
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

W.P. No.25432 OF 2008 

ORDER:  

Heard  Smt.Jyothi Eswar Gogineni for petitioners, the Assistant 

Government Pleader (Mines and  Geology) for respondent                        

Nos.1 and  2, Sri Panna la  Srinivas for respondent Nos. 3, 4 and  6 and  

Sri B.Narayana  Reddy for respondent No.5. 

  

On 07.02.2017, this Court d irec ted  the 5th respondent to 

c omp ly with the order passed  by this Court on 23.06.2016 and  p lac e 

before the Court the report of inspec tion of the sub jec t quarry.  The 

5th respondent has p lac ed  on rec ord  the report da ted  11.03.2009 of 

Deputy Direc tor, Mines Sa fety, Hyderabad  Region-1.  The c op ies of 

the report a re made ava ilab le to petitioners as well as respondent 

Nos.3, 4 and  6.  The lea rned  c ounsel having regard  to the 

c onc lusions rec orded  by 5th respondent and  a lso the pendenc y of 

request of 6th respondent for renewa l of sub jec t lease, have 

c onfined  their submissions to d irec t respondent No.2 to take note of 

every aspec t of the matter while c onsidering  the request of                      

6th respondent for renewa l of lease and  pass appropria te orders. 

The c irc umstanc es relevant for the d isposa l of writ petition a re as 

follows: 

The petitioners p ray for Mandamus dec la ring  the ac tion of           

1st and  2nd  respondents in not taking ac tion aga inst 3rd  and  4th 

respondents as illega l, a rb itra ry, c ontra ry to A.P.M.M.C. Rules,1960 

and  unc onstitutiona l. 

The 6th respondent c la ims to be a  transferee of quarry lease 

from respondent Nos. 3 and  4 and  it is further sta ted  tha t the transfer 

in favour of 6th respondent is ac c ep ted  by the Department as well.  
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Therefore, the inac tion, if any, of the offic ia l respondents is to be 

examined  on the app lic a tion filed  by 6th respondent for renewa l of 

lease. 

Sri Panna la  Srinivas submits tha t on 04.05.2015, the quarry 

lease period  exp ired  and  the 6th respondent has app lied  for 

renewa l of quarry lease. The same is pend ing with the                                 

2nd  respondent.  The 5th respondent on deta iled  inspec tion, survey 

and  ana lysis of the c omp la int c anvassed  before this Court by the 

petitioners has observed  as follows: 

“5.10 If blasting is done in accordance with the 

Regulation 164(1)(B) of the Metalliferous Mines 

Regulations, 1961 with the adoption of controlled blasting 

techniques with the approvals of prior permission from 

the Chief Inspector Mines or Regional Inspector of Mines, 

prevention of damage to the tomato crop will be obtained 

as no blasting flying projectiles  reach to the petitioner’s  

land.  However, Mine Owner not obtained any permission 

under Reg.164(1)(B) of the Metalliferous Mines 

Regulations, 1961 to adopt blasting with controlled 

blasting techniques from the Chief Inspector of Mines and 

Regional Inspector of Mines. 

5.11  It was informed that blasting operation were carried 

out by an outside agency who do not have any 

knowledge of blasting operations and dangers associated 

with it. 

6.0  Conclusion:  As per the inspection, circumstantial 

evidences and plan prepared showing the area of said 

mine and land belonging to the petitioner, I am of the 

opinion that since land Survey No.543, 544 belonging to 

the petitioner having tomato crop was situated within the 

danger zone of blasting operation (i.e.193m to 227m), if 

blasting operations are conducted, such mining activity 

may cause damage to tomato crop and also endanger 

the safety of persons present.”  

 

From the above, it is c lea r tha t the land  of petitioners is within 

the danger zone from the quarry. Therefore, 5th respondent 
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rec ommended  for stric t c omp lianc e of Regula tion 164 (1) (B) of 

Meta lliferous Mines Regula tions, 1961 for opera ting  the quarry.  

Having regard  to the stage of c onsidera tion pend ing in the 

Department, the petitioners a re g iven liberty to file rep resenta tion 

by enc losing  a  c opy of the report da ted  11.03.2009 to 2nd  

respondent, and  the 2nd  respondent is d irec ted  to p repare a  note 

on the c omp la int of the petitioners, sa feguards required  to be 

followed  for opera ting  the quarry and  forward  the same to the 

Deputy Direc tor of Mines and  Geology, Guntur for fina l dec ision on 

the renewa l app lic a tion.  The Deputy Direc tor, Mines and  Geology, 

Guntur is d irec ted  to a fford  opportunity of hearing  to petitioners as 

well as 6th respondent and  pass orders on the app lic a tion pend ing 

for renewa l of lease.  The 2nd  respondent and  the Deputy Direc tor, 

Mines and  Geology, Guntur a re d irec ted  to ensure tha t the 

rec ommenda tion of 5th respondent is g iven due weight and  a ll 

sa feguards nec essary for p reventing   damage to life and  p roperty  

in the neighbourhood  a re taken c a re and  c ond itions a re 

inc orpora ted , if favourab le order is passed  in favour of 6th 

respondent.  The sa id  exerc ise sha ll be undertaken and  c omp leted  

within two weeks from the da te of rep resenta tion filed  by the 

petitioners. 

 The writ petition is d isposed  of ac c ord ing ly.  No order as to 

c osts. 

 

Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

      

 

         ___________ 

     S.V.BHATT,J 

Date:02.03.2017 

Stp  


