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REPLY AFFIDAVIT TO MOEF REPORT DT. 20.08.2024 ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT 

NO.3 (TSIIC) 

I, K. Shyam Sunder S/o K. Rama Krishna aged 60 working as chief engineer in 

Telangana State Industrial Infrastructure Corporation Limited, having its Office at 

Basheerbhagh, Hyderabad do hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state on oath as 

follows:  

I am working as a Chief Engineer in TSIIC and I am authorized to depose on behalf 

of Respondent No.3 herein to file this Counter Affidavit.  

I have read and understood the contents of the Report filed by MOEF dt. 20.08.2024 

and would like to present a reply as hereunder:  

1. It is submitted that paras 1 to 5 are borne by fact as such do not need a specific 

reply. 

 

2. It is submitted that in reply topoint (iv) in para 6 under the title “observations”, 

it has been stated that since the Notification issued for Mulugu is intended for 

Special Food Processing Zone (SFPZ) and the Environmental Clearance 

obtained for the project at Wargal is of Special Food Processing Zone, both 

projects are being considered as a single project. This statement is incorrect. 

Both the projects are different and distinct, and the acquisition is for different 

and distinct purposes. 

 

3. It is submitted that in fact, the Project Proponent had issued a notification dt. 

28.01.2020 for setting up Industrial Park. In furtherance of the same, the 

Project Proponent addressed a letter along with Form 1 to the State 

Environmental Impact Assessment Authority (SEIAA) to present the project 

before the appraising committee under Category 7(c) (Industrial estates/ parks/ 

complexes/ areas, export processing Zones (EPZs), Special Economic Zones 

(SEZs), Biotech Parks, Leather Complexes) of the EIA Notification, 2006. The 

letter is attached as (ANNEXURE 1) 

4. It is submitted that although the project proponent intends to set up an 

industrial park at Wargal, however, after due consideration by SEAC and 

SEIAA, the project proponent was directed to file for Environmental 

Clearance under Category 8(b).On 26-02-2022, SEAC (State Expert Appraisal 

Committee) directed the project proponent to prepare an EIA report as per the 

Terms of Reference. Attached herewith is the minutes of the 152 meeting of 

SEAC (agenda 13) (ANNEXURE 2) 

 

5. It is submitted that, further in the 152nd Meeting of SEIAA, (State Level 

Environment Impact Assessment Authority) held on 28-03-2022 it was noted 

that the list of projects proposed in the Food processing Park do not fall either 



3 
 

 
 

in Category A or Category B of EIA notification. Attached herewith are the 

minutes (at agenda 19) (ANNEXURE 3).  

 

6. It is humbly submitted that as directed by the SEAC in the 157th meeting held 

by the Expert Appraisal Authority, dt. 06-04-2022, the project proponent 

submitted an undertaking on 02-06-2022that no Category A or B buildings 

would be set up in the project. Attached herewith are the minutes of the 

meeting (agenda 8) (ANNEXURE 4) and undertaking letter (ANNEXURE 

5). 

 

7. It is submitted that after all the procedure undertaken as narrated in the above 

paragraphs, and an undertaking by the project proponent on 02-06-2022, 

SEAC concluded that the project should be appraised under Category 8(b) 

(Townships and Area Development projects)on 22-07-2022. And it is clear 

that the project proponent originally intended to set up an industrial park at 

Wargal, but in view of directions by SEAC and SEIAA, the project proponent 

has obtained Environmental Clearance under Category 8(b) (Township and 

area development). 

 

8. It is humbly submitted that, the project proponent at this juncture would like to 

appraise the Court, that merely because both the land masses were acquired by 

the project proponent herein, are adjacent to each other, both projects cannot 

be considered as one project. In respect of the same the following propositions 

are enumerated:  

 

 

i) ‘cumulative assessment’ does not mean the assessment of all 

development activities going on in the region, but only cumulative 

assessment of the project and all its functional components. 

In furtherance of the same, reliance is placed on the Supreme Court Judgement; 

Rajeev Suri vs. Delhi Development Authority & Ors. reported in [2021] 15 SCR 283 

at pg. 337 at para 348 

“In an examination of this nature, the foremost requirement is to identify the precise 

expanse of a project. For this purpose, the first source is the information supplied by 

the project proponent in Form I as it expressly requires information on any 

interlinked projects. Upon the receipt of that information, it falls upon the EAC to 

check and scrutinize whether there is more to the project which has been left out of 

its scrutiny. This latter scrutiny is dependent upon the nature of the project as it 

would involve collective consideration of all operational aspects of a project. It does 

not mean connecting independent projects upon a subjective notion that it is 

necessary to do so for a collective appraisal merely because such projects fall in the 
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same region. The word ‘cumulative’ is to be read in conjunction with the word 

‘project’ and idea behind examination of cumulative impact is to assess the impact of 

the project including all its functional components, and not of all development 

activities going on in a region.” 

 

ii) As per the EIA notification, 2006, an EC is to be obtained only 

before the actual commencement of work. 

It is submitted that no actual commencement of work has taken place at Mulugu. 

Neither have any funds been raised for the project, nor have any tenders been 

allotted. The differences relating to functionality, budgeting, timelines and purpose 

are glaring and substantial. The project proponent has merely acquired the land to set 

up a project in the future. As per the EIA notification, 2006, an EC is to be obtained 

only before the actual commencement of work and not before that. In furtherance of 

this argument, the Project proponent herein relies on the Rajesh Suri judgement at 

para 349 and 350 as under:  

“349. In the light of 2006 Notification read with Office Memorandum dated 

7.10.2014 issued by MoEF, it is settled that environmental clearance is always site 

specific and is required to be obtained only before the actual commencement of work 

on the project and not before that. Thus, there is no sound basis for the argument 

that the Central Secretariat project must be assessed with the Parliament project. 

For, the stage of commencement of work in respect of the former Project has not 

reached yet and indisputably the same will be on a different site altogether. 

350. Once the project proponent frames a conscious timeline of completion of 

various projects which broadly fall under the umbrella of a common vision for the 

region, the same cannot be disturbed on the notion that the whole vision should go 

through the regulatory compliances at once. That would defeat the whole purpose 

of advance planning of a development activity. Planning involves in-depth 

consideration of a wide range of concerns including regulatory requirements. The 

decision to attribute different timelines and purposes to different projects is a domain 

of planning and the Court cannot readily attribute the label of mala fides to such 

informed decision until and unless there is a clear attempt to evade the requirements 

of law.” 

As held above, merely because the project proponent had framed a conscious 

timeline for the completion of various projects, the same cannot be disturbed by the 

notion that the whole vision should go through regulatory compliance at once. 

 

iii) A project can only be termed inter-related and integrated when 

neither of the project can function independently without the other. 

It is reiterated that the projects are not multi-sectorial. Reliance is placed on para 351 

and 352 of the Rajesh Suri judgment in furtherance of this claim: 

“The words “integrated” and “inter-linked” offer guidance on this count. Any two 

activities/projects could be said to be integrated or inter-linked when they are 
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functionally connected in the manner that operability of one is intrinsically 

dependent on the operability of another. It is a scientific and functional connection, 

not a hypothetical or theoretical connection. The above discussion on cumulative 

impact supplements this position. In Dictionary of Environment & Ecology366, the 

approach of integrated pollution control is defined as one which takes into account 

all inputs and outputs from “a process”. It signifies that the strategy ought to be to 

regulate and monitor the effects of the process in question and the process which is 

“actually going on”. For, the real concern must be to regulate an ongoing process by 

mitigating its effects, if any, and not to anticipate effects of those processes which are 

not ongoing at the moment but are merely future processes. Such cannot be the 

import of cumulative assessment……… The aforesaid definition provides that 

functionality is the core element in deciding what comprises of a building system. 

Thus, different components which are not only separated by area but also do not 

depend upon each other for functional needs cannot be treated as a part of one 

building system. This is corroborative of the legal position exposited above in the 

discussion.” 

 

iv) Lastly, it is submitted that merely because the project proponent 

has acquired both the lands, it cannot be said that the projects are 

the same.  

Reliance is placed on para 352 of the Rajesh Suri judgment: 

“The question here is whether a common builder/developer undertaking construction 

work on ten different plots totalling upto thousand acres scattered in different areas 

of a region/state/country and not adjoining or contiguous could be subjected to the 

rigours of cumulative assessment equivalent to an integrated project merely because 

the total area across which the projects are spread, when added up, turns out to be 

beyond permissible limits warranting such assessment. That is not the dispensation 

prescribed by law as of now. In our considered opinion, this interpretation would be 

counter-productive to the very idea of sustainable development. To be considered as 

integrated, the plots must involve multi-sectoral components in close proximity if not 

contiguous and fulfil other specifications under the notification.” 

 

9. In reply to sub-para (vi) of para 6 in the report under the title ‘Observations’ 

the project proponent herein submits that the project proponent had submitted 

documentary evidence in the form of a letter addressed by the District 

Collector, which is conclusive proof that the project proponent is not in 

possession of the land meant for schools, high-tension wirelines, main roads, 

irrigation canals, sports areas, temples, village habitation etc.  

10. It is humbly submitted that the subject report is based on a requisition 

proposals and the same is contrary to the acquisition undertaken in favour of 

the project proponent. Mere requisition do not automatically make the project 

proponent the owner of the entire proposed land without acquiring and making 

payments in the form of compensations. Further, it is incorrect and out of 
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place to opine that schools, high tension wires, existing irrigation canals, 

temples, etc. are automatically owned by the project proponent as the same 

were forming part and parcel of the land that was originally sought to be 

acquired by the project proponent. Due to this misunderstanding, State is 

undergoing a large loss of investments, developments, cost rising and most 

importantly loss of employment. Details of the employment and investment 

through the project are attached as (Annexure 6) 

 

11. It is submitted that, in fact, the Zonal Manager of TSIIC had addressed a letter 

to the District Collector and Magistrate, Siddipet dt. 27.07.2024 to provide the 

details of land actually acquired by TSIIC as opposed to the requisition notice. 

(ANNEXURE 7) 

 

12. It is submitted that on, 30-07-2024 the Office of the District Collector and 

Magistrate replied to the communication addressed by TSIIC and confirmed 

that out of 972.05 acres in Wargal only 805.05 ½ acre were acquired and out 

of 325.06 acres in Mulugu only 309.08 acres were acquired. Thus bringing it 

to a total of 1114 Acres or 450.8 Ha. (Copy of the Letter along with the 

Attested maps are attached herewith as ANNEXURE 8 & ANNEXURE 9). 

Additionally, these documents had been submitted to the Regional Office of 

MOEF at Hyderabad, via Mail, and the same is attached herewith. 

(ANNEXURE 10). 

 

13.  It is humbly submitted that a close reading of the conditions stipulated in the 

schedule of Projects in the EIA Notification will make it abundantly clear that 

two conditions have been set in place for the project of activity at item 7 (c) 

Column 5: 

(i) In Conditions if any, Column 5, 1st of the schedule notes says that an 

Industrial Estate of area below 500 ha. and not housing any industry of 

Category ‘A’ or ‘B’ does not require clearance. 

(ii) In Conditions if any, Column 5, 2nd of the schedule notes says that If the 

area is less than 500 ha. but contains building and construction projects 

> 20,000 sq. mtr. and or development area more than 50 ha it will be 

treated as activity listed at serial no. 8(a) or 8(b) in the Schedule, as the 

case may be. These shall be appraised by the State Authority.   

 Meaning, that even if the present project has a land mass of more 

than 500 ha, since, it houses no Category A or B buildings, the State 

Level Environment Assessment Authority would be the right 

authority to assess the project. This argument is backed by the report 

submitted by MOEF on 20/08/2024. The relevant portion is 

extracted herein under: 
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“Nevertheless, it is pertinent to inform that, as indicated in Paragraphs 5 (vi) and 

(vii) above, PP has already given an undertaking to SEIAA that there are no 

category A and B units in the project. Therefore, the project is automatically treated 

as a B I category, which has to be apprised under 8 (b) 'Township and area 

development.' As per the EIA Notification, 2006, f the area is less than 500 ha but 

contains a building and construction project > 20,000 sq.m. and/or a development 

area more than 50 ha, it will be treated as an activity listed at serial no.8I (a) or 

8(b), as the case may be. The proponent stated that the project under question is a 

Special Food Processing Park that does not house any category A or B type of 

industries. Accordingly, SEIAA considered the aforesaid project under the 8(b) 

category." 

 

14. It is submitted that at the cost of repetition: 

A) The project proponent has submitted the Collector Report affirming that 

only 1114 Acres i.e. 450 ha. of land has been acquired towards both the 

projects i.e. 1. Wargal (805.05 ½) and 2. Mulugu (309.08),  

B) The project proponent on the recommendation of SEIAA has submitted an 

undertaking that no category A or B projects will be housed in this project.  

 

15. It is therefore humbly submitted that it can safely be concluded beyond a 

doubt that if the above mentioned points A & B are accepted by this Hon’ble 

Tribunal, it can be conclusively held that no clearance would be required 

under this premise. Even otherwise, if either one of the above mentioned 

points is affirmed by this Hon’ble Tribunal it is only the State Environmental 

Impact Assessment Authority which is competent to issue the Environmental 

Clearance.  

 

For the reasons stated above, the Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 

present Appeal Suit.  

 

 

 

Signed and sworn before me on 19th,  

September 2024 at Hyderabad 

 

 

 

Before me 
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VERIFICATION STATEMENT 

 

I, K. Shyam Sunder, S/o. K. Rama Krishna, Aged about 60 years, Working as Chief Engineer in 

Telangana State Industrial Infrastructure Corporation Limited, having its office at Basheerbagh, 

Hyderabad the deponent herein do hereby state the contents of the above paras are true to the best 

of my knowledge and belief. 

 

Verified on this the 19th day of September 2024 at Hyderabad. 
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ANNEXURE-6 

Wargal allottee investment & employeement 

 

S.No IP Name 
Company 
Name Plot No 

Investment 
in Lakhs   

Direct 
Employeement 

Inderect 
Employeement 

1 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s Cherukuri 
Techno Plast 

pvt Ltd 

104 2487 325 300 

2 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s Mayora 
India Pvt Ltd 

Plot No 58,Plot No 
59,Plot No 60,Plot No 
61,Plot No 62 

12327 776 100 

3 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

MAXNUTRI 
INGREDIENTS/ 

102 2332 50 50 

4 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. SRI 
SAGAR SEEDS 
COMPANY/ 

101 1060 59 20 

5 
TSFPZ 

Wargal 

SWASTIK 
VEGPRO OILS 

AND FATS (p) 
LTD/ 

PLOT NO.84,Plot. 

No 87 
4000 190 200 

6 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

SUDHA 
ENTERPRISES/ 

Plot. No 41 1503 65 50 

7 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

SEVEN HILLS 
FOODS 

PRIVATE 
LIMITED/ 

45/1 3750 248 248 

8 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Mane India 
Private 

Limited/ 

 25,26, 27, 28, 29, 
30 

21000 110 200 

9 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. Sri 
Lakshmi 
Foods/ 

Plot No 56 2246 700 400 

10 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. GRB 
FOOD 

PRODUCTS/ 

Plot No 19,Plot No 
20 

1054 100 50 

11 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

MAHIDHARA 
FARMERS 

PRODUCER 
COMPANY 
LIMITED/ 

Plot No 47 735 50 300 

12 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

VAARAAHI 
INDUSTRIES/ 

Plot No 70 468 22 22 
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13 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

INFINITY 
FEEDS 

PRIVATE 
LIMITED/ 

Plot No 64 2512 50 60 

14 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

RMJ Veritable 
Products 
Private 

Limited/ 

Plot No 50,Plot No 
51 

14920 105 150 

15 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Revathi Par 
Boiled Rice 
Mills Private 

Limited/ 

PLOT NO.74,Plot 
No 75 

1947 103 100 

16 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s Bio Slice 
Pvt Ltd/ 

Plot No 5 1455 31 205 

17 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

DIVIT 
GLOBALL 
UDYOG 
PRIVATE 
LIMITED/ 

Plot No 4 686 70 100 

18 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Trident Agro 
Industries/ 

Plot No 48,Plot No 
49 

548 15 30 

19 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

J AND J 
EDIBLE 

INDUSTRIES/ 
Plot No 67 302 20 25 

20 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. SRI SAI 
PROCESSING 

UNIT/ 
Plot No.112 202 4 5 

21 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. Kavya 
Sri Rice Mills/ 

Plot No 44 340 40 50 

22 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Krunchy 
Foods/ 

103/2 710 44 20 

23 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Muriki 
Swathi/ 

Plot No.106 1505 67 50 

24 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s Minali 
Medical 
Plants 

Processing 
LLP/ 

plot No 120 614 28 10 

25 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Sri Sathya Sai 
Agro 

Products/ 

Plot No 13,Plot No 
14 

1580 59 30 

26 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

MURIKI 
ARUNA/ 

Plot No.107 1204 30 50 
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27 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

M/s. 
LORDVEN 
AGRO AND 

FOOD 
PROCESSING 
INDUSTRIES/ 

Plot. No 34,Plot. 
No 35,Plot. No 36 

1848 65 35 

28 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

G P FOODS/ Plot. No 39 1200 100 100 

29 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Kathyayani 
Enterprises/ 

Plot. No 40 1130 53 50 

30 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Indiracroft 
Foods Pvt 

Ltd/ 
52 1191 68 0 

31 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

RJENDAR 
FEEDS/ 

93/1,98/1 378 102 130 

32 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Ms Sri 
Hanuman 

Agro 
Products/ 

PLOT NO.85 1330 25 10 

33 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Susheela 
Agrovet/ 

PLOT NO. 79,PLOT 
NO. 80 

2378 83 50 

34 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

ri 
Ramanjaneya 

Agro 
Industries/ 

93/2,98/2,Plot. No 
100,Plot. No 

91,Plot. No 92,Plot. 
No 99 

3700 48 20 

35 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

RAJENDAR 
FEEDS/ 

Plot. No 94,Plot. 
No 95,Plot. No 
96,Plot. No 97 

3302 102 130 

36 
TSFPZ 
Wargal 

Mahadevi 
Agro Mills 
Private 

Limited/ 

Plot No 1 20200 248 500 

      Total  118144 4255 3850 
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