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The Learned Counsel appearing for the State as well as
March 15,
2016 the Project Proponent submit that the stone crusher in

question has been closed and no activity of crushing of stone
or any other stone crushing activity is being carried on at the
site in question. He further states that without leave of the
Tribunal the said stone crushers will not be permitted to
operate. However, the Learned Counsel appearing for the
Appellant submits that illegal mining is still going on and
stoppage of the crushing Unit would not put to end to this
case.

Having heard the Learned Counsel appearing for the
parties, we are of the consider view that this Appeal has been
rendered in-fructuous in view of the statement made on behalf
of the State Government as well as the Project Proponent that
they shall abide by their statements.

Thus, the Appeal No. 141 of 2015 is stands disposed of

without any order as to cost.




Appeal No. 142 of 2015

We have heard the Learned Counsel appearing for the
parties. The two objections raised to the grant of EC inter-alia
but primarily is that no public hearing was conducted in terms
of Clause 7 of EIA Notification, 2006. Secondly, that physical
verification was not conducted.

As far as the first contention is concerned it is
misconceived in as much as the project falling under category
B-2 is exempted under Clause 7(iii)(e). Therefore the question
of holding of public hearing does not arise. From the records it
is evident that due assessment was made no objection from
the concerned department was obtained, such permission was
granted in accordance with law which will carry the
presumption in their favour unless contrary is proved.

For the reason afore noticed, we find no merits in this
Appeal and the same stands dismissed with no order as to
costs.

The Appeal No. 142 of 2015 stands disposed of.
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