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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH AT NEW DELHI

APPEAL NO. 39 OF 2022

IN THE MATTER OF:

DEEPAK KUMAR & ANR.                   ……Appellant(s)

Versus

STATE OF UTTARAKHAND & ORS. ……Respondent(s)

REJOINDER ON BEHALF OF THE APPELLANT TO THE REPLY OF

RESPONDENT NO. 6.

MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. That the Appellant has preferred the aforementioned appeal against the illegal

grant of Environment Clearance dt. 12.08.2021 to one M/s Balaji Stone Crusher,

i.e. Respondent-6.

2. That this Hon’ble Tribunal vide order dt. 27.09.2022 appointed a Joint

Committee comprising of the District Magistrate, Dehradun, CPCB, and State

PCB to furnish a factual and action taken report. That the committee has since

filed its report dt. 17.01.2023. The Report has pointed out some problematic

measures undertaken by the R-6 and has accordingly recommended imposition

of environmental compensation upon the R-6. However, there are some
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discrepancies in the Report and the Appellant has filed objections against the

same dt. 18.01.2023.

3. That the R-6 is a private Respondent and has filed a reply to the averments made

by the Appellant in the present appeal. Thereby, to bring to light some of the

discrepancies of the averments made by the R-6 in its Reply dt. 10.01.2023, the

Appellant is humbly submitting this rejoinder-

I. PRELIMINARY SUBMISSIONS

4. That there is complete illegality in the establishment and operations of the M/s

Balaji Stone Crusher. The geo-coordinates in the EC and the Pre-Feasibility

Report are different from the geo-coordinates mentioned in the Joint Inspection

Report as is evident vide a recent Google image dt. 20.11.2022. There is a

distance of approx. 250 m between the centres of the two areas. Therefore, the

stone crusher license is granted by the State government for a separate area and

the EC is granted for a separate area. The Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022

shows that the crusher is operating at the site for which the stone crusher license

has been granted by the State government. Thereby, the R-6 is currently

operating illegally without an EC, as the crusher site permission has been

obtained for a different area. The Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022 (with

zoomed images) showing the co-ordinates mentioned in the EC (Central Point),

PFR (Surrounding Point P1, P2, P3 and P4); along with the co-ordinates

mentioned in the Joint Inspection Report has been annexed herewith as

Annexure 1.
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5. Furthermore, there are no mining leases in the area, a Google Map Image of the

area dt. 08.12.2021 shows that no stone crusher was located at the site and the

land was an agricultural land as well as there were no pits in the river. However,

the Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022, which is only two months old shows that

there is a stone crusher established in the area, which clearly shows that the M/s

Balaji Stone Crusher unit has been set up there. This image further shows that

there are huge pits that have come up in the river which were not there before,

which again show the illegal mining that has been conducted by R-6. There are

pathways from the pits to the crusher which are clearly visible in the Google

Image dt. 20.11.2022. That the pits have been created in the past month itself as

the rainy season had replenished the river until October 15, 2022. A Google Map

Image of the area dt. 08.12.2021 has been annexed herewith as Annexure 2.

6. That there is no stone crusher on the location for which EC has been obtained,

and there is no EC for the location at which the stone crusher is set up.

Therefore, the Balaji Stone Crusher is illegal either way and should be dismantled

at the earliest on this ground alone to prevent any further harm to the

environment and violation of the laws. Such illegality is being allowed because of

the connivance of the officials with the licensees and therefore, no mention of this

fact in the Joint Committee Report dt. 17.01.2023 has been provided. Even the

Hon’ble High Court of Uttarakhand vide Order dt. 15.12.2022 in Matri Sadan

Jagjeetpur, Kankhal vs. Union of India (WPPIL No. 15 of 2022) has generally

remarked that there has been connivance amongst the officials while granting

licenses for illegal mining leases and stone crushers permissions.
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Relevant para of the Devendra Singh Adhikari vs. State of Uttarakhand

judgement is as hereunder-

“16. Since complaints of illegal mining are rampant, and we can take

cognizance of it, it is absolutely essential that the State Government should set

up a completely independent Complaint Redressal System against illegal

mining, screening or crushing of river bed materials. The Redressal

Mechanism has to remain independent of, and unconnected with the State's

Administration, if it has to work effectively and meaningfully. Often,

complaints are received that the local administration is either inactive,

unconcerned, or is mixed up with the mining licensees. Such complaints can,

obviously, not be left for examination and disposal by the very same

authorities, who are involved in the matter of enforcement of the conditions

of the mining license. The State should, therefore, evolve a completely

independent Complaint Redressal Mechanism, by, inter alia, drawing

persons from reputed and independent retired members of the Judiciary,

Bureaucracy, reputed environmental experts and activists. The State should

place before the Court, on the next date, the independent Complaint

Redressal Mechanism that it may evolve for the purpose of redressal of

complaints regarding illegal mining, not only in the River Ganga, but

throughout the State.”

7. That the Appellant, at the outset, submits that all those averments in the present

Rejoinder that have not been respecifically admitted are herewith denied and are
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not to be construed as having been accepted by the said Appellant as if traversed

seriatim.

II. PARA-WISE REPLY TO PRELIMINARY OBJECTIONS

8. That the averments of Para no. 1 and 2 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s

reply are denied. It is submitted that the appeal has been filed within the

prescribed limitation period as extended by In Re: Cognizance for Extension of

Limitation (Suo Moto Writ Petition(C) No. 3/2020). According to the said order

and as admitted by the respondent, the period of limitation extended for a period

of 90 days commencing from 01.03.2022. However, it did not expire on

29.05.2022, as the same was a Sunday and the court was closed on that day. As

per Section 4 in The Limitation Act, 1963, if the limitation period expires on a

court holiday, then the limitation period is extended until the court is re-opened,

thereby increasing the present limitation period to 30.05.2022. That the

Applicant e-filed an affidavit in the present appeal on 28.05.2022 and an appeal

in defect on 30.05.2022 with filing no. 0701110009262022, which is within the

prescribed limitation period. That the judgements relied upon by R-6, namely,

Nikunj Developers v. State of Maharashtra, 2013 All India NGT Reporter (Delhi)

(1) 40 and Sunil Kumar Samanta vs West Bengal Pollution Control Board, 2014

All (I) NGT Reporter (2) (Delhi) 250 have no bearing on the matter as the

question of condonation of delay of more than 90 days does not arise, as the

appeal in defect was filed within the prescribed limits as extended by the In Re:

Cognizance for Extension of Limitation (supra) judgement and thereafter, the

appeal was re-filed within 3 months, i.e. on 27.08.2022.
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9. That the contents of Para 3 to the extent which are matters of record, do not

merit any response. That the Appellant has declared in O.A. 702/2022 dated

12.09.2022 against Stone Crusher units located in “Doon Valley” in Para 69 that

the Appellant has preferred an appeal against M/s Balaji Stone Crusher unit

which had not been allotted with an appeal no. at the time of filing the Original

Application. That the Appellant has filed the Original Application dt.

12.09.2022 in OA 702/2022 as it relates to a broader issue of the entire Doon

Valley, including challenge to the the Uttarakhand Stone Crusher, Screening

Plant, Mobile Stone Crusher, Pulveriser Plant, Hot Mix Plant, Readymix Plant

Anugya Niti, 2021(“Stone Crusher Policy, 2021”), impugned Notification dt.

06.01.2020 issued by MOEFCC (“Doon Valley Notification, 2020”), the illegal

stone crusher establishment being conducted therein and other environmental

issues with regard to the eco-sensitive zone of Doon Valley, whereas the present

appeal only challenges the EC obtained by R-6. Even the relief sought in both the

appeal and OA is different. Therefore, since the purpose and scope of both the

matters differ, the current appeal is maintainable. The averment by R-6 that the

present appeal is a proxy litigation is vehemently denied as the appellants are

filing the present appeal in order to protect irreparable and irreversible

environmental harm that is being caused due to continued operation of the R-6’s

stone crusher unit, the first of its kind in Doon Valley, which has been permitted

to operate without any regard to the applicable rules, regulations and judgments.

That the judgement of DV Girish & Ors. Secretary to Government (Environment

& ecology) & Anr. 2015 SCC OnLine NGT 37 as cited by R-6 is not applicable in
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the present case as there is a clear distinction in the scope of the O.A. 702/2022

and the present appeal, and the NGT has the power and jurisdiction to hear

them, both are maintainable.

10.That the contents of Para 4 and 5 to the extent which are matters of record, do

not merit any response. However, the Appellant did not insinuate in his reply

that the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Rural Litigation & Entitlement

Kendra vs. State of U.P. & Ors. (AIR 1988 SC 2187) prohibited stone crushing. It

is, however, necessary to note that vide this judgement, Doon Valley area was

denoted as an eco-sensitive zone, and in pursuance of the said judgement, on

01.02.1989, Doon Valley Notification was issued by Central Govt. specifically

prohibiting RED category industries including mineral processing. That the R-6

is misleading the court by stating that the stone crushing activity was not within

the scope of the Doon Valley Notification, 1989 as the same is covered under

mineral processing activity. Also, the CPCB Classification before the 2016

classification denoted stone crusher within the RED category specifically as is

provided for in the 2016 CPCB Classification Report as well.

11.That the averments of para 6 and 7 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply

are denied. That the impugned amendment notification has been challenged by

the Appellant in OA No. 702 of 2022. Adopting the amended CPCB

classification of industries for non-sensitive areas dt 07.03.2016 in an eco-sensitive

area like Doon Valley, for inter alia facilitating establishment and operation of

stone crushers and other polluting industries within the Doon Valley, is contrary

to the spirit and intent of the Doon Valley Notification dt. 01.02.1989. The
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Authorities have not conducted any environmental impact assessment regarding

the severely adverse environmental impact of stone crushers or other polluting

industries on the Doon Valley area before high polluting industries have been

allowed to be operated in the said region. Central Government has issued the

impugned Notification dt. 06.01.2020 completely ignoring the orders passed by

the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India from time to time and the

recommendations and findings of high-level expert committee of International

Institute of Applied Systems Analysis, Austria (“IIASA”) which had submitted

its detailed Reports in phased manner on Assessment of Environmental Impacts

of Industrial Development with special reference to Doon Valley, and had

mandated scientific assessment of developmental impacts before allowing

industrial activity in the region. The impugned orders and notifications are in

teeth of the recommendations of the expert committee. That the EIA

Notification, 2006 is not directly applicable on stone crushers as per the

Schedule. However, Doon Valley is a designated eco-sensitive zone and follows a

different procedure where obtaining EC is mandatory as it is an industry in an

eco-sensitive zone under the EIA Notification, 2006. Due to this distinction of

being an eco-sensitive zone, it is not appropriate to apply the CPCB

categorization to the Doon Valley stone crushers. Furthermore, not only the

categorisation is to be seen by the authorities while grant of the EC, but also

other factors have to be seen, which have been blatantly overlooked by the SEAC

and SEIAA.

12.That the averments of para 8 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are
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denied as being false. The Appellant has not misreperesented the case of Rural

Litigation & Entitlement Kendra vs. State of U.P. & Ors. [AIR 1988 SC 2187]

and has categorically stated that the judgement prohibited limestone mining and

quarrying in the Doon Valley, without stating any prohibition on stone crushers.

Para 1 of the Appeal has been enumerated below-

“That in 1988 the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Rural Litigation &

Entitlement Kendra vs. State of U.P. & Ors. [AIR 1988 SC 2187]

popularly known as the “Doon Valley case”prohibited all limestone mining

and quarrying operations in Doon Valley because of their adverse

environmental impact.”

That the R-6 is trying to discredit the Appellant by making false representations

before this court and creating false allegations against the Appellant to distract

the court from the actual issues. That it is not appropriate to apply the CPCB

Guidelines, 2016 and the Apppellant has challenged the same vide OA 702 of

2022 before this Hon’ble Tribunal. For the sake of brevity, the contents of Para

11 are to be read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding

paragraph.

13.That the averments of para 9 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied as being false. That the Appellant resides in proximity, approximately 20

kms from the stone crusher unit. The R-6 is misleading the court by making false

representations. The Google Map Image annexed by the R-6 as Annexure R/3,

only shows the location of Mr. Deepak Kumar’s Residence, not the distance of

the residence from the crusher site. It is re-iterated that the Appellant has locus
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standi as being an aggrieved person under Section 18(2) of the National Green

Tribunal Act, 2010. Being a concerned resident of the Doon Valley, the

Appellant is impacted because stone crusher is a highly polluting industry and

has therefore presented the present appeal to prevent irreparable damage to the

fragile ecosystem of the Doon Valley. Furthermore, the Appellants are members

of the Save Doon Valley Association, along with several other residents of Doon

Valley, who are working towards saving the fragile eco-system of the Doon Valley

and to prevent any harm or irreparable damage to the same. And as such, it is not

required for the Appellant to reside exactly or extremely nearby to the crusher

site. The Doon Valley is bounded by Notification and cannot be segregated into

parts, and therefore, any resident of the Doon Valley has locus standi to file an

appeal against the ECs granted in the area.

14.That the averments of para 10 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied. The issues raised by the Appellant regarding cyber crime is only to show

the conduct of the Respondents and the concerned authorities. It does not mean

that the Appellant is requesting the Hon’ble NGT to settle these issues. The

cyber crime issues are directly relating to the illegal mining being conducted by

R-6 and thereby, pertinent to the present case. A character certificate is required

for the grant of permissions of a stone crusher under Rule 3 of Stone Crusher

Policy, 2020. Since these considerations have not been taken into account by the

SEAC and SEIAA while grant of EC, this shows that R-6 has concealed

information. It also shows how the regulatory authorities are working hand in

gloves with the R-6 to grant permissions in their favour. The R-6 is trying to
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misrepresent the Appellant’s grounds in a negative light to take away from the

expedient issues raised in this appeal.

15.That the averments of para 11 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied. That the R-6 is trying to misrepresent the facts before this Hon’ble

Tribunal by stating that stone crushers are loosely covered under the EIA

Notification, 2006 under the category of ‘Building and Construction’. Stone

crushers are not explicitly mentioned in the Schedule. However, the EIA

Notification, 2006 is applicable to the industries which are set up in eco-sensitive

zones, and thereby applicable to stone crushers in Doon Valley eco-sensitive zone.

It is pertinent to note that since the project site is located in Doon Valley, it is also

subject to the Doon Valley Notification, 1989. Furthermore, ‘Building and

Construction’ is relatively less polluting than a stone crusher, which is highly

polluting. And therefore, stone crusher cannot be said to fall ‘loosely’ within the

Schedule of the EIA Notification 2006.

The unique topography of the Doon Valley, which aids trapping of air within the

valley, has led to Dehradun being categorized as among the 10 most polluted

cities in the World with high levels of PM10 and PM2.5 (Relevant portion of the

“Dehradun City Action Plan” prepared by Uttarakhand Pollution Control Board

in pursuance of the NGT Order in OA no. 681 of 2018 annexed herewith as

Annexure 3). Thus, the region is currently suffering from high air pollution and

evidently the carrying capacity of the environment is not sufficient to withstand

pollution currently generated. The State Government has permitted

establishment of stone crushers without applying its mind to the carrying

11



capacity of the environment to absorb fresh pollution generated from stone

crushing units.

A large number of expert studies attest to the fact that stone crushers generate

enormous amounts of dust pollution, which is categorized as ‘fine inhalable

particulate matter’. A recent report dt. 2022 titled “Implementation Challenges

of Environmental Guidelines in the Stone Crusher Industry” prepared by the

Centre for Science & Environment refers to a large number of orders passed by

this Hon’ble Tribunal relocating stone crushers and testifies to the fact that the

crushers and screening plants generate huge amounts of dust emissions that add

to air pollution and are a health hazard for local population. A copy of the

Report dt. 2022 titled “Implementation Challenges of Environmental Guidelines

in the Stone Crusher Industry” has been annexed herewith as Annexure 4.

16.That the averments of para 12 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied. That the mentioning of a stone crusher as a personal care product

manufacturing unit is not a mere typographical error, but rather, shows not only

a clear non-application of mind, but also, a case for gross negligence on part of

the SEAC. Further, this Hon’ble Tribunal in Vinod Kumar Jangra vs. State of

Haryana & Ors. [O.A No. 607/2018 order dt. 26.10.2021] has emphasized that

continuation of crushers is contingent upon complying with pollution carrying

capacity. However, “Pollution Carrying Capacity” of environment not computed

and overlooked by SEIAA and SEAC, again indicating a non-application of

mind.

17. That the contents of Para 13 to the extent which are matters of record as being
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the judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, does not merit any response.

However, it is vehemently denied that the Appellant did not provide any concrete

evidence so as to show non-application of mind while grant of the EC by the

SEAC and SEIAA. The following detailed evidences shows a concrete

non-application of mind while grant of the EC-

a. On the date of grant of EC dt 12.08.2021, Uttarakhand Stone Crusher,

Screening Plant, Mobile Stone Crusher, Pulveriser Plant, Hot Mix Plant,

Readymix Plant Anugya Niti, 2020 (“Stone Crusher Policy, 2020”) was

operative which provides a minimum distance of 1 km from River and

500m from Barsati Nadi. As per the said Policy, 2020 Balalji Stone Crusher

must be at distance of 500 metres from the Barsati Nadi where it is

situated however, in reality the said Crusher is situated right in the middle

of the flood plain and the distance from Barsati Nadi is actually 0 metres.

That same has been admitted in the Revenue Record’s findings in Para

XXIV (at pg. 9 and 10) of the Joint Committee Report dt. 17.01.2023.

Being a prohibited area for operation of Stone crusher, this plant is in

violation of the Stone Crusher Policy, 2020 and grant of EC for its

operation is illegal. Neither the PP nor the SEAC and SEIAA have

mentioned the siting norms in the project proposal or grant of EC. The

siting norms have been blatantly ignored by the SEAC and SEIACC to

favour the PP.

b. Although the distance between Balaji Stone Crusher and Barsati Nadi is 0

metres however in inquiry it was falsely reported to be about 350m, which
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although is false yet it is still less than the minimum prescribed distance of

500m under the Stone Crusher Policy, 2020 and hence also the EC

granted is illegal and liable to be set aside.

c. SEIAA issued the Envi. Clearance dt. 12.08.2021 two days before the

expiry of term on 14.08.2021 in a rush and without applying its mind to

above factors. The “Timeline Details” of the Envi. Clearance show that

SEAC accepted proposal of PP on 30.07.2021 whereas SEAC accepted the

same only on 07.08.2021. It therefore appears that the entire

environmental clearance has been backdated by SEIAA in order to favour

the project proponent. The Environmental Clearance(“EC”) issued to

Balaji Stone Crusher, Gram Baluwala, Tehsil Vikasnagar, Dehradun,

Uttarakhand has been backdated, issued exhibiting undue haste and has

been procured by fraud and misrepresentation. The EC is void and non

est in the eyes of law being obtained in violation of provisions of EIA

Notification, 2006, Doon Valley Notificiation, 1989 and Notification,

2020. A true copy of the impugned environmental clearance dt.

12.08.2021 along with Timelines is annexed in the Appeal as Annexure 10

on Pages 158 to 162.

d. “Pollution Carrying Capacity” of environment not computed and

overlooked by SEIAA. This Hon’ble Tribunal in Vinod Kumar Jangra vs.

State of Haryana & Ors. [O.A No. 607/ 2018 order dt. 26.10.2021] has

emphasized that continuation of crushers is contingent upon complying

with pollution carrying capacity.
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e. All relevant governmental authorities, i.e. SEIAA, SEAC, PCB and the

state govt. overlooked the clear and obviously criminal antecedents of Mr.

Dileep Kumar, a partner of the project proponent. None of the regulators

also cared to investigate the clear case of conflict of interest since the father

of Mr. Anuj Patrick, a partner of the project proponent, was a serving

officer in the State Govt. at the post of Director, Geology & Mining. This

is a curious case where father issued a storage license for his son’s

partnership firm without disclosing this conflict of interest.

f. The mentioning of a stone crusher as a personal care product

manufacturing unit is not a mere typographical error, but rather, shows

not only a clear non-application of mind, but also, a case for gross

negligence on part of the SEAC.

g. The impugned environmental clearance is an open ended clearance with

no expiry date and as such continues indefinitely to be in operation.

h. Stone crusher has been set-up on ‘agricultural land’ and not ‘industrial

land’. No prior permission for change in land use sought from Central

Govt. However, the EC was granted by the SEAC and SEIAA over

agricultural land, which shows a clear non-application of mind and

violation of the Doon Valley Notification, 1989.

i. No Letter of Intent has been obtained prior to the EC from the relevant

authorities.

j. The Pre-Feasibility Report clearly shows the required area of 2.8077 Hec

as the required area according to the Layout Plan therein. However, the

15



EC has been granted for 1.433 Hec. The PFR has been annexed as

Annexure A-7 in the appeal.

k. Half part of the Land bearing Khasra no. 1125 (a), (b) and (c)

admeasuring 1.433 Hectares does not have a registered conveyance

document establishing title of the person/entity claiming to be the owner

of the said land. The document submitted for establishing title and

ownership is merely an unregistered notarized agreement for agricultural

land which does not confer title. However, due to undue influence and

fraudulent liaise within the Administration, EC has been granted on the

basis of this document, in an illegal manner. The land is designated for

agricultural activity however without taking permission for land use

change, the said land in violation of the Doon Valley Notification, 1989 is

being used for operating of the highly pollution generating Stone crusher,

with scant regard for law. Thus, the EC granted is illegal and non est in

eyes of law.

l. It is mandatory that prior to grant of EC, the project proponent must

obtain Stone Crusher License from the competent authority and also

obtain consent from concerned department. However, in the case of Balaji

Stone Crusher, it appears that no rules have been followed and EC has

been granted even when no license to operate the Stone Crusher at the said

site had been obtained from the State Government, in complete violation

of the prescribed procedure.

m. License to Balaji Stone Crusher has been granted in Baluwala area. The
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overlay of Sazra map over Google earth coordinates depicting the

longitude and latitudes provided in official record clearly reveals that this

high polluting plant has been established adjacent to populated areas,

inside the river flood plain and right next to garden, and the land is not in

one block but scattered across the region, neither of which is permissible

under the rules. A copy of the overlay of Sazra map over Google earth

coordinates depicting the longitude and latitudes has been annexed as

Annexure A-19 in the appeal.

n. After obtaining EC, an agreement dt 29.08.2021 has been entered into for

the land on which EC has been granted. The said notarized document

does not even bear the signature of the parties. The space next to Mahavir

singh Chauhan, one of the parties to the Agreement has actually not

signed the said document, which renders the document void of any effect

and thus a nullity. A copy of the agreement showing the cultivable land

was notarised dt. 29.08.2021 has been annexed herewith as Annexure 5.

All these aforementioned evidences provide a clear picture that there was

non-application of mind while grant of EC by the SEAC and SEIAA to R-6.

18.That the contents of Para 14 to the extent which are matters of record, does not

merit any response. That it is an admitted fact that the permission to set up stone

crusher have been applied vide application dt. 13.09.2021, on which Stone

Crusher Policy of 2020 is applicable. This means that the siting norms of 2020

was applicable. Moreover, it is pertinent to note that the EC was obtained for a

mere area of 1.433 Ha while shockingly the permission to set up a stone crusher
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refers to an area of 3.043 Ha, as admitted by the R-6. This discrepancy in itself

shows malfeasance on the part of R-6 and that the land for which EC has been

obtained and land on which stone crushing license has been granted are different.

19.That the contents of Para 15 are admitted to the extent that no objection was

filed by the Appellant in response to the newspaper advertisement. However, it is

pertinent to note that it is not humanly possible for the Appellant to follow each

and every advertisement that is given in the newspaper. During the time of the

advertisement, there was a rise in Covid-19 cases, and therefore, the Appellant,

like several others had stopped receiving the newspapers to protect himself from

the spread of Covid-19. The publication in the matter is made post grant of EC,

whereas the Appellant is challenging the grant of EC itself, prior to which no

advertisement was established by the R-6 in this regard. Therefore, this argument

of the respondent has no bearing on the matter. Further, the NOC has only been

obtained as an afterthought, post initiation of litigation, from private persons,

without any ID proof, and therefore, are of no relevance to the present

environmental issues. For the sake of brevity, the contents of Para 13 are to be

read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

20.That the contents of Para 16 are admitted to the extent that the CTE was

obtained for an area of 3.043 ha, whereas EC was obtained for merely 1.433 hec.

The rest is denied. The EC has to be obtained for the entire area where stone

crusher operations are being conducted. The R-6 is trying to mislead the court by

stating that the area beyond 1.433 ha is used for the purpose of transportation

and movement of vehicles in and out of the unit. No evidence has been provided
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by the Respondent in this regard. Arguendo, the remaining premises are being

used for transportation, even then EIA needs to be conducted and an EC needs

to be obtained for the entire premises. Further, the Pre-Feasibility Report clearly

shows the required area of 2.8077 Hec as the required area according to the

Layout Plan therein. However, the EC has been granted for 1.433 Hec. The PFR

has been annexed as Annexure A-7 in the appeal. Thereby, R-6 is concealing this

fact to mislead the court. The license has been given for the stone crusher

premises including storage within premises has been granted vide Orders dt.

09.12.2021 & 29.12.2021 and storage license dt. 06.01.2022, which have been

annexed as Annexure 15 and Annexure 16 of the appeal. This shows that the R-6

is concealing this fact and misleading the court by stating that the additional

space is being used for transportation purposes.

21.That the contents of Para 17 to the extent which are matters of record, does not

merit any response. However, the CTE and CTO were approved on the basis of

the illegal EC grant, which has been challenged by the Appellant, and are

therefore, non-est and void and do not need to be challenged separately.

Furthermore, after RTI application was filed seeking details regarding Balaji

Stone Crusher, as an afterthought, despite already having an operational plant,

Application dt 04.04.2022 seeking Consent to Establish (CTE) was sought from

the State Pollution Control Board. Even there in the application, the plant was

shown as operational with 3.67 crores of cost on 24 khasra nos.. However, when

it is compared to the data given in EC it is revealed that cost of project is shown as

1 crores, the land on which project is operational is shown to be 2 khasras only
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and the area of the land is also less than half.

Moreover, the site inspection done by Pollution Control Board has been reduced

into a Report which is deliberately undated to allow the private Respondent

leeway. It does not deliberately mention the latitude and longitude of the project

nor does it have any map attached to identify the project site. This has been

omitted with malafide intentions because the correct location would have

revealed that no stone crusher can be established and operated from that place

due to it being in violation of the applicable rules and policy. Thereby, CTE has

been granted to Balaji Stone Crusher without ascertaining correct facts, verifying

the documents submitted and also with malafide intentions to turn a blind eye to

the real on ground situation which would make it clear that no such highly

polluting stone crusher can be allowed to be established in the area. The total area

in CTE and EC is not at convergence, nor are the khasra nos. for identifying the

land on which the Stone crusher would be established. The title documents have

also not been verified and it is being ignored that no land use has been allowed for

the agricultural land to be used for stone crusher industry. The CTE also

deliberately omits the latitudes and longitudes of the stone crusher site to avoid

being caught. For all the aforesaid reasons the CTE is illegal and non est in the

eyes of law.

22.That it has been admitted by the R-6 themselves in Para 18 that there was no

prior permission taken by the R-6 for change of use of land from ‘agricultural

purpose’ to ‘industrial purpose’ before the grant of the EC. The change of use of

land permission under State law was obtained only recently on 01.11.2022, prior
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to which the stone crusher was operating on agricultural land. This further goes

on to show the stark negligence and non-application of mind by the regulatory

authorities who allowed operations on an agricultural land for so long as well as

the casual conduct and scant disregard of the respondent 6 towards the law who

only obtained the permissions post initiation of litigation.

Furthermore, there are many discrepancies in the order dt. 14.11.12 as annexed

by R-6 which is allegedly granting the change of land use permission to R-6, as

follows-

a. The R-6 has falsely stated that the permission has been obtained from the

District Magistrate, when in fact, the order has been given by Assistant

Collector First Class, Vikasnagar to mislead the court.

b. The total area for which the change of land use permission has been

obtained is 1.1550 hec (0.5960 Hec in Khasra no. 1125B and 0.5590 hec

in Khasra no. 1125C), whereas EC has been obtained for 1.433 hec and

CTE, stone crusher license and CTO has been obtained for 3.043 hec.

c. R-6 has also concealed the fact that no conversion has been sought for

Khasra no. 1125A.

d. The application for change of land use as mentioned in the Order attached

as Annexure R/7 of R-6’s reply clearly shows that the permission was

sought to change to residential purpose, and not industrial purpose.

e. The land conversion application has been moved by persons other than

those associated with M/s Balaji Stone Crusher, except for one partner.

These discrepancies show malfeasance on the part of the authorities as well as the
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R-6. The land use according to Master Plan (which mentions agricultural land)

to industrial usage can only be approved by the Central Government as per Doon

Valley Notification, 1989. However, the R-6 is trying to mislead the court by

presenting the land use permission as provided by the Assistant District Collector

First Class, Vikas Nagar rather than the Central Government.

23.That the averments of para 19 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied. The EC itself states that the water source is a proposed borewell. The EC

has been annexed as A-10 in the appeal. That the Annexure R/9 as provided by

R-6 only pertains to very few tankers, when in reality, the amount of water

tankers required is actually much higher for everyday operations. Furthermore,

the receipts only date back to 15.06.2022, however, the stone crusher was

established a few months earlier. That the groundwater exemption was obtained

more as an afterthought, rather than compliance with the law. Furthermore, the

quantity of 7.74 cum/day is not a correct estimation of the actual water

requirements for such a large area, and the same have been manipulated to

mislead the authorities and the court and to fall within the 10 cum/day

exemption.

That a sand washing plant has also been established within the crusher site as is

evident from the zoomed in Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022. It also shows that

washed material has been dumped on the Sheetla riverbed which is adjoining the

crusher site. The sand washing plant requires a much higher water requirement

of 10 cum/hour, i.e. about 100 cum/day. The Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022

shows the waste water flowing from the crusher site to River Sheetla in large
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amounts. A copy of the Google Map Image dt. 20.11.2022 showing the water

discharge from the sand washing plant has been annexed herewith as Annexure

6.

24.That the averments of para 20 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied as the pictures annexed do not signify the extent of mitigation measures

taken and whether they have been taken from the actual site. It also does not

signify whether such mitigation measures are sufficient to minimise pollution

produced by the stone crusher. It is also crucial to note that taking mitigation

measures does not rectify an illegal EC. Furthermore, Paras XII, XIII, XIV, XV,

XVI, XVIII, XIX, XX, and XXI of the Joint Committee Report dt. 17.01.2023

clearly state that the mitigation measures are insufficient, especially inadequate

plantation. The EC condition no. 23 mandates 50% plantation on site which has

been violated by the private Respondent. The condition no. 23 as mentioned in

the EC has been reproduced below-

“23. 50 percent of the total project site area shall be converted into green belt.

The green belt shall not include kitchen garden, flower pots and grasses/herbs

in the area. It shall comprise of tree stand of aesthetic/fruit/timber value.

Quality planting material shall be used during plantation as per standards

of State Forest Department. The species should include criterion of fruit

bearing and fast growth.”

That not only is there no plantation on the R-6’s stone crusher site, there is no

scope for plantation of upto 50% either, as the entire area is being utilised for

stone crusher operations and there is no empty space to even plant such
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plantation in the future to rectify the situation. This is evident from zoomed-in

images of Google Map image dt. 20.11.2022. A copy of the Google Map Image

dt. 20.11.2022 showing the zoomed image of the stone crusher plant has been

annexed herewith as Annexure 7.

25.That the averments of para 21 of the Preliminary objections of R-6’s reply are

denied. The R-6 has misrepresented to this Hon’ble court that they have followed

strict compliance with the Uttarakhand Stone Crusher Policy, 2020. As per the

submissions made above as well as the submissions in the upcoming paragraphs

show that the siting norms have been blatantly violated by the R-6. Further, the

EC was illegally obtained as enumerated by various evidences mentioned in Para

17 above. The Appellant has not misrepresented anything and the same has been

clarified in the submissions made above.

III. COUNTER REPLY TO THE PARA WISE REPLY

26.That the averments of para 1 of the para-wise reply of R-6’s reply are denied. As

admitted in the Joint Committee Report dt. 17.01.2023 in Para V, M/s Balaji

Stone crusher is the first stone crusher in Doon Valley after the Doon Valley

Notification, 1989. No such evidence has been placed on record by R-6 that

shows the situation to be otherwise. Further, the R-6 is making baseless

allegations without any evidence to support such allegations by stating that this

litigation is a proxy litigation. That the Appellant is not a competitor of the R-6

and has no vested interests in the stone crusher or mining business. Re-iterating

the interests of the Appellant as stated in the appeal-

“A. That the Appellants are residents of Uttarakhand state and are filing the

24



present appeal in order to protect irreparable and irreversible environmental

harm that is being caused due to continued operation of the private

Respondent’s stone crusher unit, the first of its kind in Doon Valley, which

has been permitted to operate without any regard to the applicable rules,

regulations and judgments.”

27.That the averments of para 2 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant

never stated that the Hon’ble Supreme Court Judgement mentioned in Para 1 of

the Appeal is applicable to stone crusher industry. The contents of Para 10 above

be read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

28.That the averments of para 3 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant has

challenged the Doon Valley Notification, 2020 which allows the CPCB

Classification, 2016 to be applicable to the Doon Valley, which is an eco-sensitive

zone. The contents of Para 11 above be read as an additional response to the

contents of the corresponding paragraph.

29.That the averments of para 4 of the para-wise reply are denied. The FIR which

shows unknown person as accused, upon further investigation by the agency, led

to the arrest of Mr. Dileep Kumar, partner of the project proponent at P.S. Cyber

Crime, Dehradun dt. 14.07.2020, which is still pending against him for illegal

mining and illegal transportation of processed/ crushed minerals by forging

e-Ravannas. He was placed under arrest and released on bail subsequently vide

order dt. 18.12.2020. No character certificate was obtained post such arrest and

bail. Releasing on bail does not discharge one from a crime. No evidence has been

placed on record by R-6 which suggests that the fault was only of the transporter.
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Furthermore, the purpose of informing the court about the criminal conduct of

the partners is not to get a conviction in the criminal case, but only to show the

criminal conduct of the R-6. Further, a character certificate is required for the

grant of permissions of a stone crusher under Rule 3 of Stone Crusher Policy,

2020. It shows how the regulatory authorities are working hand in glove with the

R-6 to grant permissions in their favour. The contents of Para 14 above be read

as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

30.That the averments of para 5 of the para-wise reply are vehemently denied. The

R-6 is providing false and untrue statements by stating that the minimum

distances as stipulated in the Uttarakhand Stone Crusher Policy 2020 have been

followed. R-6 has falsely claimed that the distance is 600 m without providing

any evidence to support their claim. R-6 has also relied upon the Joint Inspection

Report, which itself states the distance to be 350 m and the Executive Engineer’s

report which merely mentions the distance to be more than 300m. This Hon’ble

Court is requested to take strict action against the R-6 for making such false

representations. The contents of Para 17 (a) and (b) above be read as an

additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

31.That the averments of para 6 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant did

not insinuate that the formation of the partnership concludes adverse intention.

The information was only shared with the Tribunal to showcase a timeline of the

events that occurred and to show the direct link of high level officer with the

R-6’s partners. Re-iterating, the Joint Committee Report dt. 17.01.2023 in Para

V states that M/s Balaji Stone crusher is the first stone crusher in Doon Valley
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after the Doon Valley Notification, 1989.

32.That the averments of para 7 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant has

provided several concrete evidences to show that there was non-application of

mind by the SEAC and SEIAA in the grant of EC to R-6. The contents of Para

10 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding

paragraph.

33.That the averments of para 8 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 18, 19 and 20 above of the preliminary objections be read as an additional

response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

34.That the contents of Para 9 to the extent which are matters of record, does not

merit any response. However, it is pertinent to note that the State of Haryana

does not have eco-sensitive zones, whereas the Doon Valley was the first to be

declared as an eco-sensitive zone in India, and has further been denoted as one of

the most polluted cities. Thereby, it becomes all the more expedient to deploy the

pollution carrying capacity criteria here so as to not harm the environment any

further. The contents of Para 15 above be read as an additional response to the

contents of the corresponding paragraph.

35.That the contents of Para 10 merit no response.

36.That the contents of Para 11, to the extent which are matters of record, merits no

response. However, it is pertinent to note that the Appellant has challenged the

grant of the EC, which was obtained before the Uttarakhand Stone Crusher

Policy of 2021 and therefore, the same is not applicable on such documents. That

the distance criteria for seasonal and perennial rivers in the Stone Crusher Policy,
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2021 has been declared illegal and void by the Hon’ble NGT in Sanjay Kumar vs.

UOI Original Application No. 699/2022 dt. 07.12.2022 and therefore, the same

cannot be said to be applicable to the R-6’s stone crusher unit. The relevant para

is of the judgement is reproduced here-

“In view of above, we hold that distinction of perennial and nonperennial

for locating stone crushers or other such plants for maintaining distance is hit

by the principle of ‘Sustainable Development’ under Section 20 read with

Section 15 of the NGT Act, 2010 and is illegal. Accordingly, we direct the

State of Uttarakhand to revisit its policy/regime to do away with such

distinction for protection of all streams, water courses/rivers. This will also

apply to all existing establishments.”

Further, the Pollution Department was excluded from the detailed inspection,

and the permission has therefore been deemed illegal by the Hon’ble High Court

of Uttarakhand in Devendra Singh Adhikari vs. State of Uttarakhand (WPPIL

168 of 2019) vide judgement dt. 01.02.2023 (para 98).

Relevant para of the Devendra Singh Adhikari vs. State of Uttarakhand

judgement is as hereunder-

“98) We are at our wits end as to how the State Government could have

directed the exclusion of the State Pollution Control Board from the joint

inspection process to ascertain whether any project proponent is complying

with the pollution control norms. By doing so, the State Government is

practically dismantling the statutory regime for protection of environment,

and removing the vigilance that the State Pollution Control Board is
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mandated by law to maintain in the State to prevent pollution. We,

therefore, completely disapprove of the exclusion of the State Pollution

Control Board from the process of joint inspection and direct the State to

ensure that the State Pollution Control Board shall be called for

participation in all inspection exercises, whenever the viability of a project is

being assessed from the point of view of pollution control. Any inspection

reports prepared without the participation of the State Pollution Control

Board shall be illegal and would not form the basis of grant of permission to

either set up, or operate a polluting plant/industry. We further direct that

even in cases where inspections may have been undertaken in the past,

without the participation of the State Pollution Control Board, re- inspection

should be carried out with their participation within the next three months,

and consequential action be taken on the basis of such inspection reports.”

37.That the averments of para 12 of the para-wise reply are denied. That the R-6 first

applied for an EC, then for a permission to establish the stone crusher. However,

the inspection was stopped in the middle on record because norms were not

being met and the authorities were informed to wait for the new policy. This

shows a clear connivance between the authorities and R-6. In the present case,

there is a clear connection between the R-6 and a higher official as already stated

in the appeal. Mr. S.L. Patrick, father of Anuj Patrick, the Partner of Project

Proponent, in a very haste manner, issued a storage license to the project

proponent for an enormous quantity of mineral ignoring even the basic fact that

the area of the site mentioned in the environmental clearance is about half of the
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area of the stone crusher site mentioned in the storage license.

38.That the averments of para 13 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 8 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the

corresponding paragraph. A recall application has been filed, however, no notices

have been issued in the same.

39.That the averments of para 14 of the para-wise reply are denied. It is a well settled

principle that when the basis of a proceeding is deemed illegal, the entire

subsequent proceeding falls to the ground. The CTE and CTO were approved

on the basis of the illegal EC grant and are therefore, non-est and void. The

contents of Para 21 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the

corresponding paragraph.

40.That the contents of Para 15, to the extent which are matters of record, merits no

response. Furthermore, the certificate of the Executive Engineer of Uttarakhand

Irrigation Department is vague and does not provide the geo-coordinates of the

site or even the Khasra no. The certificate only states that the distance is greater

than 300 m from the Sheetla river, not from the bank of the river, which in itself

is vague and unspecific. As per the Stone Crusher Policy, 2020, the distance is to

be measured from the bank of the river. The certificate has been acquired by R-6

themselves, and has not been issued or asked by any government authorities.

Further the Revenue Department’s findings in the Joint Committee Report dt.

17.01.2023 in Para XXIV (at pg. 9 and 10) state that part of the stone crusher

unit has encroached the riverbed of River Sheetla. It also states that part of the

stone crusher unit’s land established along with all the routes to the stone crusher
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from the river is actually encroaching on gram sabha land, which is government

land. The contents of Para 36 above be read as an additional response to the

contents of the corresponding paragraph. A relevant extract of the Revenue

Department’s findings have been reproduced hereunder-

41.That the averments of para 16 of the para-wise reply are denied as the

representation has been signed and sent to the relevant authorities and only a

typed copy has been attached in the appeal. The Appellant would be pleased to

provide a copy if this Hon’ble Tribunal directs the Appellant to do so.

42.That the averments of para 17 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant

has challenged the Doon Valley Notification, 2020 which allows the CPCB

Classification, 2016 to be applicable to the Doon Valley, which is an eco-sensitive

zone. The contents of Para 11 above be read as an additional response to the

contents of the corresponding paragraph.

43.That the averments of para 18 of the para-wise reply are denied as it has been
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admitted by the R-6 themselves that there was no prior permission taken by the

R-6 for change of use of land from ‘agricultural purpose’ to ‘industrial purpose’

before the grant of the EC. The contents of Para 22 above be read as an

additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

44.That the averments of para 19 of the para-wise reply are denied. The Appellant

has provided several concrete evidences to show that there was non-application of

mind by the SEAC and SEIAA in the grant of EC to R-6. The contents of Para

17 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding

paragraph.

45.That the averments of para 20 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 34 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the

corresponding paragraph.

46.That the averments of para 21 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 14 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the

corresponding paragraph.

47.That the averments of para 22 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 30 and 40 above be read as an additional response to the contents of the

corresponding paragraph.

48.That the contents of Para 23 are admitted to the extent that the the extra land was

bought later subsequent to the establishment of the stone crusher unit on 1.433

Ha of land. Rest is denied. The contents of Para 20 above be read as an additional

response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

49.That the averments of para 24 of the para-wise reply are denied. No evidence has
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been put on record by the R-6 to refute the evidences provided by the Appellant

in para 42 and 43 of the appeal. The contents of Para 10 above be read as an

additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

50.That the averments of para 25 of the para-wise reply are denied. The contents of

Para 23 aboveof the preliminary objections be read as an additional response to

the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

51.That the averments of para 26 of the para-wise reply are denied. The R-6 has

contradicted himself wherein in para 11 of its preliminary submissions it stated

that the SEAC and the SEIAA has correctly noted that the project is not covered

by EIA Notification, 2006. Whereas, in para 26 of para-wise reply, it is stated that

the operation of EC will be as per EIA Notification, 2006. Furthermore, there is

a blanket permission given as no term of validity of EC has been provided. Merely

stating that the EC can be revoked at any time does not mean that an expiry of

the EC has been provided for.

52.That the averments of para 27 of the para-wise reply are vehemently denied. The

R-6 has itself admitted that the appeal was filed in defect on 28.05.2022, which is

within the prescribed period as extended by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in In

Re: Cognizance for Extension of Limitation (supra). The contents of Para 8 above

be read as an additional response to the contents of the corresponding paragraph.

53.That the averments of para 28 of the para-wise reply are denied. The R-6 has

misrepresented to this Hon’ble court that they have followed strict compliance

with the Uttarakhand Stone Crusher Policy, 2020 and obtained the EC legally.

The Appellant has not misrepresented anything and the same has been clarified
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in the submissions made above.

54.That the Court may be plased to take into consideration the aforementioned

submissions on record of the discrepancies in the R-6’s reply and according prays

to cancel the illegal EC granted to the R-6 and impose strict penalty upon R-6 for

violating the Doon Valley Notification, 1989, EIA Notification, 2006 and the

Stone Crusher Policy, 2020 .

Drawn and filed by:

[AJIT SHARMA]

Advocate for the Appellant

320 CK DAPHTARY CHAMBERS

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

NEW DELHI 110001

TEL.: 9910940004
Place: New Delhi 

Dated: 19.01.2022
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SITE LOCATION BALAJI STONE CRUSHER, VILLAGE BALUWALA, TEH. VIKAS NAGAR, DEHRADUN
xwxy eSi fnukad 20-11-2022 dk gS ftl ij bZ0lh0 esa fn;s x;s yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV o Joint Inspection esa fn;s x;s yksxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV dks ekdZ dj fn[kk;k x;k gS nksuksa vyx

vyx txg gS nksuksa ds e/; fcUnqvksa ds chp yxHkx 250 ehVj dh nwjh gSA tgkW ij bZ0lh0 yh xbZ gS ogkW ij LVksu dzs'kj LFkkfir ugh gSA tgkW ij LVksu dzs'kj gS ogkW dh bZ0lh0 ugh gSA

Pink Color ls og Hkkx fn[kk;k gS ftldks bZ0lh0 esa fn[kk;k x;k gS ftlds P1, P2, P3, P4 o Center ds yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV PFR ls fy;s x;s gS og Center dk fcUnq 
bZ0lh0 esa Hkh fn;k x;k gS mlh ls ;g ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlus lsUVj ls 300 ehVj ij uhys jax dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlds nk;js esa vkcknh vkrh gS vkSj yky jax ls 500 ehVj 
dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlesa unh dk fdukjk vkrk gSA blh izdkj Joint Inspection esa Md ds fcUnq dks ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlds 500 ehVj esa iwjh unh vkrh gSA LVksu dzs'kj ls 
lkjs jkLrs unh ds cM+s cM+s x<<ksa ls feyrs gSA tgkW yxHkx 1&11@2 fdeh0 yEch unh esa cM+s cM+s x<<s voS/k [kuu ls fd;s x;s gS bruk [kuu dsoy ,d ekg esa fd;k x;k gSA 

Annexure No    Page No 371



SITE LOCATION BALAJI STONE CRUSHER, VILLAGE BALUWALA, TEH. VIKAS NAGAR, DEHRADUN
xwxy eSi fnukad 20-11-2022 dk gS ftl ij bZ0lh0 esa fn;s x;s yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV o Joint Inspection esa fn;s x;s yksxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV dks ekdZ dj fn[kk;k x;k gS nksuksa vyx
vyx txg gS nksuksa ds e/; fcUnqvksas ds chp yxHkx 250 ehVj dh nwjh gSA tgkW ij bZ0lh0 yh xbZ gS ogkW ij LVksu dzs'kj LFkkfir ugh gSA tgkW ij LVksu dzs'kj gS ogkW dh bZ0lh0 ugh gSA

Pink Color ls og Hkkx fn[kk;k gS ftldks bZ0lh0 esa fn[kk;k x;k gS ftlds P1, P2, P3, P4 o Center ds yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV PFR ls fy;s x;s gS og Center dk fcUnq 
bZ0lh0 esa Hkh fn;k x;k gS mlh ls ;g ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlus lsUVj ls 300 ehVj ij uhys jax dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlds nk;js esa vkcknh vkrh gS vkSj yky jax ls 500 ehVj 
dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlesa unh dk fdukjk vkrk gSA blh izdkj Joint Inspection esa Md ds fcUnq dks ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlds 500 ehVj esa iwjh unh vkrh gSA LVksu dzs'kj ls 
lkjs jkLrs unh ds cM+s cM+s x<<ksa ls feyrs gSA tgkW yxHkx 1&11@2 fdeh0 yEch unh esa cM+s cM+s x<<s voS/k [kuu ls fd;s x;s gS bruk [kuu dsoy ,d ekg esa fd;k x;k gSA 

Page No 38



SITE LOCATION BALAJI STONE CRUSHER, VILLAGE BALUWALA, TEH. VIKAS NAGAR, DEHRADUN
xwxy eSi fnukad 20-11-2022 dk gS ftl ij bZ0lh0 esa fn;s x;s yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV o Joint Inspection esa fn;s x;s yksxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV dks ekdZ dj fn[kk;k

x;k gS nksuksa vyx vyx txg gS nksuksa ds e/; fcUnqvksa ds chp yxHkx 250 ehVj dh nwjh gSA tgkW ij bZ0lh0 yh xbZ gS ogkW ij LVksu dzs'kj LFkkfir ugh gSA tgkW ij LVksu dzs'kj gS 
ogkW dh bZ0lh0 ugh gSA

Pink Color ls og Hkkx fn[kk;k gS ftldks bZ0lh0 esa fn[kk;k x;k gS ftlds P1, P2, P3, P4 o Center ds yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV PFR ls fy;s x;s gS og Center dk fcUnq 
bZ0lh0 esa Hkh fn;k x;k gS mlh ls ;g ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlus lsUVj ls 300 ehVj ij uhys jax dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlds nk;js esa vkcknh vkrh gS vkSj yky jax ls 500 ehVj 
dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlesa unh dk fdukjk vkrk gSA blh izdkj Joint Inspection esa Md ds fcUnq dks ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlds 500 ehVj esa iwjh unh vkrh gSA LVksu dzs'kj ls 
lkjs jkLrs unh ds cM+s cM+s x<<ksa ls feyrs gSA tgkW yxHkx 1&11@2 fdeh0 yEch unh esa cM+s cM+s x<<s voS/k [kuu ls fd;s x;s gS bruk [kuu dsoy ,d ekg esa fd;k x;k gSA 

Page No 39



Pink Color ls og Hkkx fn[kk;k gS ftldks bZ0lh0 esa fn[kk;k x;k gS ftlds P1, P2, P3, P4 o Center ds yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV PFR ls fy;s x;s gS og Center dk fcUnq 
bZ0lh0 esa Hkh fn;k x;k gS mlh ls ;g ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlus lsUVj ls 300 ehVj ij uhys jax dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlds nk;js esa vkcknh vkrh gS vkSj yky jax ls 500 ehVj 
dk lfdZy cuk gS ftlesa unh dk fdukjk vkrk gSA blh izdkj Joint Inspection esa Md ds fcUnq dks ekdZ fd;k x;k gS ftlds 500 ehVj esa iwjh unh vkrh gSA LVksu dzs'kj ls 
lkjs jkLrs unh ds cM+s cM+s x<<ksa ls feyrs gSA tgkW yxHkx 1&11@2 fdeh0 yEch unh esa cM+s cM+s x<<s voS/k [kuu ls fd;s x;s gS bruk [kuu dsoy ,d ekg esa fd;k x;k gSA 

SITE LOCATION BALAJI STONE CRUSHER, VILLAGE BALUWALA, TEH. VIKAS NAGAR, DEHRADUN
xwxy eSi fnukad 08-12-2021 dk gS ftl ij bZ0lh0 esa fn;s x;s yksaxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV o Joint Inspection esa fn;s x;s yksxhV;wV o ySVhV;wV dks ekdZ dj fn[kk;k x;k gS nksuksa vyx
vyx txg gS nksuksa ds e/; fcUnqvksa ds chp yxHkx 250 ehVj dh nwjh gSA tgkW ij bZ0lh0 yh xbZ gS ogkW ij LVksu dzs'kj izLrkfor ugh gSA tgkW ij LVksu dzs'kj izLrkfor gS ogkW dh 
bZ0lh0 ugh gSA

Annexure No Page No 402



1 | P a g e 

DEHRADUN CITY AIR ACTION PLAN 

(Second Revision) 

2021 

APPROVED BY:- 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING 
COMMITTEE 

GOVERNMENT OF UTTARAKAHDN 
CONSTITUTED IN COMPLIANCE OF HON’BLE NGT ORDER 
IN OA NO 681/2018 

PREPARED BY: 

UTTARAKHAND POLLUTION CONTROL 
BOARD, DEHRADUN 

41
Annexure 3



2 | P a g e 

Contents 

Background .................................................................................................................................. 3 

Why Clean Air Action Plan? ...................................................................................................... 5 

Dehradun City Clean Air Action Plan-Need Assessment ........................................................ 6 

Emissions Inventory for DehradunIn2016-2017 ..................................................................... 8 

Clean Air Action Plan for Dehradun City ................................................................................ 9 

Financial Layout ....................................................................................................................... 20 

Annexures .................................................................................................................................. 21 

Disclaimer .................................................................................................................................. 32 

42



3 | P a g e 

Dehradun, the capital of Uttarakhand is positioned in the fertile region of the Doon Valley 

between the rivers Yamuna and Ganga. The city is spread over an area of 64.4 Sq. Km with 

a population of 569,578 as per the census of 2011. The city’s population density is 8633/km2 

with a decadal population growth rate of 37.4%. With a steady rate of population growth and 

urbanization there is increasing pressure on resources in the city and the air quality of the city 

has been steadily deteriorating. More than three decade ago, air pollution was discussed in 

the context of limestone mining, but this was banned in 1986 by the Hon’ble Supreme Court, 

and Government of India restricted developmental activities by enacting Doon Valley 

Notification, 1989. 

There are reports including the Greenpeace report, Apocalypse 2017 that states that city's 

annual average PM10 levels was more than thrice the permissible limit making Dehradun city 

in Uttarakhand an entrant in the list of 10 worst cities with an annual average of 238 μg/m3. 

The report also suggests that these top most polluted cities need to improve monitoring and 

management of air quality and a stricter time bound air action plan is the need of the hour. At 

present Dehradun city has three stations to measure PM10 levels. However, PM2.5level is 

being measured since January 2019 only. According to the Central 

I. Background
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7

The sources of the continuous increase in air pollution in Delhi-NCR has been a 
debatable issue. To identify these sources, various source apportionment studies 
have been conducted. The studies have revealed industrial emissions as one of 
the major sources to air pollution in the area, along with vehicular, road dust and 
construction activities.

Consequently, the action plans for non-attainment cities have been incorporated 
with measures to reduce industrial pollution by means of installation of air 
pollution control devices and/or change of fuel used for combustion purposes 
or similar practices. Industrial air pollution includes both stack and fugitive 
emissions, but the action plans focus only on control measures for stack 
emissions while entirely overlooking fugitive emissions. Though stack emissions 
are considered major contributors to industrial air pollution, fugitive emissions 
also play a crucial role in the ambient air pollution of an area and hence need  
equal attention.

A Centre for Science and Environment (CSE) 2020 report Assessment of 
Industrial Air Pollution in Delhi-NCR assessed seven regions in Delhi-NCR to 
identify  industrial sectors with high fugitive emissions. Stone crushers were 
recognized as a sector with high potential for fugitive dust emissions. Although 
considered small-scale, this sector is infamous for flouting environmental norms 
by generating air pollution, causing severe discomfort to the residents in their 
vicinity and degrading the environment. The severity of the emissions from this 
sector is measured by the fact that the Environment Pollution (Prevention & 
Control) Authority (EPCA) banned their operation, along with those of brick kilns 
and hot mix plants, under the implementation of the Graded Response Action 
Plan (GRAP). The issue has also been reported multiple times in the media and 
several orders have been passed against the stone crushers by the National Green 
Tribunal (NGT) (see Photograph 1).

1. Why are we discussing
stone crushers?
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Photograph 1: Media reports on operation of stone crushers under the scanner 
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The sector has also been in the limelight for illegal mining of stone from protected 
areas. Several reports have described the destruction of the Aravalli Range due 
to rampant stone-mining activities. The issue turned so extreme that it required 
intervention from the Supreme Court of India, which subsequently, in 2002, 
banned stone mining in the Aravalli Range. 

There has also been a gradual progression of National Green Tribunal (NGT) 
orders with regard to the stone-crusher industry. The orders range from 
acknowledging the illegality and non-compliance by proponents and accounting 
for misgivings of the state Pollution Control Boards to directing the Pollution 
Boards to conduct carrying capacity studies and undertake adequate remedial 
plans for exploited areas. These matters have underlined the negligent attitude 
of regulators and state administration towards the plight of people living in the 
vicinity of the non-complying or illegal entities. Compliance by this sector with 
the regulations has, however, always been a challenge. The issue of environmental 
damage by stone crushers is not limited to Delhi-NCR but extends all over the 
country (see Box: Court cases against stone crushers). Continued operation of 
crushers with the current criteria will have deadly consequences.

Fugitive emissions from operation of a stone-crusher unit
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Map 1: Areas covered under study

To study the causes of pollution from the stoner-crusher industry, CSE 
conducted an independent study on stone-crusher units operating in 
Delhi-NCR. With environmental norms strict in Delhi, districts in NCR  
have emerged as major hubs for industries, and these areas have been selected  
for the study. The study covers Nuh, Gurugram, Faridabad, Tijara and Alwar (see 
Map 1: Regions covered under study). Mohabtabad Crusher Zone in Pali area of 
Faridabad is considered Asia’s largest crusher zone. Similarly, Manki Crusher 
Zone in Ramgarh district of Alwar is a hub of stone-crushing plants. 

The stone-crushing industry is an industrial sector engaged in producing crushed 
stone of various sizes and dust which acts as raw material for construction activities. 
The industry exists in all the states near almost every major city and town. Stone 
crushers produce substantial quantities of fine fugitive dust emissions that create 
health hazards for workers as well as the population in the vicinity. The dust also 
adds to the air pollution of the area and affects visibility. The sector is in the orange 
category and is required to obtain a Consent to Establish (CTE) and Consent to 
Operate (CTO) from the State Pollution Control Boards.
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The objective of this study is to understand current practices followed by the stone-
crusher units, identify the issues of fugitive emissions, evaluate the effectiveness of 
sector-specific guidelines on the ground and assess the implementation challenges. 
Since the sector will always be in demand considering the construction planned 
in India, the study aims to strengthen the operational practices of this sector such 
that it is able to work in harmony with the environment. This can be done by 
reinforcing sector guidelines and incorporating stringent measures to reduce 
fugitive emissions from the sector.

COURT CASES AGAINST STONE CRUSHERS

Despite state guidelines in place for the stone-crushing sector, various petitions have been recently filed in the 

National Green Tribunal (NGT) regarding illegal operations, flouting of environmental norms, and complete 

disregard for siting guidelines by project proponents. Taking note of the pollution from these industries 

and acknowledging the gravity of the situation, the Green Court also stated, “the right of operating stone 

crushers cannot get preference over and above the right to life”.1 Some of the NGT cases that highlight the 

polluting sectors and problematic areas have been discussed below:

1. NGT order regarding closure of unsustainable stone crushers, Haryana, October 26, 2021:2 A complaint was filed at 

NGT stating that there are 260 stone crushers in operation in Charkhi Dadri and the environment does not 

have the capacity to sustain the same resulting in air and water pollution beyond norms. The Committee, 

constituted by NGT, acknowledged violation of environmental norms in its report and submitted that the 

carrying capacity of Charki Dadri is negative, i.e. the existing plants are already higher than what can be 

sustained without any environmental repercussions and health degeneration. The Tribunal thus directed 

that in view of absence of carrying capacity and unsustainability of the stone crushers, the stone crushers 

may be liable to be closed to the extent the same are not sustainable. Additionally, an environmental 

compensation (EC) against 34 units amounting Rs 4.51 crore has been imposed out of which 27 units have 

deposited EC amounting to Rs 1.83 crore. Likewise, EC for illegal abstraction of groundwater has been 

calculated for Rs 31.66 crore.

2. NGT order on violation of environmental norms by stone crushers, Uttar Pradesh, June 8, 2021:2 In compliance with the 

NGT order, an environmental compensation of Rs 6 crore has been fined on six stone-crusher units operating 

in district Mahoba of Uttar Pradesh. The units were found violating environmental norms according to the 

report filed by the joint committee constituted by the NGT. These units were alleged to be operating and 

violating norms for last ten years as per the petition filed in NGT. NGT also slammed the Pollution Board 

of Uttar Pradesh; it stated that continuous violation for as long a period as ten years shows the failure of 

monitoring by the statutory bodies.

3. NGT intervention against violation of siting criteria by stone crusher, Haryana, October 26, 2021:3 In response to 

the petition filed against the stone crusher violating siting criteria in Mahindargarh, Haryana, a factual 

and action taken report has been asked by the NGT from the joint committee of the Central Pollution 

Control Board (CPCB), State Pollution Control Board (SPCB) and Deputy Commissioner, Mahindergarh. The 

committee submitted that the said crusher was found to be in violation of siting criteria with regard to 

distance from educational institutions and thus its consent has been revoked and the unit is not permitted 

to operate.
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4. NGT order regarding dust pollution by stone crushers in district Satna, Madhya, February 21, 2019:4 It is alleged

in the NGT that several stone crushers are operating illegally within the distance of 5–10 metre from

the National Highway, which is against the siting policy. A joint committee comprising representatives

of CPCB, SPCB and the District Magistrate, Satna,  confirmed in their report the operation of five stone

crushers within the prohibited distance. The crushers were ordered to close down their operations,

including in their captive mines, in violation of the siting criteria. Show cause notices have also been

passed against 14 stone crushers for not implementing pollution-control measures that have been set up

in the area, including in their captive mines. NGT also said that in spite of illegal operation of crushers, no 

compensation has been assessed and recovered from the crushers for causing damage to the environment. 

It directed the state Pollution Control Board (SPCB) to furnish a report with details of compensation cost

to be recovered from the crushers.

5. NGT direction to HSPCB regarding distance from educational institutions, May 21, 2019:5 In response to the petition

filed by Sardar Patel Jan Chetna Education Society, NGT ordered the Haryana State Pollution Control Board

(HSPCB) to furnish the status report on the compliance of the siting area between the stone crushers and the 

educational institutes. It is pertinent to mention that Haryana government has included the distance criteria 

from educational institutes in its notification after the earlier NGT order dated February 19, 2019. The board 

in its report submitted that 58 stone crushers were found to be non-complying with the distance criteria of

a minimum of 0.5 km from educational institutes. The board has taken action against the defaulters and a

window of one year has been granted to these units to comply with the siting norms.

6. NGT order regarding closure of crushers operating without consent, Uttar Pradesh February 31, 2020:6 A petition

was filed by the Society for Protection of Environment and Biodiversity in the Green Tribunal claiming

that several stone crushers in the four districts of Uttar Pradesh—Hamirpur, Banda, Chitrakoot and

Mahoba—were either operating without consent or were alleged to be in its violation. The Uttar Pradesh 

Pollution Control Board (UPPCB), on being questioned by NGT in the matter, informed the court that 380

stone crushers were running in four districts, and of these, 174 units (46 per cent) were operating without 

consent. It also informed that closure notices were sent to the defaulter. UPPCB also charged 68 units for

environmental compensation. The court ruled that the board shall conduct periodic inspections to ensure 

that stone crushers without consent are not allowed to commence.

7. NGT order regarding illegal mining and stone-crushing units in Rajmahal Hills, Sahebganj, Jharkhand, September

23, 2020:7 The matter was related to enforcement of environmental norms in the operation of quarrying

and crushing units in the Rajmahal Hills of the Vindhya Mountains, District Sahebganj, Jharkhand. The

Tribunal noted that the area is rich in mineral resources and more than 407 stone crushers and 300 stone

mines in the area were involved in indiscriminate mining and operation of crushers without due regard to

the environmental norms which resulted in destruction of the hills. The court formed a joint committee

of CPCB, MoEF&CC and Jharkhand State Pollution Control Board (JSPCB), which in its report submitted

rampant violation of environmental norms by the mines and crushers and unscientific and unsystematic

mining practised in all the mines during the committee’s visit. Haul roads were kuchcha, with inadequate

arrangement for water spraying on roads. The roads were full of trucks and the trees in the area were

laden with dust. The court stated that the state machinery and the regulatory authorities had allowed a

free run to the operation of mines and crusher units, resulting in the present sordid condition. The State

Board informed the NGT that a total environmental compensation of Rs 6 crore had been imposed on the

defaulters, which NGT found inadequate and not in accordance with the CPCB criteria. The court formed a

new four-member committee and directed it to prepare a scientific action plan after in-depth study of the

problem with a clear road map. The court also directed the committee to examine the questions of how

many stone crushers and mining units could be allowed and subject to what special conditions and to what

extent the existing activities needed to be regulated.
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2. Stone crushers: Process and
air pollution

Depending on geographical location, type of demand for crushed products, type 
of raw material, local availability of plant and machinery etc., there are great 
variations in the kinds of stone crushers in the country. The industry can be divided 
in three categories—small, medium and large. While small crushers usually have 
a production capacity of 3–25 tonne per hour (TPH), the production capacity of 
medium-sized crushers is in the range of 25–100 TPH. The production capacity of 
large crushers is more than 100 TPH; they are generally owned by companies with 
their own or leased stone mines.

The major process in stone crusher units remains the same, with variations in the 
number of crushing and screening steps depending on the size of the unit and the 
requirement of the final product. The products from these units generally include 
fine dust and stones of size 6 mm, 10 mm, 20 mm and 40 mm. A different size 
of stone can also be produced as per the demand by changing only the size of the 
screen mesh.

Process of stone crushing

A. Mining of stone: The first step in the process is availability of raw material.
Various types of raw material—such as granite, riverbed pebbles, semi-grade
stone, soft rock etc.—are used in stone-crushing units as per the local demand
requirements in different geographical locations. The supply zones for the
various types of raw materials range from local hillocks, open-cast mines,
riverbeds, cliffs and other miscellaneous sources. Mostly small-sized stone
crushers source their raw materials from local hillocks, riverbeds or from
mine owners in the vicinity while medium- and large-sized units source their
raw material from leased or owned open-cast mines.

B. Transportation of raw material: Mined stone from various sources are
transported to stone-crushing units via trucks, trailers or automatic dumpers.
Most of the transportation vehicles have hydraulically operated tilting
arrangement for easy and faster unloading of stones at the crusher sites.
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Unloading point for raw material (deep pit feeder)

Raw material fed to jaw crusher from feeder

Photograph 2: Primary crushing unit

Jaw crusher with elevated feed hopper Raw material unloading in feed hopper
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C. Primary crushing: Transported mined stones are fed directly to the primary
crusher via stone wells or feeders. Two types of feeders are used at the units, one
with the deep pit—also called haudi—and the other an elevated feed hopper.
The feeders are connected to the primary crusher. Jaw crushers are widely used
as primary crushers in these units. The primary crusher crushes the large stones
and boulders into stones of size 100–140 mm. Crushed stones are conveyed  to
stock piles to further transfer them to a secondary crusher (see Photograph 2).

D. Secondary crushing: Crushed stones from stockpiles are fed to secondary
crushers via conveyor belts. In this step, stones are further crushed to sizes
ranging from as large as 40–60 mm to 10 mm or even smaller. Stone-crushing
units use different types of crushers for secondary crushing. The granulator
is most commonly used in non-engineered units (with basic design) while
engineered units use a cone crusher for this step (see Photograph 3).

E. Screening: Crushed stone from the secondary crusher is transferred for
screening via a conveyor belt. Screening is the process of separating groups
of product of various sizes. Several screens of different mesh size are aligned
one below the other and each screen is connected to a separate conveyor belt
to discharge product of different sizes. The size of the screen mesh depends
on the size of final product required. For example, for a final product of stone
size 10 mm, a screen of mesh size of 12 mm is used. The mass that remains on
the screen is called oversize and the material that passes through the screen
is called undersize. The oversize is returned to secondary crushers for further
crushing and then again to the screen. The undersize is discharged through
a chute on to a conveyor belt (see Photograph 4).  The screened product of

Granulator for secondary crushing Cone crusher for secondary crushing

Photographs 3: Secondary crushing units
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Photograph 4: Screening of crushed material

Typical screening unit Screening in progress

Screen used in the screening process

various sizes gets conveyed to stockpiles by belt conveyors. Different types of 
screens—grizzly-type screen, vibrating screen and rotary screen—are used. 
Vibrating screens are used most often.

F.	 Tertiary crushing: Tertiary crushing is performed in units that produce dust 
as their primary product. Dust, generally a byproduct of the stone-crushing 
process, is of low quality and has a low market price. Units that produce dust 
as their main product install a separate machine, usually roller crushers. 
Stones of 10–20 mm size are sent to the crushers to be ground into fine dust 
(see Photograph 5). To separate dust from oversize, the output from roller 
crushers is conveyed for screening. A separate screen may be installed by the 
units for this step or the primary screen may be used.
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G. Product storage and loading: After crushing and screening, the final product
is transferred to a conveyor belt that delivers the product into different
stockpiles, depending on the size of product. The conveyors belts have chutes
attached at the delivering position in order to streamline the fall of product
and reduce emissions. Many units, however, provide chutes only for dust, and
not for other products. Wind-breaking walls between stockpiles of product are
also required to prevent dispersion of product during high winds.

Loading of the final product into trucks and trolleys is practised in two  
ways. An additional conveyor belt is installed at the base of the stockpile and 
the belt transfers the product directly into the carrying vehicle. But as this 
process requires more area, the units have the product transferred through 
JCBs (see Photograph 6).

Photograph 5: Tertiary screening unit

Chute for release of final product to stockpile
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Product release without chute Wind-breaking wall Product loading through 
conveyor belt

Photograph 6: Product storage and loading

H.	 Conveyance system: Conveyor belts are the primary means of transferring 
raw material and product from one end to another through the entire process. 
As they continuously carry one or another form of product, they are potential 
source of high fugitive dust emissions during the process. To substantiate the 
dust, water sprinklers are provided on each belt and are required to be operated 
during the process. To reduce emissions further, some units cover conveyor 
belts either with sheets or thick cloth. The coverings are easily removable 
during maintenance of belts (see Photograph 7).

Conveyor belt system in a stone-crushing unit
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Water sprinklers provided on conveyor belts

Photograph 7: Conveyance system in the stone crusher units

Halfhearted attempted in covering conveyor belt Complete covered conveyor belt

Sources of emission 

The complete process of stone crushing involves generation of fugitive dust 
emissions (see Figure 1: Flow diagram of stone-crushing process). The only 
difference lies in the quantum of dust generated from each step, which increases as 
the process proceeds towards finer crushing. To control these emissions from being 
airborne, the guidelines notified by the states directs the use of covered sheds at 
the machines for dust containment and water sprinkling for dust suppression. The 
guidelines already had minimum requirements; however, the crusher units fail 
to fulfill these bare minimum measures, thus leading to huge amounts of fugitive 
emissions. A few units, however, have attempted to provide good infrastructure in 
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Figure 1: Flow diagram of stone-crushing process

Transportation

Oversize

Oversize

Product

Product

Storage and 
transport 

Mining of raw material
Open cast mines, hillocks or riverbeds

Storage or unloading of raw  
material at stone well or feeder

Primary crushing

 Secondary crushing 

Screening

Tertiary crushing 
(in plants producing dust as product)

Screening

terms of dust containment at various stages. The emissions at different stages and 
the control measures taken by the unit (partial or complete) are discussed further 
in the next section.

A. Primary crushing: As this step crushes large boulders into comparatively
smaller sizes, the crushing process along with unloading of stones involves
generation of substantial amount of fugitive dust (see Photograph 8). The
mechanism for water sprinkling is provided at this step to reduce fugitive dust
but they were observed as non-operational during site visits. At some sites,
the primary crushing area is partially or completely covered under shed as a
measure to contain the fugitive dust, though partial covering does not seem to
provide much of a benefit (see Photographs 9).
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Photograph 8: Emissions from primary crushing

Partially covered shed Fully covered shed with door

Photograph 9: Practices to contain emissions from primary crushing

B.	 Secondary crushing: Fugitive dust generated from this step is much higher 
than in primary crushing (see Photograph 10). Units provide sheds for this 
part of the process but they are usually partially covered and dust escapes into 
the atmosphere (see Photograph 11). 

Photograph 10: Fugitive emissions from secondary crushing
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Photograph 12: Fugitive dust from screening process

Partially covered sheds Completely covered sheds for granulators

Photograph 11: Practices to control emissions from secondary crushing

C. Screening: The screening process is the source of highest fugitive dust
emissions. As the material from secondary crushers is conveyed to the
screens, the screen vibrates and thus separates the material into different
categories. This vibratory action causes large amounts of fugitive dust
accompanied by a high degree of noise (see Photograph 12). Shed and
water sprinklers are made available to combat dust but sprinklers are not
operated frequently. A few units have adopted the practice of complete shed
coverage for the process, with doors provided for the purpose of maintenance
(see Photograph 13).

D. Tertiary crushing: As this step involves grinding stones into fine dust, large
quantities of fugitive emissions are generated. The emissions can be observed
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in the shed and even escaping into the environment if the machine is partially 
covered (see Photograph 14).

E.	 Product release and storage: Fugitive emissions transferred through chutes 
are lower than direct disposal of product onto the stockpile, which generates 
high amounts of fugitive emissions (see Photograph 15). These emissions are 
higher at dust stockpiles than at stone piles of 10–20 mm size.

Partial covering of screens Fully covered shed with doors for maintenance

Photograph 13: Covered sheds for screening process

Photograph 14: Fugitive dust from tertiary process

Photograph 15: Dust emissions during product release at stockpile
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3. Regulatory framework

State-specific guidelines for stone crushers

Many states have developed guidelines for stone crushers units, which include 
siting criteria and pollution control measure to reduce fugitive emissions from 
these units. In the case of Delhi-NCR, Haryana has defined guidelines in place 
for these units, with suitable siting rules. The state guidelines have also notified 
crushing zones for the establishment of such units. Rajasthan also has guidelines 
notified for such units; the guidelines, however, are very general and do not direct 
much of control measures. 

The following discusses state-wise guidelines:

A. Haryana

The Haryana government’s 2016 notification stated that stone crusher units are 
required to practise the following pollution-control measures:

a. Pollution-control measures
• Dust containment-cum-suppressing systems for equipment in the form of

covered sheds and sprinklers.
• Construction of approved wind-breaking wall of length of at least 50 metre

and height of at least 16 feet, along with provision of telescopic chute to ensure
that the crushed material from the nod is released from a point which is at
least 2 feet below the height of the wind-breaking wall.

• Construction and maintenance of metalled roads for vehicular movement
within the premises of the crushing units or within the zone housing
the stone-crushing units. The metalled roads to be provided either
individually within the premises or jointly by the crushers in the approved
crusher zones will be as determined by the Haryana State Pollution
Control Board (HSPCB). HSPCB has the authority to cancel continued
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operation of stone crushers in a zone or isolated sites within zones where 
such metalled roads are not satisfactorily constructed or maintained. 
Regular cleaning and wetting of the ground within premises and  
the remaining enclosure of crushing units and zones where stone-crushing 
units are situated is required.

• All stone-crushing units shall provide a green belt of two rows along the
periphery. Till plantation within the premises is fully developed, the project
proponent shall erect a barrier along the periphery to contain dust emissions.
The barricade should completely enclose the premises from all sides and may
be a boundary wall or made of flexible cloth (tarpaulin etc.) or a combination
of the two. The height of the barricade shall not be less than the height of the
highest tip of the conveyor belts.

• The stone-crushing units shall provide at least 50 sprinklers along with
a water-storage facility of capacity of at least 10 kilolitre. Further, they
must sprinkle at least 10 kilolitre of water per day for a stone-crushing
capacity of 100 tonne per day and pro rata accordingly for higher capacity
crushing units.

• In order to ensure regular operation of sprinklers system, the stone-crushing
units will provide an interlocking system along with a separate energy meter
with load survey and demand features.

• The stone-crushing units shall obtain raw material only from legal sources
and will have exclusive contract with the legitimate mining lease holders and
will submit complete data relating to the sources and quantity of raw material
utilized by the stone-crushing units.

• A green belt along any approved notified zone will be for a depth of  at least
100 metre or along the periphery of the crusher zone with  at least 10 rows
of such trees. The responsibility for planting and  maintaining the green belt
shall be with all the stone-crushing units operating at that time. In case any
stone crushing unit does not comply with this direction, the Board shall get it
done at the expense of the defaulting stone crushing unit.

• No stone crusher will be allowed to be set up in a stream or riverbed within
their flood protection embankments.

b. Siting norms
The 2016 notification of the Haryana government dedicated various crusher
zones in the districts of Faridabad, Panchkula, Yamuna Nagar, Gurugram, Mewat
and Bhiwani. Stone-crusher units that did not fall in these notified zones were
required to follow the siting guidelines as stated in the following table.
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S. no. Criteria Distance (km)

1 Minimum distance required from the nearest national and state highway 1.0

2
Minimum distance required from the nearest outer limit of major district 
roads and other roads 0.1

3
Minimum distance required from the limits of National Capital Territory 
of Delhi 5.0

4
Minimum distance required from the limits of  nearest municipal corpo-
ration 3.0

5
Minimum distance required from the nearest town, city or 
municipal limits 1.5

6
Minimum distance required from the nearest village phirni. If there is no 
phirni, the distance will be measured from the village Lal Dora 1.0

7
Minimum distance required from any land recorded as forest in govern-
ment records (revenue or forest department) except strip forests,  
plantation along roads, canals, railway lines and bunds

0.5

8
Minimum distance required from any strip forests or plantation along 
roads, canals, railway lines and bunds etc. recorded as forest in govern-
ment records

0.1

9
Minimum distance required from approved water supply scheme open 
to sky of 20 kilolitre capacity 1.5

10
Minimum distance required from any indoor health treatment unit 
catering to 25 or more bed for catering indoor patients 1.0

11
Minimum distance required from national parks, wildlife sanctuary and 
conservation reserves 2.0

These siting criteria are only applicable to stone-crushing units to be established 
in the area outside the existing notified, approved crusher zones or their extension. 
All stone-crushing units (existing or new) that do not meet the siting criteria are 
required to shift to a site meeting the siting parameters or to the identified crusher 
zone depending on the availability of vacant sites in the zone. The notification 
provided a window of three years for re-siting of stone crushers with a further 
extendable period of one year provided that the crusher has procured the land 
meeting the siting the criteria.

The Haryana government has implemented a good initiative of notifying crusher 
zones for operation of stone crushers. This will be helpful in managing crusher 
units, provided there is regular monitoring of these units. The guidelines, however, 
are lenient in terms of pollution control measures. It mandates dust containment 
system in the form of covered sheds; it does not, however, specify the technicalities. 
For example, it does not specify the height of the shed or whether it is to be covered 
from all sides. This ambiguity has resulted in a situation where the units have 
provided partially covered sheds (on three sides and top), leaving one side open. 
Since these units were found to be operating during the survey, this seems to be a 
sorry state for the pollution board. 
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Conveyor belts carrying crushed material from one step to another are an important 
source of fugitive emissions. As the belts travel across units, they are a concern with 
regard to emissions. The guidelines, however, mention neither any measures for 
covering conveyor belts nor the provision of flexible openings for the passage of 
the belts in sheds. As a result, even units that are completely covered have open 
conveyor belts and even open passage for these belts and thereby release dust from 
the belt as well as sheds. Dust is required to be contained from all probable sources 
of generation; the focus of the guidelines, however, is only on the sheds.

Provision of closed storage of the final product has not been discussed in the guidelines. 
The final product is in its finest form—most often dust—and is thus most susceptible 
to being airborne. Storing this fine product in the open creates a lot of nuisance; the 
guidelines, however, have limited the provision only to the wind-breaking wall, which 
alone does not suffice. The number of water sprinklers in the guidelines is given as 
50, but the location where it needs to be installed is not specified. The purpose of 
installing this number of sprinklers if they are not positioned correctly is not clear. 
The guidelines need to be strengthened technically with regard to pollution-control 
measures in order to minimize fugitive emissions from this sector.

B. Rajasthan

The Rajasthan government vide its notification of 2018 released the guidelines for 
abatement and control of pollution in the stone-crusher industry. This notification 
superseded the 2011 guidelines which were in place for the regulation of this sector. 
The new guidelines are general in nature and do not direct much of the provisions 
for pollution control. 

The following requirements are mentioned in the guidelines as measures for 
pollution control. 

a. Pollution-control measures
• Dust containment-cum-suppression system for the equipment. Construction

of wind breaking walls;
• Regular cleaning and wetting of the ground with in the premises;
• A green belt along the periphery;
• To control fugitive emissions from the premises of stone-crusher units, a

water-sprinkler system shall be installed at all strategic locations, i.e. into the
feed hopper, at the inlet and outlet of primary and secondary crushers, at the
outlet of the vibrating screen, with all material conveyors and drop point of dust
conveyors etc.;
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• After construction of boundary wall of sufficient height (at least as high as  the
drop point of the chute at the conveyor) to act as a wind barrier around crusher
premises, there is no need to construct separate wind-breaking walls along
material conveyors;

• Up to 33 per cent of the area shall be utilized for plantation within the
crusher unit;

• All existing stone-crusher units not having plantation up to prescribed norms
shall submit a time-bound action plan (not more than one year) along with
bank guarantee of Rs 15,000;

• Groundwater shall not be abstracted without a prior no objection certificate
(NOC) from the Central Ground Water Authority (CGWA);

• A signboard showing the name, address and capacity of the stone-crusher
industry should be displayed at the entrance of the site;

• The crusher area shall be clearly demarcated by providing boundary walls at
all sides:

• Raw material should be obtained from legal sources only. If at any stage
raw material procured from an illegal source is found to be used, the sole
responsibility will be of the project proponent.

The 2018 guidelines are claimed to be developed with the intent to control 
pollution from stone crushing units. They have, however, been diluted to the bare 
minimum criteria. The guidelines mandated general conditions for the crusher 
units to comply with. As evident from the comparison table (see Box: Stone crusher 
guidelines 2011–18: Rajasthan government takes a step back), the 2011 guidelines 
discussed provision of a dust extraction system for screening and crushing areas 
to remove dust contained in the sheds. This is an effective measure to control dust 
as wet suppression does not suffice. The current guidelines, however, are limited 
to just a dust containment-cum-suppression system. The guidelines have not 
mentioned provision of flexible opening for conveyors; which was a mandated 
provision in the 2011 guidelines. 

The 2011 guidelines mandate the covering of final product of size less than 5 mm 
and wetting of product of size more than 5 mm. It is a logical and required measure 
to combat emissions from stored products. The current guidelines, however, 
fail to incorporate this effective measure and are restricted to regular cleaning  
and wetting of ground. The previous guidelines also required covering of trucks 
carrying crushed product and washing of truck tyres while leaving the premises. 
The guidelines has additionally defined the siting criteria for stone  
crushers from various places. These, however, have been removed from the current 
guidelines. Before setting up a stone crusher, an NOC is required from the State 
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STONE CRUSHER GUIDELINES 2011–18: RAJASTHAN GOVERNMENT 
TAKES A STEP BACK  

The Guidelines for Abatement of Pollution in Stone Crusher Industry, the stone crusher guidelines notified by the 
government in 2011, were detailed and comprehensive while taking into account socioeconomic, technical and 
environmental aspects associated with the sector. The guideline has well-defined siting criteria and has provided detailed 
measures for control of fugitive emissions from the operation of the stone crushers, many of which are removed from 
the current guidelines. 

A comparison of the guidelines on these measures are given below:

Pollution-control measures 2011 
guidelines

2018 
guidelines

The outlet of all primary  crushers and both inlet and outlet of all secondary and tertiary stone 
crushers, if not installed inside a reasonably dust tight housing, shall be enclosed and ducted to a 
dust extraction and collection system such as fabric filter.

√ X

Water sprayers shall be installed and operated in strategic locations at the feeding inlet of 
stone crushers.

√ √

Stone crusher enclosures shall be rigid and be fitted with self-closing doors and close-fitting 
entrances and exits.

√ X

Where conveyors pass through the crusher enclosures, flexible covers should be installed at 
entries and exits of the conveyors to the enclosure.

√ X

The vibratory screens shall be totally enclosed in housing. Screen housing shall be rigid and 
reasonably dust tight. Where conveyors pass through the screen house, flexible covers should be 
installed at entries and exist of the conveyors to the housing.

√ X

Where containment of dust within the screen house structure is not successful then a dust 
extraction and collection system should be provided.

√ X

Except for those transfer points which are placed within a totally enclosed structure such as 
screen house, all transfer points to and from conveyors should be enclosed.

√ X

Openings for any enclosed structure for the passage of conveyors should be fitted with flexi-
ble seals.

√ X

All open stockpiles for aggregates of size in excess of 5 mm must be kept sufficiently wet by 
water spraying.

√ X

The stockpiles of aggregates 5 mm in size or less must be suitably covered to ensure that the 
same is not carried away (or whipped out) by the wind.

√ X

Wheel cleaning facilities should be provided for delivery trucks leaving the works for the 
removal of mud.

√ X

Trucks carrying crushed and screened products must have their loads covered with tarpaulin 
sheets before leaving the premises.

√ X

Wetting agents should preferably be added in the water used is the spraying systems so that 
water consumption is reduced.

√ X

The dust extraction and collection system must be regularly inspected and maintained in good 
condition and shall be used as required.

√ X

SITING CRITERIA
The minimum aerial distance of the land on which stone crusher is established from various places as mentioned in the 
guideline are provided as under:
• Abadi area of any revenue village, 1.5 km;
• State or national highway,100 m;
• Other road, 50 m;
• National park or sanctuary, 500 m;
• Reserve protected forest, 100 m;
• Prominent public sensitive place, 500 m place of worship, school, hospital, community park, notified archaeological 

monument; and
• Waterbody located downstream, 1,500 m.
The above siting criteria was not applicable for the stone crushers established (with valid consent) prior to issuance of
these guidelines.
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Pollution Control Board (SPCB) for the siting clearance; this power has now been 
transferred to the Revenue Department. The Revenue Department gives siting 
clearance for establishing the crusher; on the basis of this the SPCB grants consent 
for the crusher. How the Revenue Department will consider environmental factors 
while granting NOC for site is a point to be deliberated on.

The 2011 guidelines seem to have been developed after rigorous thinking and with 
the actual objective of controlling pollution. The current guidelines, in contrast,  
seem to have been developed to ease the operation of crusher units rather than 
combating pollution. 

E-RAWAANA SYSTEM TO CURB ILLEGAL MINING

The states of Haryana and Rajasthan have initiated a system of e-transit pass (e-Rawaana) to monitor 
the movement of raw material from mining sites and products from stone crushers and screening 
plants. The system is developed to help  regulators in controlling illegal mining as well as overloading.

Previously, mining lease-holders, screening plant owners and stone-crusher owners needed to issue 
manual bills to their buyers for transporting material or processed mineral. This is now replaced by 
electronically generated e-transit passes. 

In this system, mining leaseholders, screening-plant owners and stone-crusher licensees of the state 
are required to be registered on the Mines and Geology Department portal. Only persons and firms 
registered on the portal will get permission to generate and issue electronically generated e-transit 
passes to their buyers. Similarly, all vehicle owners intending to transport any mineral are also 
required to register their vehicles on the department portal. Vehicle owners who are not registered 
at the portal and are found transporting minerals without e-Rawaana will be considered illegal. 

Previously, mining leaseholders issued one-time royalty slips to vehicles transporting mining 
material and products. But transporters allegedly misused the slip by using it multiple times. After 
implementation of the e-Rawaana system, vehicles will be allowed to transport minerals or products 
only once on one pass as loading and unloading details can easily be verified. It is claimed that 
after the implementation of e-Rawaana, if the Mining Department carries out stock verification on 
screening plants and stone crushers regularly, the quantity of total raw material can be assessed 
correctly and illegal mining can be stopped.
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4. Survey card

Implementation of state guidelines

The CSE team visited several stone-crusher units in Faridabad, Gurugram, Nuh, 
Tijara and Alwar to determine the implementation of state-specific guidelines 
for stone crushers. The survey was also intended to understand the effectiveness 
of these guidelines in controlling fugitive dust emissions from stone-crusher 
units. Although the sample size of the survey is small as several plants denied 
entry to their premises, it is sufficient to present an insight about the current 
implementation status, feasibility of measures directed in the guidelines and 
additional practices that can be incorporated. The selection of stone crushers in 
different district was random and some were arranged by the respective State 
Pollution Control Boards.

According to the 2016 notification of the Haryana government, Mohabtabad in 
Village Pali in Faridabad, Raisina in Gurugram and Indri Rewasan in Nuh are 
the notified stone-crusher zones. The first attempt to visit Nuh was incomplete as 
due to poor road conditions, the units were not approachable. The area was visited 
a second time for the survey, during which the units were not operational due 
to the implementation of GRAP in Delhi-NCR.  In total, 12 stone crushers were 
surveyed in Haryana, four from Faridabad, two from Gurugram and six from Nuh 
(see Table 1: Compliance of state guidelines by stone crusher units in Haryana).

Table 1: Compliance of state guidelines by stone-crusher units in Haryana
Points under 
guidelines Faridabad (Pali) Gurugram (Raisina) Nuh (Indri Rewasan

Unit number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Dust contain-
ment-cum-sup-
pressing system 
for equipment 
in the form of 
covered sheds

Fully  
covered 

Partially 
covered*

Fully 
covered  

Fully cov-
ered sheds 
with pro-
vision of 
gates for 
movement 

Partially covered No  sheds Partially covered Partially 
covered

Dust contain-
ment-cum-sup-
pressing system 
for equipment 
in the form of 
sprinklers

Sprinklers installed at various points; they were not, however, operational at time of visit
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Table 1: Compliance of state guidelines by stone-crusher units in Haryana
Points under 
guidelines Faridabad (Pali) Gurugram (Raisina) Nuh (Indri Rewasan

Unit number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Construction of 
wind-breaking 
wall at least 50 
metre long and 
16 feet high

Wind-breaking wall present; 
height not as per guidelines

Wall pro-
vided as 
per the 
guidelines

Not avail-
able

Wind-
breaking 
wall pres-
ent; not 
as per the 
guide-
lines

No wind-breaking wall

Provision of 
telescopic 
chute to ensure 
crushed mate-
rial from the 
nod is released 
from a point

No chute 
provided

The unit was pro-
ducing only dust 
and has provided 
chute for it.

Has pro-
vided 
chute for 
all prod-
ucts

Chute provided only 
for dust; not for 
other products

No chute provided

Chute 
provid-
ed only 
for 
dust; 
not for 
other 
prod-
ucts

No chute 
provided

The release 
point of chute 
should be at 
least 2 feet 
below the 
height of 
wind-breaking 
wall.

No 
chute; 
height 
of wind 
breaking 
wall not 
ade-
quate

Chute present as required

No 
wind- 
break-
ing wall

Chute 
release 
point 
above  
wind 
breaking 
wall

No wind-breaking wall

Construction 
and main-
tenance of 
metalled roads 
within the 
premises of the 
crushing units

Not present

Well-laid 
ground 
surface, 
but cov-
ered with 
dust

Not present

Construction 
and main-
tenance of 
metalled roads 
within the 
zone housing 
the stone 
crushing units

Poor road conditions Abject road condition

Regular clean-
ing and wet-
ting of ground 
within premises

Not observed during visit

Wetting 
of ground 
observed 
during visit

Green belt 
along the 
periphery

Not on all sides Present Not on all 
sides Present Not on all 

sides No green belt

Barricade or 
boundary wall 
along the 
periphery until 
green belt is 
fully developed

Boundary wall on all sides No boundary 
wall Boundary wall on three sides

The height of 
the barricade 
shall not be less 
than the height 
of the highest 
tip of the con-
veyor belts

Wall height not as per the guidelines
No 
bound-
ary wall

Wall height not as per guidelines

Partially covered: The shed is not covered from all sides, is not provided for all equipment or is damaged at various places;  
Fully covered: The shed is covered from all sides and is provided for all equipment

  Full compliance          Partial compliance          Non-compliance
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Analysis of Table 1 highlights the following:

Inappropriate sheds: Sheds are one of the most important requirements in a stone 
crusher for dust containment to ensure the emissions do not leave their source of 
generation. They can be seen as the first line of defense against dust movement. 
However, out of all the units surveyed in Haryana, more than half have poor 
condition of sheds. The sheds were either damaged from various places or covered 
from three sides, leaving one side completely open (see Photograph 16). The sheds 
do not serve any purpose and seem to be installed only to convey compliance of the 
guidelines. The condition of sheds at stone crushers in Faridabad were better than 
those in Gurugram and Nuh.  

Non-use of water sprinklers: Another important aspect is water sprinklers. All 
the units surveyed had sprinklers installed and thus seem to be complying with 
the guidelines. Operation of these sprinklers, however, was the biggest concern 
during the visits. Most of the units surveyed were operating the plant without using 
the installed sprinklers despite visibly high fugitive emissions (see Photograph 
17). Going by the amount of dust near the sprinkler in the photograph, it seems 
that the sprinklers had not operated in a long time. Although the guidelines 
specify the number of sprinklers to be installed by the stone crusher as 50, the 

Photographs 16: Partially covered or damaged sheds for dust containment
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survey clarifies that it is not the number but the operation of water sprinklers 
that needs to be ensured.

Inadequate wind-breaking wall and chute: The purpose of the chute is to reduce 
dispersion of the crushed product while releasing it from the discharge point and 
allowing linear fall. The purpose of the wind-breaking wall is to prevent dispersion 
of stored product during high winds. These two aspects together, when provided 
as per the guidelines, can be beneficial in controlling the dust emissions. However, 
the implementation of this combined aspect is poor in all units except in one which 
has provided the wind-breaking wall and chute as per the guidelines. With regard 
to provision of wind-breaking wall, out of 12 surveyed units in Haryana, only five 
units have a wind-breaking wall; the height of the wall, however, was not adequate 
as per the guidelines. 

A similar scenario was observed with regard to provision of a chute for discharge 
of the final product. Fifty per cent of the units had not provided a chute. Three 
units that were producing different products had provided a chute only for dust 
(see Photograph 18). Even though the other products were not as fine as dust, they 
generate substantial amounts of dust when they fall from a height. Only one unit 
out of twelve was found with provision for a chute for all products. Additionally, 

Photograph 17: Non-operational sprinklers

Inadequate height of wind-breaking wall
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the release point of the chute is required to be two feet below the wind-breaking 
wall as per the guidelines; this was followed by only three units. In the other units, 
either there was no wind-breaking wall or the release point of the chute was above 
the wind-breaking wall. In both case, the purpose was not fulfilled. 

Stone crushers, as per the guidelines, are also required to provide a boundary wall 
whose height should not be less than the highest tip of the conveyor belt. However, 
the surveyor observed that no unit met this criterion. Even in units which have 
boundary walls, the height is not as per the guidelines.

Poor road infrastructure: The road infrastructure plays an important role in 
curbing fugitive dust emissions. Dust emissions from unpaved roads are significant 
in comparison to dust emissions from good metalled road. According to the 
guidelines, road infrastructure is required both within the premises of stone crusher 
units as well as within zones where the crushers are installed. Except at one unit, 
road infrastructure within the premises was not observed in any units. The road in 
the one unit also was covered with dust which highlights the magnitude of fugitive 
dust emissions generated in a stone crusher. 

With regard to road infrastructure within the crusher zone, the condition in 
Pali was questionable and worse in Raisina and Indri Rewasan. The latter two  
did not have any road infrastructure due to which huge quantities of dust  
could be seen on the road during movement of vehicles (see Photograph 19). 
This is in spite of the state guidelines providing for cancelling operation of 
stone crushers by the Haryana State Pollution Control Board (HSPCB) subject 
to unsatisfactory construction and maintenance of metalled roads within the 
premises or crusher zone. The ground implementation of the clause doesn’t 
seem to in practice.

Inadequate boundary wall height Chute provided only for dust

Photograph 18: Inadequate wind-breaking wall, chute and boundary wall

76



36

IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDELINES IN THE STONE-CRUSHER INDUSTRY

Condition of road in Indri Rewasan Stone Crusher Zone, Nuh

Road emissions in Raisina Stone Crusher Zone, 
Gurugram

Roads in Mohabtabad Crusher Zone, Pali

Photograph 19: Poor road infrastructure in different zones of Haryana

In the case of Rajasthan, the state does not have any notified crusher zones or siting 
guidelines, which means crushers can be located anywhere in the state. The survey 
was conducted in the Manki area of Alwar, the biggest hub of stone-crusher units. 
Also visited were stone crushers at Kishangarhbas, Hasanpur Mafi, Neemli and 
few crushers located in mining lease in Ulaheri village of Alwar. In total, twelve 
units were surveyed in two districts of Rajasthan (see Table 2: Compliance of state 
guidelines by stone crusher units in Rajasthan).

As discussed in Chapter 3, the guidelines for Rajasthan are lenient and 
do not demand strict measures for controlling fugitive emissions from  
stone-crusher units. Close analysis of Table 2 shows, further, complete failure by 
stone-crusher units in implementing these minimal guidelines.

Inefficient dust containment-cum-suppression system: The units, as in 
Haryana, have provided partially covered sheds for equipment. The sheds were 
completely futile—during the survey huge amounts of fugitive emissions were 
seen to be emanating from the sheds. Out of all the units visited, only one unit 
had fully covered sheds for all the processes along with the provision of doors for 
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Table 2: Compliance of state guidelines by stone crusher units in Rajasthan
Points 
under 
guidelines

Bhiwadi Alwar

Hasanpur Mafi Neemli Manki Kishangarhbas Ulaheri

Unit number Uniwt 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 Unit 5 Unit 6 Unit 7 Unit 8 Unit 9 Unit 
10 Unit 11 Unit 12

Dust  
contain-
ment-cum- 
suppression 
system for 
equipment

Partially covered

Fully covered 
sheds with 
gates for 
movement

Partially covered

Crusher 
area shall 
be clearly 
demarcated 
by providing 
boundary 
walls at all 
sides

Presence of boundary wall No boundary wall No boundary wall

Boundary 
wall should 
be at least up 
to the height 
of drop point 
of chute at 
conveyor to 
act as wind 
barrier

Height of boundary wall not as per guidelines
Boundary wall 
as per the 
guidelines

Height of boundary wall not as per guidelines

If height of 
boundary 
wall not suf-
ficient, con-
struction of 
wind-break-
ing wall

Inadequate height of wind-breaking wall

No wind- 
breaking wall 
as height of 
boundary wall 
sufficient 

Inadequate 
height of 
wind- break-
ing wall

No wind-
breaking-
wall

Inadequate height of  
wind-breaking wall

Construction 
of metalled 
roads within 
the premises

No metalled roads 

Regular 
cleaning and 
wetting of 
the ground 
within the 
premises

Not observed during the visit

Water sprin-
kler system 
shall be 
installed at 
all strategic 
locations 

Sprinklers installed at various points; they were not operational at the time of visit

33 per cent 
of the area 
should be 
green belt

There  was a green 
belt, but it didn’t seem 
to be 33 per cent

Random 
planta-
tion

Random 
planta-
tion

Sufficient 
green  
belt 
on the 
periphery 
of plant

Random 
planta-
tion

There was a 
green belt but 
it didn’t seems 
to be 33 per 
cent

Random plantation

*Partially covered: The shed is not covered from all sides, is not provided for all equipment or is damaged at various places; 
Fully covered: The sheds is covered from all sides and provided for all equipment

  Full compliance   Partial compliance          Non-compliance
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the purpose of maintenance. The unit has even provided closed sheds for primary 
crushing (jaw crusher), a provision not observed in any unit surveyed in Haryana 
or Rajasthan. The remaining units either had not provided sheds on all sides or had 
damaged sheds (see Photograph 20). An additional practice of covering conveyor 
belts with thick cloth or a sheet was observed during the visit only at crushers in 
Manki area. 

The suppression system with regard to water sprinkling was as inoperative as in 
Haryana. Sprinklers installed at various locations were not in operation during the 
visit. One of the plants operated the sprinkler for the surveyor’s observation, but 
the quantity of spray was found to be insufficient to suppress dust.

Inadequate boundary wall: The guidelines state that if the units provide a 
boundary wall as high as the drop point of the chute, they are not required to 
construct separate wind-breaking walls. With respect to implementation of this 
criterion, most of the units had a boundary wall but the height was less than 
stipulated by the guidelines. These units had a wind-breaking wall but they seem 
to be built only as separators between the product (see Photograph 21). 

Partially covered sheds

Photograph 20: Provisions for dust containment

Conveyor belt covered with thick cloth Working but inefficient water sprinkler
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The overall observation from the units in Rajasthan was that the boundary wall 
served the purpose of site demarcation and wind-breaking walls as separators for 
products. The walls seem to have been built only to show implementation of the 
guidelines. In the absence of proper inspection, measures implemented by crusher 
owners will not help control the dust emissions.

Green belt: The guidelines mandate that 33 per cent of the land of crusher 
units be developed into green belts. Although it was difficult to ascertain the 
percentage of green cover in the crusher units during the visits, most of the 
units did not seem to have a one-third of the area of their plots under green 
cover. Only one unit out of 12 units surveyed in Rajasthan had adequate 
plantation. Three others units seemed to have good plantation but less than one-
third of the plant area. Some of the crusher owners said that their sites were 
not suitable for plantation and thus they were not able to provide the green 
cover. The guidelines specify that in such a scenario the crusher owner has to 
provide a green belt in land other than their own land. A green belt serves as 
a natural barrier to dust; what purpose trees planted at another site will serve  
is unclear.

Inadequate height of wind-breaking wall

Inadequate height of boundary wall at stone-crushing units

Photograph 21: Inadequate height of walls

80



40

IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDELINES IN THE STONE-CRUSHER INDUSTRY

Environmental infrastructure at 
stone-crusher units

Despite the state guidelines being in place, serious issues associated with fugitive 
dust emissions were observed during the survey from the stone-crusher units. 
Since the guidelines are fairly general for the complete process, CSE has bifurcated 
the guidelines further for each step of the process to assess the compliance and 
evaluate the environmental performance of the crushers. The parameters decided 
for the assessment are based on observations during the survey. Each parameter 
is categorized as open (O), partially covered (PC) or fully covered (FC) and is 
assessed accordingly. The parameter for chute availability, however, is assessed 
if a chute is provided for all products, a few products, or is completely missing. 
The effectiveness of these parameters is eventually estimated in terms of fugitive 
emissions observed during the survey (see Table 3: Environmental management 
practices for the process).

BLATANT VIOLATION BY STONE CRUSHERS: AN EXPERIENCE 
DURING THE VISIT

The CSE team during their visit found a stone-crusher unit to be violating the environmental norms. 
The crusher, situated near the team’s hotel, was operating at midnight. Heavy and loud noise of 
truck movement and boulder unloading was clearly heard at that time. The operation was clearly 
identified with loud noise of equipment accompanied by a thick plume of dust covering the nearby 
area. On enquiry, the hotel staff said that the crusher had been long creating a nuisance and was 
impacting them severely.  The crusher would start its operation at approximately 5.30 a.m. and 
continue till late night. 

Several complaints were sent to the Pollution Board but no action has been taken against the crusher 
so far. Crushers operating near habitation either need to do so professionally or they should be 
shifted to other locations.
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Table 3: Environmental management practices for the process 

State District Area Unit

Unloading 
of raw 
material 
(O/PC/FC)

Primary 
crushing 
(O/FC/
PC)

Secondary 
crushing 
(O/FC/PC)

Screening 
(O/FC/
PC)

Tertiary 
crushing 
(O/FC/
PC)

Chute for 
all final 
products 
(Yes/
No/P)

Storage 
of final 
product 
(O/FC/PC)

Conveyor 
belts (O/
FC/PC)

Water 
sprinkling 
(yes/no)

Observation 
in terms 
of fugitive 
emissions

Haryana

Faridabad Pali

Unit 1 O O FC FC FC No O O No
Unit 2 O O PC PC PC Yes O O No
Unit 3 O O FC FC FC Yes O O No
Unit 4 O O FC FC FC Yes O O No

Gurugram Raisina
Unit 5 O O PC PC PC P O O No
Unit 6 O O PC PC PC P O O No

Nuh Indri Rewasan

Unit 7 O O O O O No O O No Cannot be 
assessed as 
the plants 
were not 
operational 
during the 
visit

Unit 8 O O O O O No O O No
Unit 9 O O O PC NA No O O No
Unit 10 O O O PC O No O O No
Unit 11 O O PC PC PC P O O No

Unit 12 O O PC PC NA No O O Yes

Bhiwadi
Hasanpur Mafi

Unit 1 O O PC PC PC P O O No
Unit 2 O O PC PC PC No O O No

Neemli Unit 3 O PC PC PC PC P O O No

Rajasthan Alwar

Manki
Unit 4 O PC PC PC PC Yes O PC No
Unit 5 O PC PC PC PC Yes O FC No
Unit 6 O PC PC PC PC Yes O FC No

Kishangarhbas
Unit 7 O FC FC FC FC Yes O FC No
Unit 8 O O O PC PC P O O No

Ulaheri

Unit 9 O PC PC PC PC N O O No
Unit 10 O PC PC PC PC N O O No
Unit 11 O PC PC PC PC N O O No
Unit 12 O PC PC PC PC N O O No

O: Open; PC: Partially covered; FC: Fully covered

  High emissions           Medium emissions 

The survey found that 66 per cent of the units had high fugitive emissions, and 
the remaining units had medium emissions. No unit was found with low degree 
of emissions. 

The reasons for high fugitive emissions were assessed as follows:
•	 Open unloading: As apparent from Table 3, unloading points at all the crushers 

are open. This is the point where big boulders along with loose soil fall from 
the dumpers into the hopper of primary crusher and generate huge amounts 
of fugitive emissions. Water sprinklers have been installed at some of the units 
as a measure to reduce the dust emissions at these points; however, since they 
were not operational, it was futile. No provision of any shed or covering was 
observed at any of the units. Since huge amounts of dust are generated during 
this process, it is important to provide a dust-containment system at this point 
also. The system can be provided with some flexible opening mechanism to 
ease the unloading process. 

•	 Uncovered conveyor belts: Conveyor belts are very significant part of the 
stone-crusher process as these belts carry the raw material and crushed 
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products from one part of machinery to another and thus are a definite source 
of dust generation. However, they have been completely ignored both by 
crusher owners and regulators since all units except three have open conveyor 
belts. The practice of covering belts was observed only in units in Manki, 
in Alwar district. The conveyor belt can be left open if it is placed within a 
completely enclosed structure; if, however, a separate dust-containment 
system is provided for different equipment, the conveyors needs to be fully 
covered. Additionally, the openings of any enclosed structure for the passage 
of conveyors should be provided with flexible seals.

• Open storage of products: Another important aspect is open storage of
the final product. None of the units has a facility for closed storage of the
final products. Even units that have covered facilities for all other steps
have stored their products in the open. As a result these units fall under the
category of medium emissions even though they have good infrastructure
for other equipment. The reason is simple. During the survey, huge amounts
of fugitive emissions were observed from products, especially from stored
dust, with slight vehicular movement or wind. The state guidelines, both in
Haryana and Rajasthan, do not have any provision for covering of stored
products. They only require providing a chute for release of the final product.
However, it was assessed that even dust falling from chutes has high fugitive
emissions (see Photograph 22), and thus closed storage should be provided
to minimize impact.

Photograph 22: Emissions during product discharge

Emissions from crushed stone Emissions from chute
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•	 Non-performing water sprinklers: The most popular method for controlling 
dust emissions is water sprinkling. Combating dust emissions involves two 
steps: dust containment and wet suppression. While covered sheds fulfill the 
first step, the second step is performed by sprinkling water on the contained 
dust to suppress at the emissions at the source.

 	 Appropriate location of water sprinklers and right timing of its operation can 
help in decreasing fugitive emission in stone-crusher units. However, while 
the units have water sprinklers installed at various locations, their operation 
was hardly observed during the survey (see Tables 1 and 2). 

	 On enquiry about the reason for this, owners and workers claimed that 
excess water usage resulted in jamming of conveyor bearings and other 
parts, thus necessitating frequent maintenance. Another reason cited was 
the impact on the product quality. The addition of water results in dust 
lingering to stone or grit which decreases the market price. Similarly, wet 
dust is considered of inferior quality and has less demand. For these reasons, 
crusher units avoid using water sprinklers and thus the dust generated is 
not suppressed and becomes airborne. Since the system of wet suppression 
increases maintenance cost and is likely to reduce the product cost, it is very 
hard to get it implemented. 

•	 Inefficient dust-containment system: As discussed in previous section, 
implementation of the dust-containment system is very poor in both states. 
Table 3 shows that many of the units providing partially covered sheds fall 
in the high emissions category. The reason lies in the definition of partially 
covered sheds. Any shed that is not completely covered from all four sides and 
from the roof or is damaged from anywhere is considered partially covered 
by the surveyor. 

	 The basis for this is clear; any opening in the shed will lead to release 
of dust emissions into the environment and thus become akin to 
an open system. Thus only three units out of 24 units surveyed, 
which provide fully covered sheds, are categorized under medium 
emissions. Photograph 23 shows instances of emission from partially  
covered sheds during the survey—their effectiveness in dust containment 
can easily be gauged.
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Photograph 23: Dust emissions from partially covered sheds

Environmental performance rating  
of stone crushers

Tables 1, 2 and 3 present a qualitative description of how stone crushers performed 
with regard to implementation of the guidelines and environment infrastructure 
to control fugitive dust emissions. To give it a quantitative score, a rating has been 
performed to evaluate the environmental performance of each stone crusher on 
various parameters such as environmental guidelines prescribed by respective 
State Pollution Control Boards (SPCBs) and basic infrastructure to control fugitive 
dust emission. The ranking has been done separately for stone crushers in the 
state of Haryana and Rajasthan as measures to be undertaken by these units vary 
significantly in both states under state-specific guidelines (see Table 4: Performance 
rating of stone crushers and Annexure 1 for a detailed rating sheet). 

Table 4: Performance rating of stone crushers 
Rank Crushers in Haryana Score (%) Rank Crushers in Rajasthan Score (%)

1 Unit 4, Pali 43 1 Unit 7, Kishangarbhas 58

2 Unit 3, Pali 37 2 Unit 5, Manki 21

3 Unit 1, Pali 27 3 Unit 6, Manki 14

4 Unit 2, Pali 13 4 Unit 4, Manki 11

5 Unit 5, Gurugram 7 5 Unit 1, Hasanpur Mafi 7

5 Unit 12, Nuh 7 6 Unit 2, Hasanpur Mafi 4

6 Unit 6, Gurugram 0 6 Unit 3, Neemli 4

6 Unit 7, Nuh 0 6 Unit 8, Kishangarbhas 4

6 Unit 8, Nuh 0 7 Unit 9, Ulaheri 0

6 Unit 9, Nuh 0 7 Unit 10, Ulaheri 0

6 Unit 10, Nuh 0 7 Unit 11, Ulaheri 0

6 Unit 11, Nuh 0 7 Unit 12, Ulaheri 0
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Table 4 clearly shows blatant violation of the state PCB guidelines with 
no consideration to basic environmental infrastructure for controlling  
fugitive dust. The environmental performance of stone-crushing units in the Pali 
area of Haryana is better than that of stone-crushing units surveyed in other 
parts of Haryana.

The highest score obtained by a stone-crushing unit in Haryana is 43 per cent, 
which is of a unit at Pali. The crusher had a boundary wall but not of adequate 
height as per the guidelines. However, the unit has a wind-breaking wall along 
with a chute at the appropriate height. The unit has well laid-out roads within the 
premises but it was laden with dust, showing poor housekeeping and inadequate 
water sprinkling. The unit has also provided fully covered sheds for secondary 
and tertiary crusher and at the screen. The sheds were provided with gates for 
movement and maintenance.

In Rajasthan, Unit 7 in Kishangarbhas scored 58 per cent and tops the chart 
among the surveyed stone crushers in the state. The reason for the high score is 
the provision of fully covered sheds for major steps such as primary, secondary 
and tertiary crushing and screening. The conveyor belts were fully covered and 
a chute was provided for all the products. The unit has also provided boundary 
walls of sufficient height on all four sides. Although the crusher has plantation, 
the surveyor felt that it does not meet the criteria of 33 per cent of the total area 
as mentioned in the RSPCB guidelines. The unit ranked 2 in Rajasthan, scored 
21 per cent, 37 per cent less than the unit ranked 1. This clearly indicates poor 
implementation of the guidelines by other units.

The stone crushers in Nuh and Gurugram areas of Haryana and Hasanpur Mafi, 
Neemli and Ulaheri areas of Rajasthan performed poorly. Five out of six surveyed 
crushers in Nuh and all surveyed crushers in Ulaheri could not get any score on 
any parameter. The one crusher in the Nuh area, Unit 12, could score only because 
ground wetting was observed during the survey. The condition of roads in Nuh, 
Gurugram and Ulaheri was questionable, with huge fugitive dust emissions due to 
vehicular movement. 

The rating highlights that laxity in ground implementation is the cause of 
uncontrolled fugitive emissions from stone-crusher units. Stringent steps need 
to be taken both at the crusher level and the region and/or zone level to control 
fugitive dust from the sector.
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5. Conclusion and
recommendations

The survey clearly highlights that stone crushers operating with poor 
implementation of environmental guidelines cause high levels of fugitive 
emissions. But the degree of its impact on ambient air and inhabitants in the 
vicinity go unaccounted for. Since this industry does not have stack emissions, 
no air monitoring is required to be done by unit operators. Further, the Pollution 
Control Boards also do not perform air monitoring around such units frequently. 
The Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB) provides emission standards for 
suspended particulate matter; however, no monitoring data is available in the 
public domain to assess whether these industries are meeting the standards. Only 
a few independent studies have been conducted that account for impact of stone 
crushers on the ambient air.

CPCB EMISSION STANDARDS

For stone crushers, CPCB has standardized the concentration of suspended particulate matter (SPM) 
at a distance of 3–10 metre from an isolated as well as from a unit located in a cluster to 600 μg/m3. 
Beyond this distance, the concentrations are compared with the ambient air standards as given in 
the table below.

Parameter CPCB standard for ambient air

PM 10 100 μg/m3

PM 2.5 60 μg/m3

RSPM (old) 100 μg/m3

TSPM (old) 200 μg/m3

Before 2009, pollutants in ambient air were measured as total suspended particulate matter (TSPM) 
and respirable suspended particulate matter (RSPM). Thus some of the studies mentioned in the 
following section have considered these pollutants instead of PM10 and PM2.5 for assessment of  
ambient air.
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Impact on ambient air

A 2007 report Assessment of Dust Emissions from Stone Crushing Industry 
in Trisoolam Area, Tamil Nadu, published by the National Environmental 
Engineering Research Institute (NEERI) for the Tamil Nadu Pollution 
Control Board, covered 10 crushing units for source sampling and seven 
locations for ambient air quality monitoring. The study area had a total 
of 72 crushing units operating at a capacity of 60 tonne per day. The  
study was conducted both while all crushers were operating and also when no  
crusher was operating to account for background emissions of total suspended 
particulate matter (TSPM) and respirable suspended particulate matter (RSPM). 
The results of the study are tabulated in Table 5: Impact on ambient air—
Summary of NEERI report.

Table 5: Impact on ambient air—Summary of NEERI report
When all crushers operating When no crushers operating

Source monitor-
ing parameter

Concentration 
(μg/m3)

Standard 
(μg/m3)

Source monitoring 
parameter

Concentration 
(μg/m3)

Standard 
(μg/m3)

TSPM 1,268–4,108 600 TSPM 509–1266 600

RSPM 274–654 100 RSPM - 100

Ambient air 
monitoring  
parameters

Ambient  air 
monitoring 
parameters

TSPM 64–417 200 TSPM 44–106 200

RSPM 274–654 100 RSPM 73 100

The table clearly highlights that during the operation of all crushers, both TSPM 
and RSPM average concentrations greatly exceeded the standards in the source 
monitoring results, while in ambient air RSPM exceeded standards at all places 
and TSPM at a few locations. 

During no crushing activity, in contrast, both TSPM and RSPM values in the 
ambient air were found well within the limits. The TSPM concentration at source, 
however, exceeded the standard at a few locations. The comparison highlights the 
contribution of crushers in the ambient air pollution—six times for RSPM and 
double for TSPM.

An independent study8 conducted in Bundelkhand region of Jhansi in UP selected 
one stone crusher and monitored ambient air pollution both inside the crusher and 
at an adjoining village for one year to understand the impact on the area. The results 
showed that the concentration for SPM levels were 1,648–3,758 μg/m3. As is evident, 
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the values exceed the standard of 600 μg/m3 (SPM) irrespective of the season. The 
ambient air results from the nearby village also found to exceed the standards, with 
RSPM levels 140–341 μg/m3 and TSPM levels 300–553 μg/m3. The lowest value 
for pollutants in ambient air was observed in the monsoon season, but they still 
exceeded the standard limit of 200 μg/m3 for TSPM and 100 μg/m3 for RSPM. 

The National Council for Cement and Building Materials (NCCBM) also conducted 
a study9 to evaluate the impact of stone crushers on ambient air. The study covered 
four zones of India—Tamil Nadu, Goa, Haryana and Jharkhand—and assessed 
three crushers in each zone. To understand the difference in impact on ambient air, 
if any, it studied isolated units in Tamil Nadu and Goa and stone-crusher clusters 
in Haryana and Jharkhand (see Table 6: NCCBM’s study findings).

Table 6: NCCBM’s study findings

Location  
of unit Measures 

SPM, μg/m3 PM2.5, μg/m3 (ambient) PM10, μg/m3 (ambient)

Min Max Avg Std Min Max Avg Std Min Max Avg Std

Isolated 

With 
dust-control  
measures

121 893 507

600

19 58 38

60

40 137 89

100
With partial 
dust-control 
measures

200 2136 1,168 55 129 92 81 410 246

Cluster
With partial 
dust-control 
measures

1,041 9,956 5,500 164 649 407 329 2,431 1,380

The average SPM concentration was found to be way beyond the standards, 
irrespective of isolated or clustered units. The same scenario was observed for 
ambient air parameters, where the average concentration of PM10 and PM2.5 
exceeded the limits in case of partial dust-control measures. In contrast, the 
average values of all parameters were found to be within limits while using dust-
control measures, which clearly shows the significance of using adequate control 
measures in this industry. The maximum value for SPM and PM10 exceeding the 
limits, however, questions the adequacy of the measures being used.

The Maharashtra Pollution Control Board (MPCB) along with CPCB conducted an 
assessment study10 in compliance with the NGT order dated September 26, 2016 
in Wagholi, Bhavadi, Lonikand and Perne near Pune, with 56 stone crushers. To 
draw an inference with respect to the cumulative impact of the crushers, 24-hourly 
monitoring was performed on stone-crushing activity in the area on both working 
days and non-working days. 
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All 56 stone crushers monitored during the study were found to be non-complying 
with the notified emission standard of 600 μg/m3. The monitored concentration 
of SPM varied from 770 (minimum) to 56,617 (maximum) μg/m3. The effect 
of these high emissions was also observed in the ambient air quality results. 
Concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 were found to be exceeding the 24-hourly 
standard limit at all five locations in both the rounds of monitoring (see Table 7: 
MPCB assessment study results). Even during the non-working day, when crushers 
were not operational and only material was transported by trucks, the ambient air 
quality remained poor. This clearly shows that the contribution of pollution to 
ambient air is not temporary but has long-lasting impacts.

Table 7: MPCB assessment study results

Location
Working day Non-working day

PM 10 (μg/m3) PM 2.5 (μg/m3) PM 10 (μg/m3) PM 2.5 (μg/m3)

Location 1 227 65 178 131

Location 2 225 212 324 77

Location 3 213 403 153 126

Location 4 136 133 115 108

Location 5 220 112 222 74

Standard (μg/m3) 100 60 100 60

What needs to be done to reduce dust emissions from 
stone crushers?

The aforementioned case studies show the impact of stone crushers on the ambient 
air quality of an area. With such high impacts, this industry cannot be allowed to 
operate in the current fashion under the pretext of being a small-scale sector. In 
order to operate in an environmentally sustainable manner, this sector requires 
stringent guidelines along with strict on-ground implementation. This should 
be accompanied by regular monitoring of the crushers and nearby areas by the  
State Pollution Boards. These together will help in operation of this industry in 
harmony with the environment and allow its growth. Thus, with the objective 
of improving environmental practices in the stone-crushing industry, CSE 
recommends the following:

1.	 Shift from wet suppression to dry extraction system for dust control: 
Without good environmental management practices in place, this industry 
will not be sustainable. The guidelines provide a few measures but they are 
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insufficient and ineffective; additional measures are required to combat 
pollution. One of the measures is to shift from wet suppression to dry 
extraction system for dust control. The current practice for controlling dust as 
recommended in the guidelines is containment through sheds and suppression 
through water sprinkling. However, as discussed, implementation of the 
water-sprinkling system is very poor in these units. The explanation for the 
non-implementation is also legitimate as it deteriorates the quality of the final 
product and also causes jamming of machine parts, thereby necessitating 
frequent maintenance. Thus, an alternative is the use of dry extraction system 
as practised in the mineral-grinding sector. 

	 This system will require hooding arrangements for extraction of dust, 
arrangement of cyclone or settling chamber to collect the coarser portion 
of the dust and a bag-filter house to capture the finer portions of emissions 
not captured by the cyclone or settling chamber. All the enclosed structures 
(primary, secondary, tertiary crushers, screen and discharge points) should 
be provided with hooding arrangements and the dust will be extracted via 
duct network. This system will also present the possibility of using collected 
dust, which otherwise would have lost. The Rajasthan State Pollution 
Control Board (RSPCB) in its 2011 guidelines mandates the provision of dust 
extraction system, but it has been dropped from the current guidelines. In 
order to make this sector work in an environmentally sustainable manner, it 
is time to switch to dry extraction system and the same should be incorporated 
in the guidelines.

2.	 Proper infrastructure to arrest fugitive dust: Storage of the final product is 
not discussed in the guidelines. No provision for storage of final product was 
observed during the survey at the site. As discussed in Chapter 4, only provision 
of a chute is not sufficient to prevent emissions during discharge of the final 
product. It should be accompanied with a closed storage yard to contain 
emissions generated. Provision of closed storage for final product, especially 
dust, should be mandated in the guidelines. Storage yards should be covered 
from all sides, along with a flexible opening on one side for movement of trucks. 
An opening for the chute should be provided on the roof. The option of storing 
dust in silos rather than in the open should also be explored.

	 It is prudent to mention here that the cost involved for the provision of 
environmental management practices is meagre as compared to the overall 
cost of setting up a stone-crusher unit (see Table 8: Cost comparison of stone 
crusher plant and environmental provisions). 
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Table 8: Cost comparison of stone crusher plant and environmental provisions

Cost of machinery in stone crusher unit (100 TPH)

With conventional technology (Rs) With engineered technology (Rs)

Primary crushing (jaw crusher of 36  x  44 feet) 20 lakh Primary crusher (jaw of 36 x 44 feet) 20 lakh

Screen (20 x 6 feet) 15 lakh Screen (20 x 6 feet) 15 lakh

Secondary crushing (granulator of 12 x 48 feet) 20 lakh Cone crusher (100 TPH) 1 crore

Tertiary crushing (roller crusher: 30 x 48 feet) 30 lakh Tertiary crusher (roller: 30 x 48 feet) 30 lakh

Total 85 lakh Total 1.75 crore

Cost of environmental management provisions (Rs)

Water sprinklers 2 lakh

Dry extraction system (100 TPH stone crusher capacity) 20 lakh

Sheds
• Cost of shed = Rs 150–200/sq. ft 
• Area of stone crusher = 1 acre (minimum area required by 

stone crusher as mandated by government)
• Considering, 40 per cent area used under process

17,424 sq. ft x 150 = 26 lakh

Total 48 lakh

Source: In consultation with various sector experts

Table 8 shows the price of machinery as approximately Rs 85 lakh if the unit is set in 
the conventional manner whereas the cost is up to Rs 2 crore for an engineered setup. 
The crusher setup also involves cost of conveyor belts, motors and other auxiliary 
parts, which are not included in the table. The current environmental management 
practice, which involves water sprinklers, costs approximately Rs 2 lakh. Although 
the cost of the shed varies depending upon the area of the unit, an approximate 
cost is calculated after consultation with various experts and is considered as Rs 
150–200 per sq. ft. Accordingly, the cost of the shed as calculated works out to 
Rs 26 lakh. The proposed dry extraction system will cost an additional amount of  
Rs 20 lakh, taking the total cost of environmental management to approximately  
Rs 50 lakh. The cost does not seem to be high for a unit that is investing more 
than Rs 1 crore in setting up the plant. Hence, non-compliance of environmental 
practices on the pretext of high costs is clearly unjustified. Additionally, it is time to 
decide the functioning of these units in a sustainable manner and on the number of 
units allowed to operate without compromising the carrying capacity of the ambient 
air in a particular area.

3. Declaration of crusher zones and relocating all units to these zones: Stone
crushing is a dusty operation and operation of stone crushers near habitation
or educational and/or sensitive sites creates a nuisance for inhabitants in the
vicinity, causing them to lodge complaints against the crushers. With the
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rapid increase in population and habitation spreading in all directions of the 
states, operation of stone crushers near newly developed habitation become 
troublesome and the crusher may be asked to close down its operation. To 
address this situation, the states should identify specific zones for crushers 
and no individual or standalone crushers should be permitted outside these 
zones. This should be made applicable for both new and existing crushers 
while providing a specific timeframe for existing crushers to shift to permitted 
zones. Operation of crushers in specific notified zones will also help Pollution 
Boards in better monitoring of compliance and ensuring implementation of 
environmental practices by these units. 

4. Installation of ambient air monitoring stations near crusher zones: Shifting
crushers to zones does not mean unguided and unmonitored operation of the
crushers. The units should follow strict environmental management practices
and regular monitoring must be carried out to assess their performance in terms
of air pollution. For this, continuous ambient air monitoring station should be
installed at crusher zones to keep track of the air quality in the zones. Additionally, 
source emission monitoring should be carried out periodically at the crushers to
identify polluting or non-complying units.

5. Provision for noise management: The guidelines have mandated various
provisions for controlling air emission during the crushing process. However,
even though unloading of heavy boulders into hoppers is noisy, noise management 
has not been discussed anywhere in the guidelines. It becomes disturbing
for inhabitants, especially in the early morning and night, when crushers are
operating near habitation. The solution to this issue also emphasizes on shifting
of crushers to dedicated zones and as long as the crushers are not shifted to
these crusher zones, strict timings should be mentioned for their operation, with
complete restrictions on night operations.

6. Strengthening of state guidelines: The guidelines for Haryana and Rajasthan
are general and provide only broad measures to control dust emissions,
resulting in poor environmental performance of the crushers. To improve the
performance of this sector, the guidelines needs to be process-specific, with
control measures for each step clearly mentioned, starting from unloading of
raw material to storage of final product. For example, the guidelines states
provision of a dust-containment system but have not clarified the technicalities
of this system. The guidelines should clearly state that all the steps (primary
crushing, secondary crushing and screening) should be carried out within sheds 
that are fully covered on all sides and the roof. The height of the shed should
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be from the platform of the machine to its highest point. The crushers can 
either provide one shed for the whole unit or separate sheds for each step. The 
openings, provided for any movement, in both cases should have flexible covers. 
In the case of separate sheds, conveyors belts should be fully covered with thick 
cloth or sheet. The openings for conveyor belts in sheds should also be provided 
with flexible sheets. As sheds are the first line of defense for dust emissions, 
strengthening this step will help minimize emissions significantly. The 
guidelines for both Haryana and Rajasthan do not address unloading operations. 
Provisions should be made to ensure no dust emission during unloading. 

7.	 Public access to e-Rawaana to stop illegal stone mining: Both Haryana and 
Rajasthan have initiated an online e-Rawaana system. The system is claimed to 
be incorporated to stop illegal mining of stone in both states. The destruction of 
the Aravallis and other hills in both states, however,  clearly indicate continued 
illegal mining in the states. Further, it highlights the failure of regulators in 
preventing illegal mining. In order to make this online system effective, the 
general public should be involved in the system. Provision should be made by 
which the public can enter a truck/dumper number carrying raw material in 
the e-Rawaana system and get details of its source and/or destination. Absence 
of details of the truck on the system implies illegal transport of raw material. 
Provision should be made to lodge an immediate complaint on the portal itself. 
Illegal mining is not only destroying the environment but is also allowing 
illegal crushers to flourish. Putting an end to this will save the environment 
and regulate illegal crushers.

8.	 Display of consent information on gate: The guidelines for Rajasthan 
mandate that crushers provide a signboard displaying the name, address and 
capacity of the crusher. The Haryana government has, however, omitted to 
take this point into account; it does not require any such information from 
the crushers. It is vital to have these details of crushers displayed on the board 
in order to identify illegal crushers. The board should also display consent 
information to show whether the crusher is operating with valid consent. 

9.	 Exposure visits and training programmes for stone-crusher owners: 
Regular training programmes and exposure visits for owners and employees 
of stone crushers should be conducted. Exposure visits to showcase best 
practices in the sector will enhance the understanding of crusher owners on 
feasibility and profitability by installing good practices at the units. These visits 
accompanied by training programmes will help in knowledge-building of unit 
owners and workers.
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Table 1: Environmental performance rating for stone crushers—Haryana

S. no. Parameter Unit 
1

Unit 
2

Unit 
3

Unit 
4

Unit 
5

Unit 
6

Unit 
7

Unit 
8

Unit 
9

Unit 
10

Unit 
11

Unit 
12

A. State guideline

1 Water sprinkler ww

1.1 Present (1)
Absent (0) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1.2 Operational (1)
Non-operational (0) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Score (1.1 x 1.2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2

Construction of wind-breaking 
wall at least 50-metre long and 
16 feet high
Present (1)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3.1

Provision of telescopic chute to 
ensure crushed material from 
the nod is released from a point 
Present for all products (1)
Present for a few products 
(0.5) Absent (0)

0 1 1 1 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0

3.2

The release point of chute 
should be at least 2 feet  
below the height of 
wind-breaking wall
Present as per guidelines (1)
Not as per guidelines (0)

0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Score (3.1 x 3.2) 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4

Construction and maintenance 
of metalled roads within the 
premises of the crushing units 
Present (1)
Present but not maintained 
(0.5)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Annexure: Rating criteria  
for stone crushers

96



56

IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES OF ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDELINES IN THE STONE-CRUSHER INDUSTRY

5

Construction and maintenance 
of metalled roads within the 
zone housing the stone crush-
ing units 
Present (1)
Present but not maintained 
(0.5)
Absent (0) 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6

Regular cleaning and wetting of 
the ground within the premises
Present (1)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7

Green belt along the periphery 
Adequate (1)
Partial (0.5)  
Absent (0)

0.5 0.5 1 0.5 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0

8.1

Barricade/boundary wall along 
the periphery until green belt 
fully developed 
All sides (1)
Three sides (0.75)  
Absent (0)

1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.75 0.75 0.75

8.2

The height of the barricade 
shall not be less than the height 
of the highest tip of the con-
veyor belts
Height as per guidelines (1)
Not as per guidelines (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Score (8.1 x 8.2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total score (A) 1 2 2.5 3.5 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 1

Maximum score 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Percentage 13 25 31 44 13 6 0 0 0 0 0 13

B Environmental infrastructure

Fully covered (1)
Partially or uncovered (0)

1 Unloading of raw material 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 Primary crusher 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 Secondary crusher 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 Screening 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 Tertiary crusher 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 NA* 0 0 NA

6 Storage of final product 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 Conveyor belts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total score (B) 3 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Maximum score 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 6
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Percentage 43 0 43 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Overall score (A+B) 4 2 5.5 6.5 1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 1

Maximum score 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 14 15 15 14

Percentage 27 13 37 43 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 7

NA: Unit does not have tertiary crusher

Table 2: Environmental performance rating for stone crushers—Rajasthan

S. no. Parameter Unit 
1

Unit 
2

Unit 
3

Unit 
4

Unit 
5

Unit 
6

Unit 
7

Unit 
8

Unit 
9

Unit 
10

Unit 
11

Unit 
12

A State guideline

1.1

Crusher area shall be clearly 
demarcated by providing 
boundary walls at all sides
Present (1)
Absent (0)

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1

1.2

Boundary wall should be at 
least as high as drop point of 
chute at conveyor to act as 
wind barrier
Height as per guidelines (1)
Height not as per guidelines 
(0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Score (1.1 x 1.2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2

If height of boundary wall not 
sufficient, construction of 
wind-breaking wall
Wind-breaking wall 
Present (1)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 NA* 0 0 0 0 0

3

Construction of metalled roads 
within the premises
Present (1)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4

Regular cleaning and wetting 
of the ground with in the 
premises
Present (1)
Absent (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5.1

Water sprinkler system shall 
be installed at all strategic 
locations 
Present (1)
Absent (0)

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

5.2
Water sprinkler 
Operational (1)
Non-operational (0)

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Score (5.1 x 5.2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6

33 per cent of the area 
green belt
Adequate (1)
Partial (0.5)  
Absent (0)

0.5 0.5 0 0 1 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0

* NA (units has adequate boundary wall)
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Total score (A) 0.5 0.5 0 0 1 0 1.5 0 0 0 0 0

Maximum score 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Percentage 8 8 0 0 17 0 25 0 0 0 0 0

B Environmental protection infrastructure

Fully covered (1)/partially or uncovered (0)

1 Unloading of raw material 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 Primary crusher 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

3 Secondary crusher 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

4 Screening 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

5 Tertiary crusher 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

6 Storage of final product 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 Conveyor belts 0 0 0 0.5 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

8

Availability of chute
Present for all products (1)/
Present for a few products 
(0.5)/ Absent (0)

0.5 0 0.5 1 1 1 1 0.5 0 0 0 0

Total score (B) 0.5 0 0.5 1.5 2 2 6 0.5 0 0 0 0

Maximum score 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

Percentage 6 0 6 19 25 25 75 6 0 0 0 0

Overall score (A+B) 1 0.5 0.5 1.5 3 2 7.5 0.5 0 0 0 0

Maximum score 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 14 14 14 14 14

Percentage 7 4 4 11 21 14 58 4 0 0 0 0
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Although fugitive emissions contribute substantially to 
air pollution, they are overlooked in the preparation of 
measures to combat air pollution. A CSE study identified 
the stone-crushing sector as one with high potential for 
fugitive dust emissions. The sector is also infamous for 
flouting environmental norms by generating air pollution 
and degrading the environment. It has also been in the 
spotlight for illegal stone-mining from protected areas 
and has various cases filed against it at the National Green 
Tribunal (NGT) and the Supreme Court.

This study identifies current practices followed by the 
sector and evaluates on-ground implementation of 
sector-specific guidelines. Conducted in various regions 
of Rajasthan and Haryana, it found that both weak state 
guidelines and poor implementation have resulted in high 
levels of dust emissions during the operation of crushers. 
The report recommends various measures that need to be 
strictly implemented so that this sector can operate in an 
environmentally sustainable manner.

Centre for Science and Environment
41, Tughlakabad Institutional Area, New Delhi 110 062  
Phones: 91-11-40616000  Fax: 91-11-29955879 
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