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W/o. S.E. Muthy,
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Chennai - 600 112. Applicants 182
& Others ....Respondents/App

COUNTER AFFIDAVIT FILEDBY THE FIRST RESPONDENT

I, M. Padmavathi, wife of S.E. Muthy, Hindu aged about 57 years,
residing at No.14/37, Avadi Srinivasan Street, Choolai, Chennai - 600 112, do

hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state as follows:-

1. I am the 1% respondent herein and the applicant in the Original
Application and as such I am well acquainted with the facts of the case.

2. I submit that at the outset of Ideny all the averments and allegations
contained in the affidavit filed along with the petition, except those that are
specifically admitted herein and put the applicant / 3 respondent to pro duce
strict proof of the same.

3. I submit that the applicant herein has filed the above interim
application in I.A. No. 74 of 2022, d'reCting the respondents 3 and 4 herein to
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process the pending consent tg ren
dated 09.03.2022. operat?

ewal application of the applicant

4. 1 submit that I have fileq p0% original application seeking this
ed a

Hon’ble Tribunal to direct the ond gent to take necessary action against
rd . respon ;
the 3" respondent in running hazardoys Industrial unit.

5. I submit that the averments contained in paragraph No. 3 is hereby
denied. It is false to state that the Industy located in an Industrial Zone, but

is only located in Avadi Srinivasan Street Choolai, Chennai, which is a
residential Zone, where several hundreds of residenta households are located
and the said street is purely a residentil aréa and falls under the Municipal
Jurisdiction of the Chennai Metropoifan Development Authority and the
Greater Chennai Corporation. It is pertinent o point out that the 2™
respondent after several complaints had accepted that the smoke from the unit
is causing nuisance to the residents and directed the 37 respondent to switch
over from using firewood as fuel to LpG or Furnace Oil and to increase the
height of the Chimney. The 3" respondent despite the above directions of the

2" respondent never complied the directions within the stipulated time.

6. 1 submit that the averments contained in Paragraph No.5 is hereby
denied. It is pertinent t point out thatthe above Original Application came up
for admission before this Hon'ble Tribunal on 28.03.2022 and this Hon’ble
Tribunal was pleased to direct the 2% respondent to inspect the unit and t0
submit a report on of pefore 27-04202, This being so, the applicant herein
- come up with an interim aPPICUN praying this Hon'ble Tripunal to direct
the respondents 3 and 4 0 procesS e pending consent to operate renewa
application. It is pertinent t0 point Ot that he applicant/3™ respondent herein
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claims to have filed the renewal applicatio on 09.03.2022, whereas, the

present O.A in 0.A.No.37 of 202, had co® for admission before this Hon'ble
Tribunal only on 28.03.2027. Therefore qothing had prevented the applicant /
3¢ respondent herein getting her a’ jcation processed and as such the
allegation that only due to the pendend o this present O.A, the Pollution

Control Board is not Processing her renewd! application is baseless story.

7. 1 submit that the averments contained in paragraph No.6 of the
application is hereby denied. Tt is further submitted that it is absolutely false to
claim that the Industry is being operated only twice a week, due to the loss
sustained in the Covid-19 Pandemic period: It is also absolutely false for the
applicant / 3™ respondent to claim that the 34 Respondent was not operating
the Industry during the pandemic period. Only upon inspection, site visit and
verification, the Pollution Control Board had clearly found that the wet scrubber
was not being operated. The applicant / 3¢ respondent has not complied with
any of the conditions and had willfully flouted all the norms, stipulated. The
photographs dated 22.01.2022 produced by me along with the original
application, clearly shows that the applicant / 3 respondent has not adhered
to the additional / special conditions stipulated in the Renewal Consent Order.
The photographs clearly shows that the discharge of emission from the
industry is not from the stacks or fom the chimneys. The wet scrubber
provided for casting and annealing fumace was not operated at all and the
AAQ / Emission and ANL Standards as per the norms prescribed by the Board
have not been followed oF adhered 0. 1n fact, the earlier application in Form
No.1 submitted to the Board is comMPletely silent with regard to the fuel used
for the furnace and this clearly €NdOrSes my contention that only firewood is
being used as fuel instead of fuMace g causing immense emission Of
poliutant smoke and air.
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. 8.1 submit that the C°ntentions fOUnd
.denied. The story that despite hay; mitted the application on 09.03.2022,
Ing sub

the Board which is g legal instrume ity had orally informed that the said
: n

in paragraph No.7 are hereby

application cannot be Processed, qye to the pendency of the present O.A,
which admittedly came for admission only O 28.03.2022. This itself shows the
applicant / 3™ respondent, who g not been able to satisfy the legal
formalities for processing of the application i now trying to circumvent the
same by obtaining some orders by misleading this Hon’ble Tribunal and
thereby pressurize the Board to act in her favour, which is not permissible and

as such, the present interim application is liable to be dismissed in-limine.

It is therefore prayed that this Honble Tribunal may be pleased to
dismiss the present Interim Application in I.A. No. 74 of 2022 in the above
original application and thus render justice.

Solemnly affirmed at Chennai *ML@U)M@

On this the day of April 2022 }\ Before Me
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