUVANAIITIIAPURAM

The 133'd meeting of the SEAC Kerala was held from l lth to 13ft October 2022.

The meeting started at 10.00 AM on llr'october 2022.Dr. R. Ajayakumar varma,
Chairman, SEAC Kerala chaired the meeting. The Committee discussed the agenda items

in detail and took the following decisions;

133.01 Noting of minutes of the 132od SEAC meeting held on 13,h - ls,h
September 2022

Decision: Noted.

133.02 Environmental clearance issued from DEIAA, palakkad for the
Granite Building Stone Quarry in Re-Sy.Nos. ilg/I, 7l9l2, ilg/3 &
llgll (ll9ll-2) in vandazhi-t village, Alathur Taluk, palakkad District
of sri.Joshy.P.J., Managing Partner, M/s peejay Granites - Judgment
in WP (C) No.3908/2021- Revatidation of EC.(File No.
747.ECU2O2I/SETAA)

Decision: As invited proponent, Mr. Joshy P J Managing Partnel IWs peejay Granites and

Sri. Haneesh Panicker, K & EIA Co-ordinator and functional expert on behalf of ABC
Techno Labs lndia Private Limited were present. The Committee heard the presentation

and decided to entrust Dr. ICN Krishnakumar and Dr. A V Raghu for lield inspection

and report.

133.03 Environmental clearance for the euarry project in Sy. No. 611/lA-
303'147 at Keerampara village and panchayath, Kothamangalam
Taluk, Ernakulam District, Kerala by Sri. Reji Kuriakose and smt.
Jeeva Reji. (File No: I 44ISEIAA/KL t27 4it20tt\

Decision: As invited the authorized person by the proponent Adv. Baby Kuriakose and Mr.
Eldhose M Kuriakose, Manager of the Company with an authorization letter attended for
hearing. The Conunittee observed that the Environmental Clearance applicatiol for the

Quarry Project was re1'ected on 13-09-2017. The Hon'ble National Green Tribunal vide
judgment in Appeal No. 07 of 2020 (SZ) dated 3l-03-2022 set aside the rejection order and

directed SEIAA to refer back the matter to SEAC again for consideration. On receipt of the

lllragc

Anrerut?V@)
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Decision: The Committee perused the decision of the 1171h SEIAA meeting and noted the

request of the proponent to verifu the compliance status of the implementation of the

Remediation Plan and Natural Augmentation Plan and release the Bank Guarantee. The

Committee decided to direct the proponent to submit item wise compliance report of

the implementation of the Remediation PIan and Natural Augmentation Plan with

supportlng doeuinents, Photographs and proof 0f expenditurc prlor to flled levcl

verification.

133.15 Application for Environmental Clearance for the quarry project in Sy.
No. 85 pt in Pulamanthole Village, Perinthalmanna Taluk,
Malappuram District for an area of 1.8227 IIa - Judgment of Hon'ble
High Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017 - (File No:
2017tA2|2018/SEIAA)

Decision: The Committee perused the decision of 117ft meeting of SEIAA, representation

of the Proponent dated 03.08.2022 and noted the various decisions of SEAC and SEIAA,

the judgment in WP(C) No. 41905/2017(K), the report of the District Collector,

Malappuram dated 14.09.2020 and, the field inspection report of the Sub-Committee held

on 19.04.2019. The SEIAA in its 112ft meeting decided that the project proposal for EC

shall not be considered in the light of the order of the NGT dated 21.07.2020 in O.A. No.

30412019 and the report of the District Collector that there are residential buildings

including residence of petitioner and public building within 200m radius of the proposed

site. The rejection order was issued on 3.11.2021. As directed by SEIAA, the Committee

decided to appraise the proposal the Committee decided to entrust Dr. R Ajayakumar

Varma & Sri. S Sheik Hyder Hussain for field inspection and report.

133.16 Environmental Clearance issued for the Granite Building Stone Quarry
in sy No. 298 at Mupainad Village, Vythiri Taluk, Wayanad district ,

Kerala -Judgment in WP (C) 84512021 filed by M.P Kuriakose -
regarding the validity of EC Judgment in WP (C> 84512021 fited by
M.P Kuriakose - (tr'ile No.901/SEIA AnC 4 I 3 462 12015)

Decision: The Committee examined the proposal and noted that the project was issued on

17.01.2018 for a period of five years. The Proponent or02.02.2022 submitted application

for revalidation of EC along with six documents including the application for Certified

Compliance Report from the Regional Office, MoEF&CC, Bangalore. While perusing the

application, it was observed that there was a complaint from the Secretary, Mupainad

lllPage



37

l- U'1Ll).1\:i!11,.(' ! ()\ lr l:.l)()!{1'
l,rrr ir rrrrrrIrrr;rl ( l( ir-iilr(( lirr' l\lirrOr llirrcrul slinirrg proicr:t (Nr:\r& l.:xl)rlr\ion)

liuilrlirg \lorr(' (lrir r1 l)rrirx:r ()l Sli. Nrjee h ..11i ilr S1,. No. l$-( l)t in Irrrl:rrrranllrglc
\rill:rgr'. l'r.r'irr(hulurlrrrr:r l'irllli, \lirl;rp;trrr.rrur I)islrirt [or:yr .rrll 6f l.li227 Ila -

,lrrrlglrllI ol llon'blc Iligh ( ourt trl'ltr.rrla irr \Vl,((J) i\o,.1|1rt,-ir,l0l7_
i [ilr )il: ]t]l 7lr\l;20 I l{lSl.)l;\r\)

A. ll:tclitt r,rrrrrl

Sllri Nlrlr'rl, \li \l K rrrLrllii !'t)\,it\,11tcrltill r.!e;rrlrcC iiir r:r,:iirilc hriii.li:i1,. it1,r,1" ,1n111.*

pr'(ji(j(:l l11\ilr l)l | \,\ I,)r lIi i.trr't rrl' I {l"ll7 ljr: irr S"v.N,r.g,{;11. i)rrllrrrr:rlirrric VillriSc,
I'r'rirrtlrrlrr.rrrr,:r l.rllrk ll;rli:1.1,1:r;rIi l! $:I. el,jcclcrt to \irlc \\'l'i( ) \r,.lli,r)s:itl7 (li]
'\lillillS tilrrl lllr il'Ilicl;r)l itrttccultLi 5.\ uritl ini'onl't:tlion :iild srrhr..ri1l.:ri nrii,lerilillu.
inliitrttrtit,tr lirr tlrr:,rprIr':ri!rl i\r |ri 11111"1111'111 Lilrtr:rl I I ()J:011l. tllc ( ()ur.l tlircctrJ Slil..\A
Itt c,.,tisitler tlrr:r1r1:lir;rliilrr iilri i);ri"r ilr.lerr tl:creirr:rnd l,r s..;l:rnii a ut:pr hilirrc lhc
ll+l)otllirlll( ( r'tltl t\lll)irt I rt,'ttLit. li(jill Llio ilaitc r)l'r(:ccit-.1 ill'liic:^ rr:e.ririrr!. lr0rrr l)l-:lA"l.
j\1C !:rirl,ir r irr ri

'l'lt,: p"rr,;,,,.,,;; rrrrr rr,rr.,itl. r,:rl trr tlrr S,rr:'iri,:.tilj-: t,i Sl.lA,\ ir.,i,l orr I lt',.ilririrar1., liIi);rtd rs
lir|rrurdr:rl ll \\tr\ rr,n\irlLlrLi irr llrr:!i.l'j Sl \,.i \leclilrg trclri r:n ll.rle,t:rt[rr.r.. ]()lg lirr
iokint lirrtlr, r ir(li.D (\n tlrc hrrsil il'Nrrlilrcrirr.,D Nr\ s() Fr)1 (L) l)rLr'il l.l (i:i :lr):7 ilnd
i'.Oiilicrilj0rr \,r llli(11l ) il;riu(! (rSlll.:01S. il:csr ri,:tilic;tLiriils irrt fCrlitinitl:. til,riOiiili,jn
prOifr:t\ \\hir:lt (,lt!!)'r !!(:(.rl ir,'rk ritlrrrrri ll(.1 l h* |r,,pr111j rrat lrlirr i::trrrirlr,rr,rl il lhr,,)j,,,
sl:11'( I'lrrrtirrl, lititr on il-li \'l,rrclr. l0l(., lrrcl err',nrs1rd :r Srrc (]r:rirlrriit('r l'or silc
in:Jt.ctir,rr. rrlrir:lr rrls (l(,r:c (:ii lr). l:liir) litrsllt il.li,pcclit)r) telriti (,hsl.\i.ri rltrt iircre isel:
llil;llrlirrrl,'rr,rl rlrtrrrr silr: in ilrr: lrrrrpr:rr:rl s;!.c rir!'! ll:<: l,ropr:irlrrt h:rrl rlurrrr,i11g y.rcrrrril

ul'rLrl([(l lrr llr. 111.,',a, (ic,rlrrrir;i lrl) !i! ]:,rl,j'lillj li-r| tii[rrr]in!l ;| : I cclt\ li:rrl rrr:rh,l

$rr rc\ i{(r. lii llrC',ilcl::.;!:rcili,;rtlat)rrjt\(,il:llitil:r.!rlitiOnirl \l(,i:il[linl{. i:re lt)l'r;11g;11x*
r,l'lirr\lr;\( itelr:ldttrir:.1AtturtrlIl.i.iti{},li:ririr,dlirsrr:dihe:iuitrr:(rlilr)slhr.r\,i)tionslr}
Sl:lA.\ ii,r llIilrer rtIecrtlirr uili,jr]. I iie l)t{trr\It!-1i Sul)tIiitCJ tltf it(l(lilionlll d(rcrii)le}tls ,tr
ll f.rs:tlli)

lirr'pl,.r;:q,,,;,1 i\ils u(Jniiilct(ll ll. lhl'9711'tllr:(,lin.{ ol'slillr\ ,rrr Sr.i)ti:llbri .1.:1, l(iir) ar:cl

tcl'r'r'lr:rl lr:rt;li ilti: |11111,t.,1 trr S!:.;\('srrkinil (ii)llr)il( iler'illc;tliln 
',n 

ob:iur-\nii(!fl r,i llrn'ble
ili'L'h((rrlirtitl:ri:ci:ilicrtli:rrirce l,rSO,l0.lrli)tl:itcdl-l().i:rll7r{t\,'riljrrrri0rrNol0ll)
llr) ililc.l t)ii (li l(lltl sD.'cii:lii irr thc li;:l:t l)l lii!csl (rl1 tluic*l tl,; '\Ll\tciltl..r l{!l(, ,,i\!ol t:
J( ( ( (to tIttsirlct ilte rioi,r(i,rrt |ri'iti:ditrrs irr Sl 1.,\.,\. il Lhr:,rp1rllg11i1'1rs rru:,LrlllIi[i:il
rrithirt thc rirtd0tr J;i:ti0rl) lite prr;p$iil l\lt\ \i'itr;(lctr,(l irr titr: :ril'!ilr.L.litrr Il \l;.,\(. hril\l
(tll Ou!rllxt l(,-l !.:l)l') rn(l lhc Srih ('iln)lrrittuc \\it\ eili11r\t(!l !i'r ilrt;iilr:rl \tutl-\ arld tcpr)rt
rrlri.h rr:rr srrlrrlitisl i.r'.1(t.ll )t)ltl ,,,,' Strl" ( r,rIilriltrr.,.trtc.l "..\s ulrrurrorl in il:c eurlicr
lCp(!ll \,1 Sl,\( Lltr tt(r,trlS l!ri,(1il((''l lir iltu l)t(,ltUlt(ril :;lj(r.1i t:ii:i (hr ;rroIir111111 [111

qtlaTl,\illll l!!rlllil ittt(l ilr! l)r.,lri(1 {,r'r'lr,sirt lr:rrcrtclr,lcti t!r*rxislirrr:|.:rrrit li'r rlrrrrryingin
l"l ccrrir llrr.l rrrriJi,r',,iLr\\'\ \,, li'1 irir 1r' _l_i i)J,l(lli.'lhe qrrill.r,tccnts i:r lrrr.: ircgt n,it

fi,",ywuesGJ



3g

lvorked ftir quite some time as evident from the site and fiom rhe condition of thc road usc.cl
for transportation. Hence there was no viorati.n as such',.

'I-he 
Judgement of the t-lon' Iligh Court on l4'h June 2019 in the Wp (C) No.4t905 of 2017

directs SEIAA to consider the mafier raised in the case of Wp (C) No. 41905 ot. 2Ol7 and
take a decision in accotdance with larv. taking into account lhe relevant covernment orders
including the oM dt' 30-05-2018 issued b;- MoEtr. which srares abour violations. since the
Committee has not crbserved violations in rhe case ol the propused site and hence do not
consider to be dealt under above mentioned oM. it is suggcstc'd rhat rhe sEIAA may seek
legal opinion' The 107'r'rneeting of the s[.AC held on December 24.20l9approved rhe site
inspection report.

ln the meanwhile. a contplaint rvas received t'rorn Mr chakku and others against the quarr_v
stating that land slide occurred within 400rn of rhe quarry area during the year 20lg and
2019 and that many damages rvcre caused ro his house by the quarrying activity and hence
requested to save their life by restricring the quarrying permission.'l'he proposal and t5e
ccrnrplaint were placc:d in the l0l't meeting of SEIAA held.n Januarv l7-lg.2020.
'Authoritl'decided to lbrn'arcl the cornplaint to District collector. Malappurarn. rvho is also
the chainnan of District Disaster Managerncnt Authoritl. fbr a lactual rcport en issues raisecl
in petition (Letter No.20l7lA2l2(tl8/sElAA dated.16.03.2020t. As rhere is a directio, ti.rrr
l'lrrn'ble court to complcte the proceedings rrithin a speciflc Period. the Authorit.r.directcd to
get the repofl on the pelitiorr fi'orn lhe District Collector. Malappurarn. within l5 tla1,s *ith
specitic rcpl-'- w'ltcther EC has to be issued or not in the light of observatiorrs rnaclc in tlre
pct ition.

l'hc District collector" Malappurarn. vide enrail dated.l-1.0g.2020 rcpoflcd r6ar rhere arc
residentiitl buildings including rcsidence olthc perititrner ancl public building rvirhin 200 m
radius ol-thc proposcd site.'l-his reporl uas placecl in the ll2ir'nreetirrg otlr;tnR hcld,n
Septc:nrber l4-16.2(.121 antl the Authoritl'noted the action taken bl,SlilAA and S[AC'
subsequcnl to order of llon'hrle ['ligh c'ourt of Kerala in wp(c) No.4lg05/]01 7 (K). lt is also
decided to issue a cletailed prurceedings order ansrve,ring the issues raise<I in Wp((.)
No'41905/2017 (K) in the light ol'lieltl inspection repon ol'sHAC'and ulsr-r quoling Disrrict('ollector's letter along u'ith a statement that lbr the tirnc being the pro.icct pnrposal firr tj(l
cirnnot be considered in the light ol'ordcr ol- Hon'hle NC'l'clatccl 21.7.2020 in oA n,
-104/2019' lt rvas also decided to subrnit a copy ot'rhc procecdings order [o gon'blc lligh
cout't of Kerala as directetl in WP((') and issue a copy ol'the sarne to the I'etitioncr irr wp(c.)
and Projcct Proponcnl. 'l'he order n'as issued clared 03.1 I .2021.

'f-ltc Proponent submittcd a l.ctter datecl 03.08.202?"stflting that the nearest clwclling unit is al
a distance ol'100.8 m awa,v ti"orn the site and hence recluested to reconsider the applicarion
Itrr EC" 1'he Survcy Map atlcsted by the Viltage Officer is also encloscd. ln all si*rilar cases
regarding distance critcria- the lcgal opinion received tronr the Standing C11unsel. SEIAA
states that applications havc ttt be considered untranrnellcd b1,'perernptory interinr 6rders
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passed by the NGT. dated.21.07.2020 and the interinr order. tlated,06.08.ZoZ0. in stricl
conrpliance with existing nonns.

'l'he llTth rneeting of SEIAA hcltl on Augusl 30-31. 2022 perused the propqsal and
repttsentation of thc Proponent dated 03.08.2022 antJ noted thc various decisions of SEAC
and SEIAA. the judgrnent in WP(C) No.4190512017(K). the reporr of the Districr Coltecror.
Malappuranr dated 14.09.2020 and the field inspection reporr of the Sub-Cornmittee held on
19.04.2019' The SEln A in its ll2'h rneeting decided that rhe project proposal for EC shall
rrol be considered in the ligJrt of the order of the NGT dated 2l.o't .2020 in o.A. No. 304/201g
and the report ol'the District Collector that thele are residential buildings including residence
of petitioner arrd public btrilding within 200m radius of the proposed site. The rejection tutler
No' 2017/2018/SEIAA r'r'as issued on 3.11.2021. Now. rhe Authority considered tlrc request
ot'the Proponent with relation to Survey Map of the Village olficerarrd the legal opinion sl
thc Standing Counsel regarding distance criteria and tlecided to rel'er the case lrack to SEAC
firr appraisal.

As dirccted by the StilAA. the 133'd rneeting ol-the SEAC clecirled to aporolr" the proposal
and erttrusted Dr' R' A.iayaktrnrar Varma and Sri. S Sheik llyder llussain lbr lietcl inspection
and report. T'he ticld u,ork was carrietl out on 3.1lr2022.

B. Project Details

R5(E)<

Nrr Particula rs I)ctir ils
I File No, 2077lA2/2O18lSEtAA
2 Namc ol-the proponent i\4.K. Naiceb Ali
., Narne of the Pro.ic'ct & Phone No. Na.icch Alil- 70-ll-l 00-l(X)
l [)atc of rccc'ipt of application in SDA(' Application to DEIAA on I 7. I 1.201 7

Court direction ro SEIAA dt. 14.6.2019
5

6-
Prqject [,ocation - Villagcl 'l'aluk: District Pulamantlrole. Perinthltlntanna. Malappuranr
l\pe ol N,lincral to he nrined lluilding stone quan')

7 Projcct area (lla) I .tt2l7 lla
IJ l)roie.ct cost ( Ils. in l,akh 1 T'o be re.viscd
U Pcrcentage Cost lor t:Ml, (%) I tr hc 1c1 iqg.l
l0 ('ost proposcd lbr ('I: R ( Rs. ln I_akh t

t rrcnt.,f f rir.r,t.' l-rrra tl"tr) 
--- --' -

I o lrc rcr,'iscr.l

l ,ltllT l laI

tl :,rtent of'(ltl\crntnctll t.and ( t la I Nit
t4 l)ate ol' Validitl ol' N()C' NA

Datc o I Non-As-siglrrnent Cert i tlcatc 6.7.?Ot7
l6 I)ate ol'approval of'Mining plan 7.10.20t7
t7 M ineable reservc ( M'l-) -5..5 t.407 IV{ t'
() Averagc Annual Production ('l'pAt -15.(x)0 Il,,\

l0 Marirnum Annual producliern (TpA) 45.(XX) I l',,\
I l-if'e ol'Minc As per Mine Plan

il, i.k'r-.r & Quurtity .f O""rt trrai,
U,b1s_{tl

22



23 Quantity of top soil to be renxxed 9728 rn'i
l{ Dcpth to water table (rn) d /.Um above MSI-
2_s r ()rat oatt\ rvalcr rctlrrir.ct)tcnt (Kl.l)t ., K t_t)
26

i7
)ource ot water
Bl".'t lrolill"m"t". & d"pth

)pc'n wcll: lnadequare

Irrr rrr: l.5rn
l8 Mul ( Max clevalttln prior to rnining-arnsl 165 - l30rn
?() tvt.tx ctevauon aller mrning_ anrsl 165 - l00rn
.l0 Utrr llun'toct' ()t Denches L)

.11 Lrcprn 0r ttnal nltne vord (m) 100 m above MSt. (-10n1)

.12 t(.u r() trcilt'csl ll(ruse rr rtlt pttr0l l00.8nr
-) .t

34

rrrrt.lllus' l(r otnef ncafest bUtlt StfUCtut.C 100.8m

68tu 
..

-'1 5 ,tsritnce to Hrgh l{azard Zone Itlkrn
3(r Tota I area of t,perationa I uarrGs nsler

Cluster Certiflcate tlt. --
L tuster cefiificate to be revised

37 Abandoned quarry \\ thin [,rt1iecr sitc Yes

91497 at 220rn arrr4y
38 Abandoned quorr),rr ithirr 5001x

-i9 tlsrancc to wtld t_itc Salrcluary ['o bc suhrnittccl
+0 utsratrce ro tnter-state bQundaries tseyond rcgulatitrrr lirn it
+l lo r.c()-senstltvc arcas NA
42 Distance fiorn nuilied lbrcst t c),ond regularion distance
4.1 Status of Certilled C:.,,nplianc.. Rffi NN

NN

S,'i.\lK-lf;,/Sri. ti;;-e..tr l>..*t,** -

-14 Agency who conducted the EII slud\
{-5

46
,!

I)ate ol' lrubl ic Corrsu ltalitu NA
)utc ol' Iricltl lnspcction t t.!t)!l (l:arlicr l.lll on 19.4.2019)

C'. 0bsenations
l. whether rhe proposed proic'ct site tail in the risted ESA Viilages: No2. Boundary pilrars with t,at-rong cretairs: to bc rixecr tirrnrr
3. Iloundary Fencing: Nil
.1. Cencral slope of the '['errain: rnoclcrate to stcep
5. Soil thickness: Moderate to Deep
(r. Possibility'tbr s.il erusion. subsidence. insrability: Moderate to high7. trossibilirl,for soil pipirrg: l.ow lo Moderatc.
tJ. l-andslide proneness: I..ou,lo Moderate
9. I,ossibility ol'breach .f irnpounded rvatcr. il.an-,r,: N,
10. Flotxl proneness: Nil
I l. Presence of loose boulders. if'an_v: Appreciablc
12. l-and vulnerability- Moderate
13. Proposed garland drain. s g pond: Adequate
14. Proposed connectivity ofl natural drain: Adequarc
15. Proposed ltlcation-OB clu on



16. Proposed protection fbr OB dump: Retaining wall of 5-6rn
17. Condition of haulage road: Llndeveloped/lnadequate
I 8. l'raf'fic density of the connecting main r oad: Low to Moderutc
19. Location of the site: Side slope

30. Nature of landscape unit: Mid-land
21. Nature of the Iand: Abandoned mine/CultivatedA.,latural Vegetation
2?. Type of land use: Mixed trees/Plantations/Wild trees
23. Vegetation density: Moderate to High
24. Prcsence of Endernic/RE'l'species: No
25. Whether cotnpensatory aflbrestation required: Yes (Plan subrnitred in 0.815 l-la)
26. Rainwater harvesting provision: Adequate

27. Sanitation and waste management arrangentents: Nil
28. Energy Conservation Measures: Nil
29. Environmcnt Managcmcnt Plan: Ncc.d Rcvision
30. Corporate [:nvironment ltesponsibilitl,: Necd Revision
31. Any other observations: Nil

D. Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
l. Alteration rrf natural drainage systems: No
?. F'ragmentation of natural habitat due to lhc' removal of vegetatiorr: No
3. Impact on surtace water resources: Moderate
4. lmpact on ground watcr resources: Milrirnal
5. Possibility of lowering of ground rvaler rahle: M inirnal
6. Inrpact on Biodiversity: Moderate

7. lmpact of Air pollution: Moderate

8. lmpact of Noise levcl Vibration: Moderale
9. lnrpact of vibration: Mtrdc.rate

I 0. lmpact on anthnrpological/archaeological sites: Mininral
I L Disturbance to sacred sitcs or otherr cultural values: Mininral
12. Whether therr. rvill be involuntary land acquisirion: No
13. hnpact trn local comntunities: Mininral to Moderate
1.4. What are the lneasures proposed to rnininrize energy ccrnsumptir-rn'? Nil
15. An1, other impacts? Not noticed

E. Recommendations
L Recomrnendation of EC: l'o be decided later
2. lf recomrnended f<rr EC. estirnated Life of Mine: l2 years

-3. lf reconrnrended fbr rcjection. specitic reasons lbr Re.lection: NA at present

4. Additional Documents rcquired to be submitted:
L Revisc'd Prqicct cost

2. Revised EMP u,ith l? 1'ear plan

-3. Revisetl CER u'ith l2 lear plan
.1. Pxrductiotr Plan ltrr l2 yeors

?*"-|'i':'
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projecred is inadequate. rherefore revised ol' u'trter
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" ",,0 .", ;." ;; ffi;6. Lalest Cluster Cerrificate
7. Distance to Wildlife sanctuary
8. plan for sanitation and waste ,nunug.,n.nl nleasures9. plan fbr energy conservation measures
10. plan for bouldcr rnanagement
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Name & Signature of Fietd Investigation TeamI. Dr. R. Ajal,akumar Varma
2, Nlr, S. Sheik Hy<ter Hussain
Date: 03.t t.2022
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FIELD INSPECTION REPORT

Environmental Clearance for Minor Mineral Mining Project (New & Expansion)

Building stone quarry project of Sri. Najeeb Ali in Sy.No.85 pt in Pulamanthole
Village, Perinthalmanna Taluk, N{alappuram District for an area of 1.8227 Ha-

Judgment of Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017 -
(File No:2077 I A2lz|l\lSEIAA)

A. Background

Shri.Najeeb Aii M.K sought environmental clearance ior granite buiiding stone quarry
project from DEIAA for an area of 1.8227 FIa in Sy.No.85pt, Pulamanthole Village,
Perinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram. It was objected to vide WP(c) No.4l9o5l20l7 (K)
stating that the applicant concealed several information and submiffed misleading
information for the appraisal. As per judgment dated 11.04.2018, the Court directed SEIAA
to consider the application and pass orders therein and to submit a copy befbre the
Honourable Court within 3 months from the date of receipt of files receiving from DEIAA,
Malappuram.

The proposal was considered in the 87th meeting of SEIAA held on 14th Januarv , 2Ol9 and as

forwarded, it was considered in the 93'd SEAC Meeting held on 21't February,2019 for
taking fuither action on the basis of Notification No. SO 804(E) Dated 14.03.2017 and,

Notification No.l030(E) dated 08.03.2018. These notifications are pertaining to violation
projects which commenced work without EC. The proposal was again considered in the 941h

SEAC Meeting held on 12-13 March,2019 anci entrusteci a Sub Committee for site
inspection, which was done on 19.4.2019. The site inspection report observed that there is an
old abandoned quarry site in the proposed site and the Proponent had quarrying permit
extended by the District Geologist up to 2510512015 for quarrying in 24 cents land under
survev No.85. The site inspection report sousht 9 additional documents. The 101't meeting of
the SEAC held during August l-2, 2019 decided to send the suggestions/observations to
SEIAA for fuither necessary action. The Proponent submitted the additional documents on
31.08.2019.

The proposal was considered by the 97ft meeting of SEIAA on September 24, 2019 and
referred back the proposal to SEAC seeking definite clarification on observation of Hon'ble
High Court with specific reference to S.O 804(E) dated 14.03.2017 & Notification No.l030
(E) dated 08.03.2018 specially in the light of latest OM dated 09'h September 2Ol9 of MoEF
& CC (to consider the violation proceedings by SEIAA, if the applications are submitted
within the window period). The proposal was considered in the l04th meeting of SEAC held
on October 10-11,2019 and the Sub Committee was entrusted for detailed study and report
which was submitted by 20.12.2019. The Sub Committee stated "As obseryed in the earlier
report of SEAC, the records produced by the proponent shows that the proponent had
quarrying permit and the District Geologist ha-s ertended the existing permit for quanving in
24 cents land under survey No.85 upto 2510512015. The quarryseemstohavebeennot
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MINUTES OF THE 135', MEETING OF THE SEAC KERALA HELD FROM

07rE TO 09tH DECEMBE& 2022 IN THE COI\FERENCE HALL, STATE

EI\-YIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTIIORITY KERALA A}[D FROM

14t' & 17t' DECEMBER,2022 oNLTNE PLATFoRM

The 135th meeting of the SEAC Kerala was held from 07th to 09ft December 2022.

The meeting started at 10.00 AM on 07m December 2022. Dr. R. Ajayakumar varma,

Chairman, SEAC Kerala chaired the meeting. The Committee discussed the agenda items in

detail and took the following decisions;

Noting of minutes of the 134th SEAC meeting held on 09th to l lth November

2022.

Decision: Noted.

135.02 Environmental Clearance issued from DEIAA, Thiruvanathapuram for

the Granite Buitding stone Quarry of shri. Pradeep Kumar. S, Managing

partner, lrus RKP Mineral & Metals Pvt. Ltd in Re. Sy. Nos. 11216 &

113/8 in Thekkada Vitlage, Nedumangad Taluk, Thiruvananthapuram

District - Judgment in WP (C) No. 1412022 -Revalidation of EC (File

No.8 l/EC 1 I 2022 I SEI AA).

Decision: The Committee perused the item and observed that the Environmental Clearance

was issued from DEIAA, Thiruvananthapuram for IWs RKP Mineral & Metals Pw- Ltd for a

period of 5 years. The Project Proponent (PP) submitted the documents sought by SEIAA the

on 02.11.2022 & 07.11.2022 except the Certified Compliance Report (CCR) from Integrated

Regional Office (RO), MoEFCC, Bangalore. The Committee noted that the Mining Plan

submitted is dated 2l.OZ.2Ol7 and the PP has not submitted the revised scheme of mining In

these circumstances, the Committee decided to direct the proponent to submit the foliowing

documents:

1. Recently Certified legible survey map from the village officer showing all

structures within 200 m radius of the project site.

2. CCR from the Integrated Regional Office, MoEF CC, Bangalore



Decision: Environmental Clearance was issued on 16.12.2016 to Nila Metals hrt. Ltd for an

area of 2.8936Ha for a period of five years. The Integrated Regional office of MoEF & CC,

Bangalore on 09-04-2022 issued a Satisfactory Certified Compliance Report on 28-04-22 vide

letter No. lz.llDEIA1J l5l KER/53. The Committee verified the compliance report along with

photographs as proof of the conditions stipulated by SEAC in its 131st Meeting submitted by

the proponent and found them satisfactory. The Committee decided to recommend that the

project is eligible for revalidation of EC for a project period of 9 years from the date of the

original EC (16.12.2016) subject to the following additional specific conditions in addition to

the specific and general conditions stipulated in the original EC

L The Proponent shall improve the drainage system especially to avoid water logging in

the mine area

2. The proponent shall maintain and clean the garland canal, silt traps, siltation ponds and

connected drains periodically and geo-tagged photographs of it should be submitted

along with half yearly compliance reports.

3. Green belt along the southern boundary shall be strengthened and geo-tagged

photographs of the same should be submitted along with half yearly compliance

reports.

The abandoned benches shall be backfilled and suitable species including fodder grass

shall be planted.

Appropriate silt traps shall be provided at the mouth of the natural drain on the

southern side to improve the quality of outflow water.

Though solar street lights are installed, the compliance to the 4ft general condition of
the EC shall be improved by installing a solar power unit for the office building

The CER activities shall be implemented during the lst year itself and the maintenance

shall be carried out during subsequent years.

135-12 Application for Environmental Clearance for the quarry project in
Sy.No.85 pt in Pulamanthole Village, Perinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram

District for an area of 1.8227 Ha - Judgment of Hon'ble High Court of
Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017 - (Fite No: 2017IA2/2018/SEIAA)

4.

5.

6.

7.
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Decision: The Committee examines the proposal and discussed the field inspection report. It is

suggested that a temporary wall on the southern side of the proposed quarry is desirable to

prevent any impact on the houses located on the southem side. The Committee decided to

direct the proponent to submit the following additional documents

l. Revised Project cost

2. Revised EMP for the entire life of mine

3. Revised CER for the entire life of mine

4. Production Plan for the entire life of mine

5. Revised estimate of water requirement, water management plan and source of water

6. Latest Cluster Certificate

7. Plan for sanitation and waste management measures

8. Plan for energy conservation measures

9. Plan for boulder management

10. Protection plan for the channel running through the middle of the site

11. Road widening to 7m and development plan

12. Reassessment of biodiversity status of the impact zone

135.13 Environmental clearance issued by DETAA, Thrissur for the quarry
project in sy.No.53/2 of venganellur village, Thalappilly Taluk, Thrissur
District- Judgment dated 24.11.2020 in wP(c) No.25848 of 2020-
Revalidation of EC- (1028/EC6/2021ISEIAA).

Decision: The Committee discussed the field inspection report and observed that there is a
case against the quarry filed by Sri. Joseph (OS l3}l2l) in the Munsiff Court,

Wadakkanchery, against the illegal quarrying activities and the final order is pending. In the

meanwhile Sri Joseph hled WP(C) 23471/21in the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala on 26-10-

2021 which is pending. The Proponent is yet to receive CCR from the IRO, MoEF & CC,

Bangalore. Based on discussions, the Committee decided to direct the Proponent to comply

with the following and submit a compliance report.

l. Submit CCR from the IRO, MoEF & CC, Bangalore

2. Certificate from the Mining & Geology department regarding the quantity of material

extracted, balance quantity available for extraction and scheme of extraction
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MINUTES oF THE 138ru MEETING oF THE sEAC KERALA HELD FRoM
16to To ITTHFEBRUARY, 2023 rN THE CONFERENCE HALL, srATE

EI\'VIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY KERALA

The l3Sftmeeting of the SEAC Keralawas held from l6'h to 7'tnRebruary 2023.

The meeting started at 10.00 AM on l6s February 2023. Dr. R. Ajayakumar varma,

Chaimnn, SEAC Kerala chaired the meeting.

The Committee, during the introductory session of the meeting, observed that

there are instances whan presentations are made by persons other than RQP or EIA Co-

soordinator who prepared the mining plan/ EIA report. Thereby, the queries raised by the

committee during the presentation are not answered promptly thereby necessitating

fimher clarifications and consequent delay in the appraisal process. Therefore, after

detailed discussion, the committee took the following decisions:

o The presentation should be done by the RQP or EIA coordinator who prepared the

Mining plan.

o The presentation of those projects in which EIA reports and EMP are prepared

should be done by the NABET Accredited EIA Coordinator.

o The presentation of the EIA report and EMP should be done with special

emphasis to the approved ToR and additional studies recommended-

The Committee discussed the agenda items in detail and took the following decisions;

138.01 Noting of minutes of the 134th SEAC meeting held on 09th to 116

November 2022.

Decision: Noted.

r38.02 Environmenta! Clearance for the Quarry Project of Sri. Vinu Mani,
Managing Partner, M/s. Paramount Granites in Sy. Nos. 223 pl22312,
22316 pt, 7l8ll4 pt, & 118/15 of Vandazhi - I Viltage, Alathur Tatuk,
Palakkad District, Kerala- Judgment dated 24.05.2022 in Wp(C )
No.13934 of 2022 regarding revalidation (File
No.664/SEIAA/E C 1/51 7 9 I 2014)

Decision: Environmental Clearance was issued to Sri. Vinu Mani, Managing Parbrer, lWs.

Paramount Granites, vide proceedings No. 664ISEIA/EC|l5l79l2|14 (EC No.6ll2017) dated

18.08.2017. The validity of EC will expire on 17.08.2022 (aff.er getting Covid relaxation).
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Decision: The committee examined the following additional documents submitted by the

proponent

1 A statement consisting of the deviation from the approved interventions and the

justification for the same.

2. An audited statement of the expenditure incurred for the implementation of various

interventions under the Remediation Plan and Natural Resource Augrnentation Plal

and Community Resource Augmentation Plan.

The committee found them satisfactory and decided recommend the release

Bank Guarantee.

138.07 Environmental Clearance for the quarry project in Sy. Nos. 3412
Pt.,301212 P1.,2017 Pt.,301213 znd, 20ll Prt. at Oorakam Village and
Panchayath, Tirurangadi Taluk, Malappuram District, Kerala by
Sri.K. Mohammed Akbar, M/s. Ooragam Metals Ltd. - Judgment
dated 01.02.2021 in \yP(C) No.2512 of 2021- Revalidation of EC -
(File No.120/SEIAA/KL 1218612015)

Decision: The committee examined the proposal & the details submitted by the PP. The

expenditure towards committed CSR plan submitted by the PP is only a statement without

any valid proof. Therefore, the proponent has to subrnit cerlified audited expenditure

statement as valid proof. The committee examined the co-ordinates of the site superimposed

on landslide hazard zone map & found that the dominant part of the area falls in the moderate

hazard zone. The proponent has intimated that he has applied for CCR and it is not obtained

yet. Therel-ore Llie proponent is directed to submit the lblkrwing additiorral documerits:

l. Certified Compliance Report from MoEF&CC, Regional Office Bangalore.

2. Certified Audited statement of the CSR expenditure so far.

w

138.08 Application for Environmental Clearance for the quarry project in
Sy.No.85 pt in Pulamanthole Village, Perinthalmanna Taluk,
Malappuram District for an area of 7.8227 Ha - Judgment of
Hon'ble lligh Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017 - (File No:
2017tA2|aOL8/SETAA)

Decision: The committee verified the documents submitted by the proponent& found them

satisfactory. The mineable reserve is 5,51,407 MT (45,000 TPA) and the mine life is 12

years. The final mine void is l00m above msl. The distance to high hazard zone is 28km.
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Based on discussions, the Committee decided to recommend EC for the mine life with the

following specific conditions, in addition to general conditions.

I . The implications, if any, of the order of the Hon. Court order may be examined.
2. A temporary wall on the southern side of the proposed quarry should be set up to

prevent any impact on the houses located on the southem side

3. Compensatory afforestation plan should be implemented from the lst year itself

and the geo-coordinates and geo-tagged photographs ofthe proposed site should be

submitted in HYCR.

4. Drainage system incorporating garland canal, silt traps, siltation pond and outflow

channel connecting to the nearest natural drain should be provided prior to the

commencement of mining.

5. Garland drain, silt-traps, siltation ponds and outflow channel should be desilted

periodically and geo-tagged photographs of the process should be included in the

HYCR.

6. Impact of vibration due to blasting on the nearest houses and built structures should

be monitored in terms of peak particle velocity and amptitude for maximum charge

per delay and included in the Half Yearly Compliance Report.

7. CER Plan should be implemented within the first 2 Years and it should be operated

and maintained till the mine closure plan is implemented

8. Transportation of mined material should not be done during the peak hours in the

forenoon (8.00am to 10.00am) and afternoon (3.30pm to 5 pm).

9. The haulage road should be widened and developed prior to the commencement of
mining and it should be maintained well and dust-free with sprinkling arrangernent.

10. Adequate sanitation, waste managemsnt and rest room facilities should be provided

to the workers.

11. Adequate energy conservation measures proposed should be irnplemented

including solar power installations for street light and office.

L2. The mitigation measures recommended in the EMP should be strictly implemented.

13. The Environment Management Cell (EMC) should include an Environment expert

and the proceedings of the monthly meeting of the Environment Management Cell

(EMC) should be submiued along with the HYCR.
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MTNUTES oF THE t41tt MEETTNG oF THE SEAC, KERALA HELD FROM 11r, To
12TO APRIL IN THF' CONFERENCE IIALL, STATE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT

ASSESSMENT AUTHoRrry, KERALA, AND 18rE ro l9o 2023 rN vTRTUAL MODE.

The 14 l't meeting of the SEAC, Kerala was held from 1 I 
th to 1 2ft and 1 8ft to I 9ft Apil 2023 . T\e

meeting started at 10.00 AM on tttr April 2023.Dr. R. Ajayakumar Varma, Chairman, SEAC

Kerala chaired the meeting. The Committee discussed the agenda items in detail and took the

following decisions;

141.01 Noting of minutes of the 140th SEAC meeting held on l3th to 15th April 2023.

Decision: Noted

141.02 Judgement in wP(c) No. 1214712020(P) dated 09.09.2020 fited by A.K.Joseph,

Arackal House, Mundathadam, Parappa, Kasargod, 671533 Jimmy Alex,

Manjakunnel, Parappa P.O, Kasargod, 671533, Vinayan V.K , District
Environmental Samithi, Parappa, Kasargod

&
Judgement in WP(C) No. 1574512020(P) dated 18.08.2020 filed
bylCP.Balakrishnan, Kanathil Parambil, Moolakayam, Parappa, Kasargod,

Prarnod.K, Parappa, Kasargod, sudhakaran.M, Edavil veedu, parappa,

Kasargod and U.V.Mohammed Kunhi, Valappil Kammadath, Parappa,

Kasargod (|992|EC2I2020/SEIAA)

Decision: As per the direction of 121't SEIAA, the Committee heard the proponent Sri. Narayanan

& EIA coordinator, Jomon M C, IWs Environmental Engineers and Consultants Pvt Ltd. l'he

Committee decided to direct the Project Proponent to submit a hearing note within a week
The Committee observed that many of the observations made in the 132"d meeting of SEAC have

not been complied with properly. It is observed that the project proponent has not provided the

acoustic enclosures to reduce the noise pollution, and corrected the height of the bench to 5m as

directed earlier. The biodiversity study has to be done as envisaged in the direction of the SEAC

earlier. Besides, the geological investigation regarding the soil piping possibility in the area has to

be done by a specialist in the field. As requested by the project proponent the Committee decided

to give one more month to comply with all the observations of the Committee and submit
compliance report.
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6. Report on the water requirement source of water, source sustainability and source

maintenance

7. Proposed sanitation and waste management measures

8. Proposed energy conservation measures.

9. Impact of vibmtion due to blasting as there many built structures in the vicinity of the

proposed site

The Committee also observed that the depth of mining need to be limited to 90m above MSL and a

buffer of 50m need to be maintained between the project boundary and crusher. The Committee also

observed the desirability of providing temporary barriers at the boundary encountering the houses

within a distance of l00m and usage of mats while blasting to reduce the noise level.

6. SIA/KL/MIN I 422595 I 2023, 2017 I A2l20 I 8/SEIAA

Appllcation lbr Envlronrnental Clearance t'or the quarry proJect of Srt.Najeebalt

M.K for an a,re^ of 1.E227 IIa at Sy.No.85 pt in Pulamanthole Village,

Perinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram

Decision: The Committee decided to adhere to its decision taken in the l38th SEAC meeting to

recommend the item with the conditions stipulated therein.

CONSIDERATION/RECONSIDERATION OF EI\WIRONMENTAI}

CLEARANCE(Extension/Amen dment/Corrisendum)

1. SIA/KL/Mftt I 1629 64 I 2020, 125 I SETANKL I 233 5 I 2013

Renewal / Extension of Environment Clearance for the Building Stone Mine (Minor
Mineral Mining ) project of lWs Valluvanad Granites is situated at Survey Nos. 2/2

& 512 in Village - Lakkidi-Perrur lst, Panchayat - Lakkidi-Perrur, Taluk
Ottapalam, District - Palakad, Kerala in an area of 4.8120 hectares. (Field

Inspection Report received)

Decision: The Committee examined the proposal and discussed the field inspection report. The

Committee observed that the area proposed for mining includes old working. Benches developed

are partial. When quarrying is progressing ultimate care should be taken for rectifying this mistake

and maintain proper benching. Haulage road should be maintained properly. Develop channel way

ury-

hilttdoRE*
in thet above case.

?hrs rs lhe true copy
marked
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MINUTES OF THE L27th MEETING OF THE STATE LEVEL
EI\I-YIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY

(SEIAA) KERALA, IIELD ON 30th and 31st May 2029

Phvsical Files

Minutes of the 126th meeting of SEIAA hetd on 22"d Lpril2023

Noted

Present:

1. Dr. H. Nagesh Prabhu IFS (Retd), Chairman, SEIAA, Kerala

2. Sri. K. Krishna Panicker, Member, SEIAA

3. Dr. V. Venu IAS, Member Secretary, SEIAA

The l27h meeting of the SEIAA, Kerala was held on 30ft and 31't May 2023 at the

Conference Hall, SEIAA, Kerala, Thiruvananthapwam in hybrid mode. The meeting started

at 10.30 AM on 30th May 2023.Dr. H. Nagesh Prabhu, Chairman, SEIAA Kerala chaired the

meeting. Dr. Venu V. IAS, Member Secrecary, SEIAA and Sri. K. Krishna Panicker, Expert

Member, SEIAA attended the meeting. The Authority considered the agenda for the l27th

meeting and took the following decisions:

Item No.l27.0l

Item No.l27.02 Action Taken Report on 125ft &126th meeting of SEIAA held on
28ih & 29th March 2023 and l26th mccting of SEIAA hcld on 22,d
April2023

Noted
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ll. A berm should be leftfrom the boundary of adjoiningfield having awidth equal to at

least hal"f the depth of proposed excavation

l2.A minimum distance of 50m from any civil structure should be kept from the

periphery ofthe project qrea

I3. No water logging should be allowed in the nine pit. Appropriate drainage should be

ensuredfrom the project area prior to the comn',encetnent of mining.

14. The drain should be provided with silt traps and siltation pond and the overJlow

water should be clarified and drained to the nearest natural drain without any

hindrance.

15. The drainage system should be cleaned and desilted periodically to facilitate

unhindered drainage.

16. Measures incorporated in the CER should be implemented as per noruns

lT.Transportation of mined material should not be done during the peak hours in the

forenoon (8.00am to l0.00am) and afternoon (3.30pm to 5 pm).

18.As per OM no F.No.22-65/2017-IA.III dated 30th September 2020, under Corporate

Environmental Responsibility (CER) the Project Proponent should implement the

Environment Management Plan (EMP)/CER as directed by SEAC during appraisal,

covering the issues to address the environmental problems in the project region, from

the beginning of the project, indicating both physical andfinancial targets year wise.

The EMP/CER shall be implentented in consultation with Local Self Govt.

Institutions. A copy of the approved EMP/CER shall be made available to the

concerned Panchayat for information and implementation support. The indicated cost

for implementation of CER activities shall be 2% of the project cost.

19. As per the directions contained in the OM F.No.22-34/2018-IA.III dated l6'h January

2020 issued by MoEF&CC, in obedience to the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court the Project Proponent shall, undertake re-grassing the mining area and any

other area which may have been disturbed due to his mining activities ond restore the

land to a condition which is fit for growth offodder, flora, fauna etc. The compliance

of this direction shall be included in the Half Yearly Compliance Report which will be

monitored by SEAC at regular interttals.

20. The violation of EC condition may lead to cancellation of EC and action under The

Environment (Protection) Act I 986.

Application for Environmental Clearance for the quarry project

52
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for an area of 1.8227 IIa at Sy. No. 85 pt in Pulamanthole Village,
Perinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram - Judgment of Hon,ble High
Court of Kerala in WP(C) No.41905/2017
(SIA/IC/IVIIN I 42259512023 ; 2017 I A2/2018/SEIAA)

Application for Environmental Clearance was submitted to DEIAA Malappuram by

Shri. Najeeb Ali M.K for the granite stone building stone quarry project for an area of 1.8227

Ha in Sy. No. 85pt, Pulamanthole Village, Psrinthalmanna Taluk, Malappuram.

Shri. Shoukath Ali frled \VP(C) No.41905/2017 (K) in which the Hon'ble High Court

of Kerala in its Judgment dated 11.04.2018 directed SEIAA to consider the application and

pass orders therein and to submit a copy before the Hon'ble Court within 3 months fiom the

date of receipt of files receiving from DEIAA. The DEIAA, Malappuram forwarded the

whole file to SEIAA. As per the direction of 112ft meeting of sEIAA, order

dated.03. 1 I .2021 was issued in compliance to the judgment dated. 1 I .M.201 8 of the Hon'ble

High Court.

The Authority perused the proposal and noted the decisions of various SEAC

meetings held on different dates. Authority noted that the SEAC had appraised the proposal

based on Form 2, Pre-Feasibility Report, EIA Report, Mining plan, additional

details/documents obtained fi'orn the Project Proponent during appraisal, and the Field

Inspection Report. As per the approved mining plan mine life is 12 years. After the due

appraisal, the SEAC in its 138ft meeting recommended EC for a Project Life of 12 years with

certain Specific Conditions in addition to the General Conditions.

The Authority noted that for the sustainable management of quarry operations, the

approved rnining plan is revised every five years till the project life of mine as per KMMC

Rules, incorporating scheme of activities to be carried out for the next 5 years. Authorify is of
the opinion that it is essential to match these procedures and time lines followed in the

department of Mining and Geology with the tirne lines ECs issued for the sustainable

managernent of quarry operations and protection of environment in the project region.

The Authority decided to issue Environmental Clearance initially for a period of
5 years, for the quantity mentioned in the approved mining plan, and then to extend the

EC period to cover the project life of 12 years, from the date of execution of mlne lease /

permitn subject to the review by SEAC at the end of five years, to verify whether the

Proiect Proponent has violated any of the EC conditions and thereby caused any

damage to the Environment in the project region.
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The EC is subject to General Conditions and the following Additional Specific

Conditions.

1. The Proiect Proponent shall carry out quarrying as per the approved Mining Plan

and the Specific Conditions mentioned hereafter. The Project Proponent should

strictly follow the Kerala Minor Mineral Concession Rules 2015 and amendments

thereby.

2. The EC shall be validfrom the date of uecution of permit/leasefrom the Departrnent

of Mining and Geologt. The copy of the lease order should be provided to the SEIAA

before commencing the mining activity.

3. The EC issued will be subject to a review by SEAC aJier 5 years through Jield
verification to ensure that mining is carried out sustainably as per the EC conditions-

4. A temporary wall on the southern side of the proposed quarry should be set up to

prevent any impact on the houses located on the southern side

J. Compensatory alJbrestation plan should be implemented Jiom the Ist year itselJ'

and the geo-coordinates and geo-tagged photographs ofthe proposed site should

be submitted in HYCR.

6. Drainage system incorporating garland canal, silt traps, siltation pond and outJlow

channel connecting to the nearest natural drain should be provided prior to the

commencement of mining-

7- Garland drain, silt-traps, siltatiott ponds and outtlow channel should be desilted

periodically and geo-tagged photographs ofthe process should be included in the

HYCR.

8. Impact of vibration due to blasting on the nearest houses and built structures

should be monitored in terms of peak particle velocity and amplitude for maximum

charge per delay and included in the Half Yearly Compliance Report.

9. CER Plan should be implemented within the Jirst 2 Years and it should be operated

and maintained till the mine closure plan is implemented

10. Transportation of mined mateial should not be done during the peak hours in the

forenoon (8.00am to l0.00am) and afternoon (3.j0pm to 5 pm).

I I. The haulage road should be widened and developed prior to the commencement oJ'

mining and it should be maintainedwell and dust-free with spinkling arranganent.

12. Adequate sanitation, waste management and rest room facilities should be

provided to the workers.

13. The mitigation measures recommended in the EMP should be strictly implemented.
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14. The Environment Management Cell (EMC) should include an Environment expert

and the proceedings oJ'the monthly meeting oJ'the Environment Management Cell

(EMC) should be submitted alongwith the HYCR.

15.If the abandoned Etarry located near to the site belong to project proponent,

he/she shall carry out final closure plan within 6 months as per the opproved mine

closure plan and submit the progress of the closure activities along with the HYCR.

16. As the proiect site is located in an abandoned quarry the possible and releyantfinal

mine closure activities as per the previous approved mining plan shall be carried out

and the activities so carried out shall be mentioned in the half yearly completion

report.

17. Adequate energ) conservation measures proposed should be implemented including

solar power installations for street lights and office. At least, 40o% of the energ)l

requirement of the project should be metfrom the solar power.

18. Adequate Jacilities slrould be adopted to harvest the rainwster as per the guidelines

issued by the Centrql Groundwater Authority

19- Blasting mats should be used ilu'ing rock blasting to conlain the blast, prevent fly
roclrs and suppress dust.

20. As per OM no F.No.22-65/2017-IA.Iil dated 3dh Seprember 2020, uncler Corporate

Environmental Responsibility (CER) the Project Proponent should implement the

Environment Management Plan (EMP)/CER as directed by SEAC during appraisal,

covering the issues to address the environmenlal problems in the project region, li,om
the beginning oJ the project, itdicating both physical and Jinancial targets year wise.

The EMP/CER shall be implemented in consultation with Local Self Govt.

Institutions. A copy of the approved EMP/CER shall be made available to the

concerned Pqnchayatfor information and implementation support. The indicated cost

Jbr implementation of CER activities shall be 2?6 oJ'the project cost.

2 1 . In the wake of occurrence of large scale landslides in the state, as per the information

provided by the Department of Minirug & Geology, it is directed lo use only NONEL

Qtlon Electrical) technologt for blasting to reduce the vibration of the ground, which

is one oJ'the causative Jbctors that tiggers landslides, Jbrmation oJ'cracla in the

surrounding buildings and disturbance to human andwildlife.

22. As per the directions contained in the OM F.No.22-34/2018-IA.III dqted l6'h January

2020 issued by MoEF&CC, in obedience to the directions of the Hon'ble Supreme

Court the Project Proponenl shull, undertake re-grassing the mining area and any
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other area which may have been disturbed due to his mining activities and restore lhe

land to a condition which is Jit Jbr growth oJ'Jbdder, Jlora, J'auna etc. The compliance

of this direction shall be included in the Half Yearly Compliance Report which will be

monitored by SEAC at regular intervals.

23. The violation of EC condition may lead to cancellation of EC and action under The

Etyironment (Protection) Act I 986.

Item No.l3 Environmental Clearance for quarry project by M/s Sree Dhanya
Metals at Survey Nos. 26911, 269 11-1, 269 13, 269 1 4, 2691 5, 269 15-1,

26916, 26918, 269t9-1, 26glt7-t,26glt7-2, 27016, 21017-1, 2701E-1,

27018-2, 270t9, 27On0, 270m-1, 270n1-2, 272ltt, 272n2, 272n3,
27 2 I 21, 27 2 I l4-1, 27 3 I I -2 in Pallichal Villa ge, Neyyattin kara Talu k,
Thiruvananthapuram
SIA/KL/MIN t1 0t 64t20r 9, I 393/EC2t20t9 tSEtAA

Sri. Chandrababu G., Managing Partner, M/s Sreedhanya Metals S/o Gangadharan

570/1, Sreedhanya, Sasthamangalam, Thiruvananthapuram submitted an application for

Environmental Clearance via PARIVESH for quarry project at Survey Nos. 26911, 26911-1.

26913, 269/4, 26915, 26915-t, 26916, 269lg, 269lg-1, 26glt7-1, 269lr7-2, 270/6, 27017-t,

27018-t, 27019-2, 2',7019, 270110, 270ltt-1, 270ltt-2, 272ltt, 272112, 272113, 27212t,

272/14-1,273/l-2 in Pallichal Village, Neyyattinkara Taluk, Thiruvananthapuram.

The Authority perused the proposal and noted the decisions of various SEAC

meetings held on different dates. Authority noted that the SEAC had appraised the proposal

based on Form 2, Pre-Feasibility Report, EIA Report, Mining Plan, additional

details/documents obtained from the Project Proponent during appraisal, and the Field

Inspection Report. As per the approved mining plan mine life is 10 years. After the due

appraisal, the SEAC in its 141't meeting recommended EC for a Project Life of 10 years with

certain Specific Conditions in addition to the General Conditions.

The Authority noted that for the sustainable management of quarry operations, the

approlrcd mining plan is rcviscd cvcry fivc ycars till thc projcct lifc of minc as pcr KMMC

Rules, incorporating scheme of activities to be carried out for the next 5 years. Authority is of

the opinion that it is essential to match these procedures and time lines followed in the

department of Mining and Geology with the time lines ECs issued for the sustainable

rnanagement of quarry operations and protection of environment in the project region.

rhrs is the true coPY o

marked as EXHIBITi

u(t)+

A
in thet above case.
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERAI.A AT ERNAKULAM

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE MRS. JUSTICE ANU SIVARAMAN

MONDAY, THE 14rH Oay OF FEBRUARY 2022 / 25TH TLAGHA, Lg43

wP (c) No. 2855 0F 2022

PETITIONER:

K. SADANANDAN
AGED 64 YtrARS
AMBADIYIL NEW BUNGLOW,
PANNTVTZHA/ ADOOR P.O.,
PATHANAMTHITTA.

BY ADVS.
ENOCH DAVID S]MON JOEL
LEO LUKOSE
SUZANNE KURIAN
CIMIL CHERIAN KOTTALIL
S. SREEDEV
RONY JOSE

RESPONDENTS:

1 UNION OF ]NDIA
REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY,
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND FORESTS,
]NDIRA PARYAVARANBHAWAN,
JORBAGH ROAD, NEW DELHI-110003

2 THE STATE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY
K.S.R.T.C BUS TERM]NAL COMPLEX,
4THELOOR, THAMPANOOR,
TH]RUVANANTHAPURAM _ 695001.
REPRESENTED BY ITS MEMBER SECRETARY

3 THE STATE LEVEL EXPERT APPRAISAL COMMITTEE
K.S.R.T.C BUS TERMINAL COMPLEX,
4THFLOOR, THAMPANOOR,
THIRUVANANTHAPURAM _ 695 OO1.
REPRESENTED BY ITS CHAIRMAN

4 THE DIRECTOR OF MINING AND GEOLOGY
D]RECTORATE OF MIN]NG AND GEOLOGY,
KESAVADASAPURAM, PATTOM PALACE P. O.,
TH]RUVANANTHAPURAM - 6950 O 4

BY SMT. VINITHA B., SENIOR GOVERNMENT PLEADER

TH]S WRIT PETITION (CIV]L) HAVING COME UP EOR ADMTSSION ON

14.02.2022, THE COURT ON THE SAME DAy DELIVERED THE FOLLOWING:
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JUDGMENT
Dated this the 14tn day of February, 2022

This writ petition is filed seeking the following

relief :

'i)Issue a writ of mandamus or other

appropriate writ order or direction directing

the 7't respondent to process the

application for environmental clearance

submitted by the petitioner , off the basis

of Ext.P6 District Survey Report, without

insisting for a District Survey Report in

terms of Ext.PB Notification, as

expeditiously as possible, at any rate,

within a period of 3 weeks."

2. Heard the learned counsel for the petitioner

and the learned CGC appearing for the 1't respondent as

well as learned Standing Counsel appearing for

respondents 2 and 3 and the learned Government

Pleader.

3. It is submitted by the learned counsel for the

petitioner that the znd respondent authority has not

been reconstituted yet and therefore the application

submitted by the petitioner has to be considered by the

1't respondent. It is further submitted that the
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Geologist has certified that as far as the State of Kerala

is concerned, the valid DSR is the one published in the

year 2076 by the Department of Mining and Geology,

Government of Kerala and that no further changes have

been made to the DSR 2076 by the Department

thereafter. It is therefore contended that the

application has to be considered on the basis of the DSR

2016 issued by the Department of Mining and Geology,

Government of Kerala.

4. The learned CGC submits on instructions that

in similar cases, the applications submitted by the

petitioners were directed to be considered and steps

were taken to comply with the judgment of this Court in

W.P.(C) No.22773 of 202t.

In the above view of the matter, this writ

petition is also disposed of, directing the appropriate

authority under the 1't respondent to consider and pass

orders on the application submitted by the petitioner for

Environmental Clearance on the basis of DSR 2016

issued by the Department of Mining and Geology,

vry 
ffi#

2022:KER:7143
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Government of Kerala, which has been certifled to

confirm with Notification No.S.O.3611(E) dated

25.07.2018. Appropriate steps shall be taken within a

period of one month from the date of receipt of a copy

of this judgment.

This writ petition is ordered accordingly.

sd/ -
ANU SIVARAMAN

JUDGE
ssK/74/02
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PETITIONER'S EXHTBITS :

Exhibit P1

Exhibit P2

Exhibit P3

Exhibit P4

Exhibit P5

Exhibit P5

Exhibit P7

Exhibit P8

Exhibit P9

FESPONDENTS I EXHIBTTS: NIL

SSK

TRUE COPY OE THE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE
CERTIE]CATE NO. 58 DTD. 10.08.2015 WITH
FrLE NO. 200/ SEIAA/EC4/86/2014 TSSUED By
THE 2ND RESPONDENT
TRUE COPY OF THE LETTER DATED 05.01 .202I
ISSUED BY THE GEOLOGIST, PATHANAMTH]TTA
ALONG WITH THE ABSTRACT OF THE APPROVED
SCHEME OF MINING
TRUE COPY OE THE LETTER DATED 74.09.2027
SUBMITTED BY THE PET]TIONER BEFORE THE
2ND RESPONDENT
TRUE COPY OF THE LETTER DATED 20.l-0.202I
ALONG WITH THE MONITORING REPORT ISSUtrD
BY THE REGIONAL OEF'ICE, BANGALORE OF THE
1ST RESPONDENT
TRUE COPY OE THE ABSTRACT OF THE M]NUTES
OF THE 42ND MEET]NG OF THE EAC (NON_COAL
MINING) OF THE 1ST RESPONDENT HELD DURING
30TH OF NOVEMBER TO 3RD DECEMBER, 2927
TRUE COPY OF THE ABSTRACT OF THE D]STR]CT
SURVEY REPORT EOR PATHANAMTH]TTA DTSTRICT
PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OE MINING AND
GEOLOGY OF THE STATE OF KERALA
TRUE COPY OF THE NOTIFICATION DATED
15.01.2016 BEARTNG NO. S. O. 141 (E) TSSUED
BY THE 1ST RESPONDENT
TRUE COPY OF THE NOT]F]CAT]ON DATED
25.01 .201BBEARING NO. S.O. 3511 (E) TSSUED
BY THE 1ST RESPONDENT
TRUE COPY OF THE CERTIFICATE DTD.
09.12.2021 ]SSUED BY THE GEOLOGTST,
PATHANAMTHITTA

PA TO JUDGE

, hrs ts the true coPV

marked as EXi'iBi i

,trf,'hfi9Oote
in lhe aoove case'
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT ERNAKULAM

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE MR.JUSTICE VIJU ABRAHAM

Thursday, the 11'h day of January 2024 / 2Lst pousha, 1945
wP(c) N0. LtzL OF 2924

PETITIONER:

M/S B&B GRANITES, HOUSE NO.1I./384, VATTAI, KUNDUKAD P O,

THEKKUMKARA, THRISSUR-KERALA REPRESENTED BY ITS MANAGING PARTNER,

PIN - 680028

RESPONDENTS:

I.. STATE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY_SEIAA KERALA, 4 TH

FLOOR, KSRTC BUS TERMINAL BUILDING, THAI,IPANOOR,

TRIVANDRUI4,REPRESENTED BY ITS MEI'{BER SECRETARY, PIN . 695001
2. STATE OF KERALA, REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF

INDUSTRIES, SECRETARIAT, THIRUVANANTHAPURAM, PIN.695OOI.
3. THE DISTRICT GEOLOGIST, HINING & GEOLOGY DEPARTMENT, CHEMBUKKAV,

THRISSUR, PIN - 68OO2O

4. UNION OF INDIA, MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST AND CLIMATE CHANGE,

INDIRA PARYAVARAN BHAVAN, JORBAGH ROAD, NEW DELHI, REPRESENTED BY

ITS DIRECTOR, PIN. I.].0993
5. T A SHANMUGHADAS, S/O ANDIKUTTY, THANDASSERY (H), POST POOMALA,

THEKKUMKARA VILLAGE, THRISSUR, PIl,l- 680581

Writ Petition (Civit) praying inter alia that in the circumstances
stated in the affidavit fited along with the WP(C) the High Court be
pteased to issue a direction restraining the respondents from taking any
coercive steps against the Environmental Ctearance of the petitioner, for
want of comptiance of DSR 2018 in terms of S.0.No.36L1(E) and for retiance
on the DSR prepared in terms of S.0.141(E), titt the disposat of the above
Writ Petition.

This petition coming on for orders upon perusing the petition and
the affidavit fited in support of WP(C) and upon hearing the arguments of
n/S . PHILIP J . VETTICKATTU, NEENU BERNATH 6. SAJU S . DOll,llNIC, Advocates f or
the petitioner, the court passed the fotlowing:

Ayu*rr^r,z R5G,
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Admit.

2. Learned standing counsel

Govt. Pleader takes notice for

Solicitor General takes notice

respondent by speed post.

3. Petitioner submits that in similar matters this Court has interfered

and has granted interim order as is evident from Ext.P9.

There will be an interim direction restraining the respondents from

taking any coercive steps against the environmental clearance of the

petitioner, for want of compliance of DSR 2018 and for reliance on DSR

2016 pending further orders in this writ petition.

Post along with connected case.

sd/-
VIJU ABRAHAM

JUDGE

fttwvt^'tcRb(Lg
-.------/-

VIJU ABRAHAM, J.

W.P (C) No.1121 of 2024

Dated this the 1 1th day of January, 2024

ORDER

takes notice for 1't respondent. Learned

respondents 2 and 3. Learned Deputy

for 4th respondent. lssue notice to sth

cks
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT ERNAKULAH

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE DR. JUSTICE KAUSER EDAPPAGATH

Tuesday, the 6.h day of August 2OZ4 / 15th Sravana , Lg46
wP(c) N0. 27528 0F 2024

PETITIONER:

NAJEEB ALI, AGED 4]. YEARS, S/0. HASSAINAR, MANNENGAL KANNAMTHODT,
PULAMANTHOLE, HALAPPURAM, PIN . 679323

RESPONDENTS:

1. STATE ENVIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY - SEIAA KERALA 4 TH
FLOOR, KSRTC BUS TERMINAL BUILDING, THAMPANOOR, TRIVANDRUM
-REPRESENTED BY ITS MEMBER SECRETARY, PIN . 695001

2. STATE OF KERALA REPRESENTED BY THE SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF
TNDUSTRIES, SECRETARIAT, THIRUVANANTHAPURAM, PIN . 6950013. THE DISTRICT GEOLOGIST MTNING & GEOLOGY DEPARTMENT, DTSTRTCT OFFICE,
MALAPPURAH, MINI CIVIL STATION, MANJERI, PTN . 6765L7

4. SHOUKATHALI S/O.MUHAMMED ALT C., CHARALIL HOUSE, NORTH PALOOR,
PULAMANTHOLE P.0., MALAPPURAM DISTRICT, KERALA, PIN . 6793235. UNION OF INDIA MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST AND CLIMATE CHANGE,
INDIRA PARYAVARAN BHAVAT'I , J*?.frA6*"' T,T)P"N, T'JEW DELHI - REPRESENTED BY
ITS DTRECTOR, PIN . LLOggS

writ petition (civitl prayinq inter aLLa that in the circumstancesstated in the af fidavit f ited aTang vtt,th the Wp(C) the High Court bepleased to issue a direction r*strainifi{1 t-h* respondents from taking anycoercive steps against the envirarrn*nta1, (.'tsztance of the petitioner, forwant of comptiance of dsr 20L& itr ?.q*rm.5 af s.o.no.361L(e) or for reriance
on the dsr prepared in terms of s.o.14L(e), titt the disposat of the abovewrit petition.

This petition coming on for orders upon perusing the petition andthe affidavit fited in support of }'JP(c) and upon hearing the arguments ofN/5. PHILIP J.VETTICKATTU, NEENU BERNATH & SAJU S. DOMINIC, AdVOCAtCS fOTthe petitioner, the court passed the fotlowing:

1/3
Nwurrrl?u @

Order Date : O6-08-2O24
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2/3 Order Date : O6-O8-2O24

DR. KAUSER EDAPPAGATH, J.

W.P.(C) No.27528 of 2024

Dated this the 6th day of August, 2024

ORDER

Admit. Sri.M.P.Sreekrishnan, the learned Standing Counsel takes

notice for the respondent No.1. The learned Government Pleader takes notice

for respondent Nos. 2 and 3. Issue notice to the respondent No.4. The learned

DSGI takes notice for the respondeni No 5.

2. Post on 0910912{}24 alon-e rvirh W.P.(C) No.5902/2023 and

connected cases.

In the meanwhile, thcre will br arz interim direction restraining the

respondents from taking any coercive steps against the Enviornmental

Clearance of the petitioner, for want of compliance of DSR 2018 and for

reliance on DSR 2016, pending further orders in this writ petition.

sd/-
DR. KAUSER EDAPPAGATH

JUDGE
APA



68
wF(C) No.27528/2024 3/3

Exhibit PI

Exhibit P2

Exhibit P3

Exhibit P4

Exhibit P5

Exhibit P6

Exhibit P7

Exhibit P8

Exhibit P9

Exhibit P10

Exhibit Pll

Exhibit P12

APPENDIX OF WP(C) 2752812024

TRUE COPY OF THE RELEVANT PAGES OF ENVIRONHENTAL
CLEARANCE DATED OL/07 /2023 ISSUED TO THE PETITIONER

TRUE COPY OF THE RELEVANT PAGES OF THE QUARRYING LEASE
DATED 05/06/2924 EXECUTED BY THE GEOLOGIST, MALAPPURAM

TRUE COPY OF THE MOVEMENT PERMIT ISSUED BY THE
GEOLOGIST, MALAPPURAM DATED O9/07 /2024
TRUE COPY OF THE APPEAL NO.43/2024 FILED BY THE PARTY
RESPONDENT HEREIN BEFORE NGT (SZ) SANS ITS EXHIBITS,
TRUE COPY OF THE NOTIFICATION BEARING S.0.N0.141(E),
DATED 15.1. 20L6,
TRUE COPY OF THE RELEVANT PAGES OF THE DISTRICT SURVEY
REPORT OF MINOR MINERALS, MALAPPURAM DISTRICT PREPARED
BY DEPARTMENT OF MINING AND GEOLOGY ON NOVEMBER 20I.6
TRUE CoPY 0F S.0.3611(E), DATED 25-7-20L8
TRUE COPY OF THE CERTIFICATE DATED L4/02/2022 ISSUED BY
THE DISTRICT GEOLOGIST MALAPPURAM TO THE EFFECT THAT NO

DSR WAS PREPARED AFTER 20].6 DSR

TRUE COPY OF THE JUDGI4ENT DATED L4-2.2022 IN
w.P.(c)N0.2856/2022 PASSED By THIS HoN',BLE CoURT

TRUE COPY OF THE JUDGMENT DATED L4-2-2022 IN W.P. (C)
NO.4866/2022
TRUE COPY OF THE INTERII-/I ORDER PASSED BY THIS HON'BLE
couRT IN W.p.C N0.5902/2023 DATED 2L/02/2023
TRUE COPY OF THE INTERIM ORDER PASSED BY THIS HON'BLE
couRT IN W.p.C N0.tL2L/2024 DATED 7L/0L/2024

ANNEXURE
in thet above case.
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