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The case directly addresses corporate liability under the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes
(Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989. The petitioner, Gallop Granites, a mining company, was an accused
(A-4) in criminal proceedings under the SC/ST Act for causing damage to Scheduled Caste community
houses through its blasting operations. The legal issue explicitly questioned whether a mining
leaseholder (a company) could be prosecuted under Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act. The court
unequivocally held that even licensed operators, including companies, are liable under Section 3(2)(iii)
of the SC/ST Act if their activities cause damage to the property of SC/ST community members,
irrespective of their license status. This directly aligns with the user's query seeking instances of

corporate liability under the Act.

Facts

Petitioner, Gallop Granites (A-4), a mining company, sought to quash criminal proceedings (Cr. No. 53 of
2005) initiated by the Revenue Divisional Officer (RDO). The RDO filed a private complaint alleging
damage to Scheduled Caste community houses due to blasting operations by mining companies,
including the petitioner. The RDO referred the matter to the Magistrate, who then directed police
investigation under Section 156(3) CrPC. The petitioner argued the RDO lacked authority to file the
complaint and that the Explosives Act and SC/ST Act offenses were not applicable. The damage
occurred to houses under construction near quarrying sites .

Issues

Whether the Revenue Divisional Officer (RDO) has the legal standing to file a complaint under the
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989, and the Explosives Act,
1884, concerning damage to property ? Whether the Magistrate erred by referring the complaint for
investigation under Section 156(3) CrPC instead of taking cognizance ? Can a mining leaseholder be
prosecuted under Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act for causing damage through blasting, even with valid
licenses ?

Petitioners Arguments



The petitioner contended that the Revenue Divisional Officer (RDO) lacked the authority to lodge a
complaint, particularly for offenses under Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act and Section 9(B) of the
Explosives Act. They argued that any alleged violations of mining leases should be handled by the
Mining Department, not the RDO . Furthermore, the petitioner asserted that the ingredients for the
Explosives Act offense were not met, rendering the crime registration unsustainable . The petitioner also
implied that having valid licenses provided a defense .

Respondents Arguments

The respondent (RDO) initiated action based on complaints from Scheduled Caste residents whose
houses were damaged by blasting operations. The RDO conducted an inquiry, found damage
consistent with blasting, and reported to the police. The court implicitly rejected the petitioner's
argument regarding the RDO's lack of authority by upholding the RDO's complaint and the Magistrate's
referral . The court found that any person can set the law in motion under the SC/ST Act.

Section Analysis

Section 156(3) CrPC allows a Magistrate to direct police investigation. Section 190 CrPC empowers
Magistrates to take cognizance of offenses. Section 200 CrPC outlines procedures for complaints.
Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act penalizes causing mischief by fire or explosive substance to property of
SC/ST members . Section 9(B) of the Explosives Act addresses explosive substances . Rule 5 of the SC/ST
Rules permits any person to inform of an offense . Section 22 of the SC/ST Act relates to protection for
actions taken in good faith .

Courts Reasoning

The court reasoned that the RDO's complaint was valid, as Rule 5 of the SC/ST Rules allows any person
to inform of an offense, and the Act/Rules do not restrict complaints to SC/ST members. The
Magistrate's referral under Section 156(3) CrPC was deemed appropriate, not an error in taking
cognizance . The court clarified that even licensed operators are liable under Section 3(2)(iii) of the
SC/ST Act if their blasting causes damage to SC/ST property, irrespective of license status . Good faith
under mining laws does not grant immunity under Section 22 of the SC/ST Act .

Ratio Decidendi

Any individual, including a public servant like an RDO, can initiate proceedings or provide information
regarding atrocities against Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes under the SC/ST Act, 1989, as the
Act and Rules do not limit this right to victims alone . Furthermore, possessing mining or explosive
licenses does not exempt operators from liability under Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act if their blasting
activities cause damage to the property of SC/ST community members .

Summary

This criminal petition challenged proceedings under the SC/ST Act and Explosives Act, alleging damage
to SC houses from mining blasting . The petitioner argued the RDO lacked authority to complain . The
High Court dismissed the petition, holding that any person can inform of offenses under the SC/ST Act .
The court affirmed that mining license holders are liable under Section 3(2)(iii) of the SC/ST Act for
damages caused by blasting to SC/ST property . The Magistrate's referral under Section 156(3) CrPC was
upheld . Key terms: Quash proceedings, Section 482 CrPC, SC/ST Act, Explosives Act, RDO complaint,
Section 156(3) CrPC, Section 3(2)(iii) SC/ST Act, mining lease, blasting damage, public servant complaint,
criminal petition dismissal.
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