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BEFORE THE HON’BLE NATIONAL GREEN TRIBUNAL 

 SOUTH ZONE, CHENNAI  

Appeal No. 37/2024 

BETWEEN  

Vinir Engineering Pvt Ltd                                                           Appellant 

AND  

Karnataka State Pollution Control Board                               Respondent 

 

STATEMENT OF OBJECTIONS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENT 

BOARD 

1. The Respondent Board denies and disputes all the averments, contentions and 

allegations raised by the Appellant, in the present Appeal and except what has 

been specifically admitted herein under, in writing, any omission on the part of 

the Respondent to deal with any specific averment, contention or allegation of 

the Appellant should not be construed as an admission on the part of the 

Respondent Board.  

 

2. It is submitted that instead of para wise reply to the averments in the Appeal, it is 

prayed that, allow the instant objections constituting an overall response to the 

Appeal filed by the Appellant herein. Therefore, it is humbly prayed to read the 

same in totality for assessing the facts and nature of the case.  

 

3. At the outset, Respondent submits that the above-mentioned Appeal is liable to 

be dismissed in limine as being misconceived and not maintainable in law and 

fact.  

 

4. It is relevant to state that the present Appeal is filed by the Appellant being 

aggrieved by the order dated 05.01.2024 (Annexure 11)  wherein an 
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environmental compensation of Rs 2,33,43.750/- has been levied upon the 

Appellant by the Respondent Board.  

 
5. It is relevant to state that the Appellant’s industry is a Large Orange Category 

Industry engaged in the business of manufacturing die forgings and machine 

components.  Initially, the Appellant industry was granted a combined consent 

order both under the Water Act and Air Act valid from 03.12.2016 to 30.09.2021.  

 
Closure Directions were issued against the Appellant Industry 
 

6. It is necessary to state that during the course of its operation, on 21.07.2018 a 

complaint was lodged against the Appellant industry by the adjacent industry 

namely M/s Suprajit Engineering Industry regarding the issues of sound and 

vibrations. In response to this complaint, the Respondent Board inspected the 

premises of the Appellant industry, leading to the issuance of a notice of 

proposed direction to the Appellant industry on 20.01.2018. A copy of the Notice 

of Proposed Directions (NPD) dated 20.01.2018 has been enclosed as Annexure 

R1 for the kind perusal of this Hon’ble Court.  

 

7. On 13.03.2018, both the aforementioned industries were called upon for a 

personal hearing, during which directions were issued to the Appellant industry. 

These directions mandated compliance with noise level regulations and the 

construction of vibration-proof foundations utilizing the latest technology. The 

Respondent Board instructed the Appellant industry to provide a compliance 

report within two months. However, the Appellant industry failed to submit a 

compliance report. 

 
8. Consequently, on 16.07.2018, the Respondent Board received another letter from 

the CPCB, accompanied by a complaint filed by the General Manager of M/s 

Suprajit Engineering Ltd. The complaint highlighted damages to the building 

and threats to human life resulting from ground vibrations caused by the 

Appellant Industry.  
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9. In pursuance of the CPCB letter mentioned above, the Regional Officer of the 

Respondent Board was directed to inspect the industry premises and verify the 

grievance made in the complaint. Accordingly, on 18.12.2018,  the Regional 

Officer submitted a report observing that despite efforts taken by the Appellant 

industry to reduce noise and vibration, the sound levels are exceeding near the 

compound walls and vibrations were observed in the Appellant industry as well 

as in the premises of the complainant.  

 
10. The Regional Officer of the Respondent Board additionally reported that the 

measures taken by the Appellant industry to mitigate sound and vibrations were 

deemed insufficient. Subsequently, considering that ample opportunities had 

already been provided to the Appellant Industry to rectify the violation, and in 

light of their non-compliance, a closure order under Section 31(A) of the Air Act 

was issued against the Appellant Industry. A copy of the closure order dated 

19.12.2018 has been enclosed as Annexure R2 for the kind perusal of this 

Hon’ble Court.  

 
The Hon’ble High Court’s directed Respondent Board to reconsider the 

closure action issued against the Appellant.  

 
11. The Appellant Industry being aggrieved by the afore-said closure order had 

approached the Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka through WP No. 58181/2018. 

On 13.02.2018, the Hon’ble High Court vide Annexure 13 quashed the closure 

order as no opportunity was provided to the Appellant. The Hon’ble High  Court 

directed the Respondent Board to reconsider the matter afresh, ensuring that the 

Appellant is given a fair hearing, and to issue appropriate orders accordingly. 

 

12. In pursuance of the order passed by the Hon’ble High Court, the Respondent 

Board received the written statement by both the appellant and the complainant 

industry and accordingly on 04.04.2019 a personal hearing was conducted 
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wherein directions were issued to the Regional officer to conduct the noise 

monitoring in the premises of the Appellant Industry. On 24.04.2019, an 

inspection was carried out monitoring the sound and vibration of the Appellant 

industry for 48 hours wherein the noise levels were found to be marginally 

fluctuating. 

 
13.  On 27.05.2019, an order came to be passed by the Respondent Board wherein 

consent was granted to the Appellant industry to operate the unit, however the 

consent was subject to the compliance that the Appellant industry must take all 

requisite noise pollution control measures and reduce the noise level within the 

stipulated norms i.e. Day time db(A)  Leq & Night Time 70 dB (A) Leq. A copy 

of the order passed by the Respondent Board dated 27.05.2019 has been 

enclosed as Annexure R3 for the kind perusal of this Hon’ble Court.  

 
14. Therefore, the above action by the Respondent Board makes it clear that, 

Appellant was causing pollution and was given opportunity for rectification of 

the same. 

 
  
Genesis of Environmental Compensation levied upon the Appellant 

Industry  

 
15.  It is necessary to state that on 10.07/2019 the Hon’ble NGT in OA No. 

1038/2018 vide Annexure 2 had directed the Pollution Control Boards to take 

steps to prohibit the operation of polluting activities in the critically and severely 

polluted areas. The Hon’ble NGT had further directed to make an assessment of 

compensation to be recovered from the polluting units taking the last 5 years into 

account. The order also specified no opportunity is required to be given in case 

of levying the interim environment compensation. 

 

16. In compliance with the order of the Hon’ble NGT, the Respondent Board 

recorded the Appellant Industry's violations spanning the preceding five years, 
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wherein instances of non-compliance were evident. Subsequently, pursuant to 

the criteria delineated by the Hon’ble NGT, an interim compensation amounting 

to Rs 1 Crore was imposed upon the Appellant (Large Industry on 31.01.2020 

vide Annexure 1. 

 

 
17. It is necessary to state that subsequent to the issuance of the afore-said interim 

environmental compensation, on 13.07.2023, vide Annexure 5  a demand notice 

was issued by the Respondent Board levying the environment compensation of 

Rs 97,31,250/-. It is imperative to state that the afore-said demand suffered from 

an error wherein the number of days of violations were wrongfully recorded.  

 
18. The aforementioned demand notice was rectified in the challenged demand 

notice issued on 05.01.2024, as detailed in Annexure 11. Relying on the 

directives of the Hon’ble NGT and in the interest of environmental preservation, 

the Respondent imposed the final environmental compensation upon the 

Appellant industry, amounting to Rs 2,33,43,750/-. The previously recorded 

duration of violations, from 23.10.2017 to 05.10.2018, was corrected to span 

from 23.10.2017 to 31.01.2020. Consequently, the final environmental 

compensation was revised to Rs 2,33,43,750, as opposed to Rs 97,31,250/-. 

 
19. The environmental compensation value mentioned above has been calculated 

after careful consideration of the duration of the appellant industry's violations. It 

is crucial to emphasize that mere compliance with the law at a later stage does 

not absolve industries from the responsibility of adhering to the principle of 

'polluter pays' 

Impugned order is valid in the eyes of the law  
 

20. Before dwelling into the validity of the impugned order, it is imperative to 

highlight that the combined consent of the Appellant Industry was renewed in 
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the year 2021 valid from the period 01.10.2021 to 30.09.2031. (Annexure 4). 

The consent of the Appellant Industry was mainly renewed with the additional 

condition as follows:  

“i. The Industry shall pay the EC of Rs 1,00,00,000 ( Rupees 

One Crore) as per the directions/orders of the Board.” 

 

21. It is necessary to state that the afore-said consent mentioned was well within the 

knowledge of the Appellant Industry, and despite consent being granted on the 

afore-said condition to pay the interim EC, the Appellant industry has failed to 

do so. Hence, the violation of the Appellant industry was recorded to be 

extending till 31.01.2020 (Date on which interim compensation was levied upon) 

 

22. Respondent Board after the issuance of notice of interim compensation dated 

31.01.2020 has issued the following demand notices to the Appellant :  

i. Demand notice dated 13.07.2023 (Annexure 5)  

ii. Demand Notice dated 13.10.2023  (Annexure 8)  

iii. Reminder Notice dated 23.11.2023 (Annexure 9)  

iv. Impugned and rectified demand notice dates 05.01.2024 (Annexure 11) 

 

23. It is necessary to state that the afore-said notices have been replied to by the 

Appellant Industry wherein instead of accepting its past violations, the Appellant 

Industry has conveniently taken the view that renewal of CFO amounts to no 

default being committed by the industry. It is imperative to state that CFO was 

granted to the Appellant industry upon the condition that the EC has to be paid 

by the Appellant industry in accordance with law.  

 

24. It is trite in law that mere compliance at a later stage does not allow the pollutant 

industry to evade from its liability and does not absolve industries from the 

responsibility of adhering to the principle of 'polluter pays'. The impugned 
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environmental compensation value has been calculated after careful 

consideration of the duration of the appellant industry's violations. 

 
25. Further, the averments made by the Appellant that no opportunity was provided 

to the Appellant Industry is false and denied, it is relevant to state that a bare 

perusal of the Impugned order shows while issuing the impugned notice, both 

letters of the Appellant Industry dates 14.08.2023 (Annexure 6)  and 25.11.2023 

(Annexure 10)  have been considered by the Respondent Board and hence, 

reasonable opportunity has been provided before passing the impugned order.  

 
26. The entire stance taken by the Appellant that the area of the Appellant Industry 

does not fall under the list of CEPI Score of 100 polluted industrial area 

(prepared in 2018) and hence, should not be assessed for Environmental 

Compensation is false and erroneous. In terms of the order of the Hon’ble NGT 

in OA No. 1038/2018, it is the responsibility of the State Pollution Control Board 

to prohibit the operation and assess the compensation to be recovered from the 

polluting units located in any Critically Polluted areas and severely polluted 

areas. Hence, the jurisdiction of the Respondent Board to regulate the polluting 

industry is not limited to CEPI Score list prepared for reference in 2018.  

 
27. The rationale behind imposing environmental compensation on the Polluters is 

that the law violating he provisions of law needs to be punished. The main aim 

should not only be development but there must be punishment and recovery for 

restoration. Keeping this in mind the Hon’ble National Green Tribunal decided 

to impose the environmental compensation on the Polluters. 

 
28. It is significant to state that reversing the imbalance caused to the ecology is part 

and parcel of the industrial process. Thus, the financial responsibility of taking 

prevention and controlling measures for the pollution caused should rest upon 

the industry which caused pollution. The principle of polluter pays has time and 
again been also upheld by the Hon’ble Apex Court and High Court in a plethora of 
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judgements such as Indian Council for Environment Legal v Union of India, 1996 

SCC (3) 212, M.C Mehta v Kamal Nath (2000) 6 SCC 213 etc.  

 
29. The Respondents maintain that the Appellant had a fair opportunity to present its 

case and submit supporting documents through the replies submitted to the demand 

notices. The issuance of the impugned  demand notice is not arbitrary; rather, it is a 

culmination of a comprehensive review of the Appellant's responses, evidence, and 

the severity of the alleged violations. The quantum of compensation is calculated in 

consideration of the environmental impact caused by Appellant, and the imposition 

is seen as a means to rectify and offset any harm caused to the environment. 

 
30. It is most respectfully submitted that, at no point of time, Appellant’s were denied 

opportunity to defend their activities of causing pollution. On other hand, as 

demonstrated by the annexures enclosed to this objections, multiple opportunities 

were provided to the Appellant. It is based on this act of Appellant causing pollution, 

has this environmental compensation been imposed. 

 
31. The violations committed by the Appellant are an admitted fact and hence warrant 

no interference by this Hon’ble Tribunal as the prayer made by the Appellant is 

based on suppression of facts and liable to be dismissed for not being maintainable 

either in law or in facts. 

 
32. In light of the aforesaid, it is relevant to state that the impugned environmental 

compensation levied by the Respondent Board upon the Appellant industry 

amounting to Rs 2,33,43,750 vide Annexure 11  is valid and legal.  

 
33. The present appeal is filed by the Appellant only to escape from its liability by 

misleading this Hon’ble Court and hence, requires to be dismissed for not being 

maintainable either in law or in facts 

 

Place 

Date                                                                       Advocate for Respondent Board\ 
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BET'ORE'THt' HON'BLI] NA'tIONAI., GREEN TRIBUNAL
SO TJ'I'H ZON II, CH TiNNAI

Appeal No.3712024

BETWEEN
M/s Vinir tingineering Pvt Ltcl Appellant

AND
Karnataka State Pollution Control Board Respondent

AFFIDAVIT

I, Dr. H. R. Puttaraju son of H . S. Ramegowda aged about 54 years, currently
posted as Regional Officer, Sarjapura , Karnataka State Pollution Control Board
(KSPCB), " Nisarga Bhavan". # 7th D Main Road , Thimmaiaha Road
Basveshwaranagara, Shiva nagara Bangalore 560010, Karnataka, do hereby solemnly
affirm and state as follows:

1. I am the authorised representative of the Respondent Board in the instant
petition. We are well conversant with the facts of the case; I swear to this
Affidavit.

2. I hereby state that the facts contained in Para no. l*dlin the petition
accompanying this Affidavit are true to best of my knowledge.

3. I state that the Annexure R-l to R-3 to produced, include certified copies
and true copies of the originals.

We swear that the contents made out in the above paragraph I to 33 are true and
correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Place: Bangalpre.
Date: Dt51t"1
Identified by Me.

Advocate

, f it,":l.i t:
.:

3>...,,,
Itt1

P,-*4'
DEPONENT

50RE#fr
Tel(@,7

olffxz'1
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,F / Fe,y: o8o-2ssg6321
l.* , E-mait: ho@kspcb.gov.int$tu* 

r' website : http:/lkspcb' gov' rn

m
255841fi,25s88270
2558,8142,25586520w

dpara;d e.aq d.:aOA- hsr;o$tn **q
Kar"nrttaxr* state pmlldtm * {6wtrox Ecarrn

"d**dddd"n 1 E'd 5d( dJdtsrldJ, d0.49, dr.r"&,r.t', aior{d'odl '56A AA\ dimrt'ld' qadd

,pansara Bhavana*, 1st to Sth Floor, # 49, Church #eel Bengaluru ' 5Q0 001$ Tarnataka' INDIA

tfr

7ryr,

U

No. r{:8/14 Ltcmr'ntlar'fi/ 4S t DATED:
'*

( $ffiT},ffi#tr xr ftrHrffiryir#i tr#ffi }effi
' RLtLEs,1983.

.!ub: Non-compliance with the Provision, irO,, (Preventiorr & Control of Pollution) Act

I9B t. h1, klls vinir Engineering o*. ti,i'!lrt yi:.1' 'BommasandralndustriaJ

area, Anekal Taluk Bengaluru Urban District-560099 * (eg'

Ref: L inspection of the Regional officer, Sarjapur, l:;8^5fl1i'-d 
?0' l L2411'

?. Proceedings of the Personal hearing held on 28' l l 'tu t t '

****
Freamblel

fhc h4/s. vinir Engineering pl,t. Ltd and lrl/s, supmjit Ejgineering industries rvere

inspeceC an Z1:A.iAll an{ $.11.2C11as per ihe Boar,l officc m*mo }'lo' 3387' dated:

lg.0g.zafi,ir view o/rrrr."*plaint by h4ls. Suprajir..Engineering, against lr#s- vinir

Engineering pvt lld 
-r*guiai"p 

noise pottution and vibration due to the operation of

lr4li. trin i r f:ngineerin g P\'1 Ltd'
(

Based on rhe complaint filed Lry M,/s. suprsjit Engineering at Hebbagodi police station' the

p;;; l;rp.ctor, Hebbagodi has addressed a lelter to the Boerd to take necessary action

againsl industry. ]n this regard, ibo11-mentioned 
both the industries were inspected by

f.giorrr affici on23.ia.20l7 and 15.] 1.2017 and observed the follorving:-

l. Both the in4ustries are operating at the tirne of inspection and engaged in the

ntanufacturs rouline consented prod ucts"

?. h,l,/s" Vinir Engineering is an engineering industry carying out mainly' forging
operarion using hammers fbr the manufacture olciosed die fr:rring,trpen die lorging
componenls and CliC machirre parts, ivhere as lvlr's. Supr4lirh Enginre ing is ai-*o an

cir:tint.eiir,s ir:r:lul;lry manufgci'rrrirg aufr:m0lit'e cables attd comp,":n*nts ariij the ;nain
arriviry inn.clv*, cahlc cuilin,g, clvcr the I"IDPE tuhing" coaling, outer culting. enii
irl:rpiry',.r:>umbll,anii 11i.r1;e?rrr anci this indL;:;tt'r'is nrt sir:nificalrl irom Air;rntl
\i,/.lli:r JroI i ulititi rninI ol" t,i,:rr'

t? ,i\*it'1

"-x\
// BY RPAD'S\ zffi.n

Rashi Singh
ANNEXURE R1
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Lq

" "Tli^.rl1ciry <lrop hanrmer and 2 no.s 5 Tonn.i. \11s. vinrr Engineering is traviltl,l ;r;
r211,.,r\. r,-.,, ninc Iranrmcrs lt1''^,..;r; ;::, 

tnajor souices ol sound porru,t, "j'"tl

vibraritrns i, uui ,,lo,,na ,1,. lnJrrstr'v 
d;.,.I:'"'::],]\'lls 

Supralith frein..ri;g.'utr zDci

4. Duc to the opcratinn of lorglnS'.i lfr'- ^ " outtYlff It was noticed that, there is a
r ihralron i,, 

'rr- 
i.irtttl' as 'uell 'q:r'":il,raj ilh Engincering'

5 Soultd lerrls rncasures nelr Ih.c.ct""r .'- s'ds Detween hnth the incjustries u,err i.
rhe range .r-r'Tg"i;l icq ,ul,i'h rre cxceeding lhc lrrnits por.r,U*a U;;.';::l;

6 il':'i:l'":ilrl'E,g,,,,,.,i,r1 ::|1if,,lji.':y":T:1,,r:f 3b1e,ed, thar, 1r,ere are
cracks in rlrc builtiing tralls itr'r^"'riir. i,lltj,^n?ll..a -t' is evident that, rluc ro
ircar,r pori cr prcss harirnierlng (ry'*; ,;" uJ' rvirs V tnir F.nqineering. cracks wcrc
round in .oirn',,,,. ...iilns' 'na "1'li:ilf luiltin*'7 Ilre ruo thrgir;;;;el each of crpactty 2 5 Tones installed during the year 2005-
200cr torvard, ifrr. iup"jirli Engincerirg sirle rre the majo*our.", of, so,,nd an,,
vibrali0ns, due ro u'hich, it felt tl1.1l^t::"vl vtbration was noticed. rvhich may cause

itengeropus ,.,t * Uriilirg anri to ll:.T'11:tt n'orking in the industry Howeuc,, th*
intensitv and impect olvibration canr(r1 De assessed'

S. Mrs. Vinir Ergir.-r*g Ltd has n0:-l:ken any measures to control vibrations and

sound levels gJnerated ,1ue t0 haminerlllg operations.

In vicw olrhe aboye, both the industries are opetating in a designatcd indusrrial rrea
adjaccnr ro each other irith vrlid consenl lor the Board and carrying oLrt their regular
productions. fhe,Board is not the prescrib*d auhority t0 assess the level of vibration an<i

du*rg* causeri to the building of \4/s. Suprajith Engineering. However, the sound Ievels
are eiceeding the liniits prescribed by B-or1d. Hnnce, RO recomrnended to call both the
industry for Personal Hearing to take further decision on the issue, Accordingly, the
complainants and factory authorities were called lor the Personal Hearing on 18. 12.2017
to resolve the issue"

In the Pcrsonal hearing. rhe Fresiding Officer directed to issue Notice of Prooosed
Direcrions with Personal hearing to the ll#s Vinir Engineering Plt. Ltd in vierv of non
compliance to the lloard directions and complaint from the h{/s" Suprajith Engineering

. regarding. noise pollution caused from the h4/s Vinir Engineering Pr,t. But no
representatives attenrJed the hearing on the said date, Hence you are hereby once again
inf'orn:ed to attend the personal hearing before the, Hon'ble Chairma,'r on 1$.12.201 7 as

an opportunity ofbeing heard before initiating further action.

Further, ysu are hereby cailed upon to Show-cause within 7 days from the receipt of
this N*1ice of proposed directions to fiie your objections if any to the designated officer

....-.,as to why this Board,should,lnot proceed with further action against the industry by
exercising the power vested with it under Section 3 I (A) oi the Air (Prevention & Control

;;.+r*tir,0nldtt,ii,8l, ind read with the Rule ?0(A) of the Air (Prevention & Control of

t. Mls" Vinir &ngiueering Pvt. Lrtl, P)ot No. i03-l04,Bornmasandralndustriei
rr**, Anrkal Taluk Bengaluru Urh*n District-i60099 to stop the operatinn of the
irrd"rslry lorthwith and unril furlher orJers.

/ u\/,tli
rJ

(

(

Rashi Singh
11



'.qlqrffi

Tu,
lhe Proprietor,
l. iVfis. Vinir Engineering Pvt' Ltd'

Plot No. i02-iC4,
Bommasandra Industrial area,

,AnekalTaluk,
Ben galuru L-lrban District-5 60099'

),. TheManaging Director'
BI]SCOM,
K.K LITCIC,
Bengaluru

3, The Chairman,
BWSSB,
Kaveti bhavan,
K.C.Rr:ad"
IJengaiuru

4. 'Ihe DeputY Cornmissiner,
Bangalore tJrban District,
fiengaiuru

FOR AND ON BE}IALT OF T}IE
rariT,TATETA STATE POI-LUTION

CONTROL BOARD

sd/-
CHAIRMAN

I > "r'--\\/r 0(),:./

2. The Man*ging Director, BESCOM' K'R Circle' to issue necessary directions to

the concerned Executive Engineer/Assistant Executive Engineer, to stoplc* off

poler supply t*,h- ;il;t;;;;;it florthwith and until further orders'

i. The Chairman, BWSSB, Kaveri bhavan' K'G'Road' Bangalore' to issue

necessary directions ;'"-t;e ,*"*rn*u Ei;ut;ue EngineerlAssistant Executive

Engineer,BWSSB to stop/cut off water supply to the above said industry

forthwith and until further orders'

4'TheDeputyCommissiner,BangaloreUrbanDistrict,Bangalorettsseizetheunit
forthwith and until further orders'

b(

(
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too,l'?n",ronmenral 
Officer, Regio.nal office, Sarjapura to inform the industry

authorities to atte;d the personallrearing on the said date'

"q-rti;: i-pir:it Engineering:ll:lY?;]01' Bornmasandra Indusrial area, Anekal
Taluk Bengaturuiruun Di strict-560099 for information.

j) R;;;;l SJnior En,ironmental Offrcer, Bangalore South for information.

4) Case file.
5) I{aster file.

P * (' ^a!\l n!4 v!^"\-g'ir \vl >--
Senioi Environmental Offi cer

Comptaint and Enforc ement 

ff)
I

(W

(
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t:j,)".:*til l F ex : 060-15f86321
&¤fr1gqrt t E-mail : ho@kspcb.gov,in
de]6Jt'dfii6 / Website : htlp;//kspcb. gov, in

4
5

741 tn* 25581383, 25589112

fiSi - zsssstsl,2ssaazTo
J 2s588142,25586s20

wffir"*d ryatr, *ffiSS6 [is*oq/r? #;rd*
w*v x. az *E ak*t # &: xt* w *llu*i* m * * xs*r ul I} $ a r d

,.dordrrJdd", I ood Sde drdBridr' d0.49, drsr&et , dorldodo - 560 001' ,snrgid, S?dd
,,parissra Bhavana", 1st to 5th Floor, # 49, Chureh Street, Bengaluru - 560 001, Karnataka, INOIA

n (L/
tillYarilltt 7{A

No; pcB/cECI(tlNG-NrtA)/vrNIrucLosuRr-AIRAcrrzols-le/ \ Dr: f g *ff igtg
Ctuisgrc tlirectiqns undel $qqfip! ]1 i{X.L rll tte Air {Pr.e}'cnti{rl gnd..Cqntr:(4 f:?llltiqn} Act'

ffi utionl Buler

l?riJ.

Suh; Non c6mplialce uncler the Provisions oi'theAir (Prevention & C'ontrol of Ilollution) Act,

l98l !v M/s. Vinir l)ngineering Pvt Ltd, Plot No, I02'104, Bommasandra lndustrial
( Ar*r,lnek:rl thluk, Bangalore Urhan Dirtrir:t.* reg'

llcf :

i. (lunrplaint lciter along wirh CPCB lettsr, vide No. fi- 12015ru{}(495)/2018-

A517252, Dt : l(t.0'/ .2{)i8 received at 8.0 on 2l .07'?018'
IJ.O memo to RO, vide Nr:, ?337,Dt:01'08'2018.

,presentation i:rorm'submittecJ hy $ri. M, Shivaprakash - Advogflte regarding conrplaint
rnacle h,v Mls Suprajit tlngirreering ltd against Vinir linginnering vide No'

PCBIS[O/C]\,{P-I:Nlrl20l8-lg1464receivedatl]NC(NEIA)sectionon 15.12.2018"

I1.0 rernincier memo to R0, vitie No' 4796,Dt:: I7.12.2018.
Rl)-Sarjapura inrpection report subrnitted to B.O. vide No. 749, Dt; 18. ll.l0l8.

***r&****j&

PREAMI}LTi:

M/s Vinir [ngineering Pvt l",td is an existing l.arge Orange category industry locatecl at Plot
No. i02- 104, lJommasandra lndustrial Are,l and engaged in the activity of Closed die
frrrging/open dii: fbrging and CNC rnachinecl psrts and Assernblies ol capacity 800 M'l.Anonth

( nd rhe industry is regularly obtaining (onsent of the Board under Water ancli\ir Acts.
'lire prcsort validit.y ol'the consent is upto 10,09.?011. 'l'he industrl,' is h*ving J no's Shot
l]lasting lv{achines, S No's DC Set anel 2 No's oil ljrcd heating t'urnaccs and 2 No's hrat
trcatmlrnt l'ttmacss as an Air Pollution Source"s. Aport Ironr this, the industry also have 2 No's
Potver Press/hammers to carry out f'orgirrg activity, which is the major activity of'rhc inelustry,
and carrying out its operation since lgB6.

Mls' Suprzriit lrngirreering industry, on acl.iacerrr industry has llleil compl*int agairrst Mis.Vinir
l r!lneururg Pvr l.td regarcling sound anij viLrmtir:n.

llast'rion tlte contplaint Illed, the lt0, Sarjopin'a has inspectccl horh the irrdustries on 2j.10,1017
't l5'll'?0t7 rrnd subnritted detailecl inri[ecriun reporr to tloarcJ of]lce. 'fhcn, thc llA,s ol'i\4lsViniI l":ngirteering Pvt I-tcJ rvere callccJ l'rii personal hearing on lil.l2.?017 iu LJoaril olllc,r & il:;

i\1, t "j1l: t, l5?: t, Jl: ?,i ),::, i ll .tz. 1,;i,, r, i.. t i { i:.li : n,r";i..,

'i ';';,lliill)rrr 
(,r rrrs pcr$onal nearlnS. 'Nottce ol.proposrcl dircction' rvus issLrecl !o intlustr''rr,hyr't0urr#,t'+hro ordcr No.7j(r Datctl 20.01.201 ti,,i, '1.,\. tr irirrr,

.'.,* ,_.n *"".-{t\

,1

.t.

-l

Rashi Singh
14

Rashi Singh
ANNEXURE R2



ilfi*-:-e ;f?:,?$H}ldiirffi:: r'i"-xlff ffi[ff:s3f -,.,,earirr* 
on,2 03 2s,*st:prajir L.ngincerir:g Lrd. afrer r.Jeraircd ,r*ur-,-r,,,i,,,r",' ;; 3:-#f; :#l|j:',;:fi!. ay rur)*lrrilnrrs:- -"- I'rlrluirrg ttlllcur tl*s Airecteri'ai

I' lt is but nstural that, thr Forging u*it will ciirse *oilncr anti ribration ei*rin*'l'his kin<j clunit cs,lrlot be *cn:;lr**tcd very nfui* t* tf.,*-prrirherv nf rL* .:,- o,o.peration
cairss r{-}und enrJ vii:rnt* t* {he in:rr*rii;rte viclniry. guiioi-,,''-'.'v'r t'! trr¤ silc lvhich coujd
tli* p*riphr:r5,*{"rh* si(e.* ar.t:iri ,r"ta1isr/ViSrari*n not lo:.1:-u'.oti]']ce 

rhaii br auowed fn;rhc unir is ert*hlisitr:$" rA sh;i?r consrrr-, "i!rar-;1?-$t'frJ|{ffi:,*-;il;:tuehn*l*gv rvitir er*s*{urnt *'it}r Itse along with Noise reilucriorr *;;;;"';r}^1 j-,-r;
titc xme shall srrbmit r.vithin 30 tlays. ';ttveilur(S" rr*p*salr 

fgr?. Th* c*r*pfai*;rnt {}vt1s suprajir dngineering Ltd) rvas 
"1tlr:ri r* fire ,o*pru;n, al|,Hffi:?ffi,i,T3;i:.xJ' 

reels t., tjo s*viih tire n*ta,tmcnr or ro*,*,iJ*,'[oil*, 
un;l' The Rt] to 'lxrrlit*r |'ltist l*vels at ilifrere*r locati**s and report r:n the **rnpriare*l.jithin J r:**[ir:. urru rLpvrt 1-'Il tne *L

"i t'r [-{ (! ir;r: tcLcir':r] il"- l'"'tlur lrutt; t'P( u Jt lb.u7:t}rf; alung.lriih,thc c,nrplrirt }rrergivrni,-r rlrc sr i. r-sii*.rrar. )r.( j.\t *r supruiir c,,gin..ri,,g ii,ri_i 13.rngarn;_e n,,. :i.or.a,trcgardi*g crarnages lo ttre ir buirding, rhi*riancr,ei,ru,,g*rinf;i'il:,,:r: t;ri sauseJjuJto grounavtlsratia*bynrighLrr:ringunitof|E,1/s.VinirEngine;;laP;i;o,',l*R*t:il;-"-uuuE|

i{ence' ii rIlerut} w;1s issut.J lu }d{J-Sarjapilr3 0n {li 0l{,:0lg viije ltet'{2i informing tn insFrertheinLiuslry and i'rrity thr *r'irl'lnce nrade i,r the c,rnptr,,,r*n.t ,.-p-n t- B.{l lr,ith speciiir remarkriU A5 l{r gi,,,e * rCpl-r, lO l.irULJ. Y}'vr I rv u'!r l}'Itrr spec,tlr retlArks

'i'li* lhard has rsc*iveii lhc'Presentation F.o*ii'liled, h1. sri. Irl. sfuiveprakash, K. Ravishankr, r

Adv*cates regardifig c*mprainl rnade rr1, [,,Us. supra.]it nrsir*;rirg Ltd., *go;nx *aoo, industry, ,,vide Ilef (3)' Hence. a reminiler memo rvas,issurd ii, nij:sr,:lprira on l1-.iz.20lgvicJeRef (4)inf'onning fo inspect the indusrrl,immeijiar*i-1 anri ro r.,it:ifr'- ili*vance *_if_ i*lf'r_ *_mplaint :i:nri slbmit rfllt.tyflg l].{} lvith sp*cifir.: reil*rks to lloarrj. 
ritrt\rv 

'lrr r'rrs f{'

'.':,

ln response, the Ro has submitted reporr to lJaard on Ig.f 2.?0lg vide
the lollowing observat ions:- {5). }le h*t rep*rred

l' The industr"r' ta'as operating *t the tirne of inspection and engaged in the Closed diefrirgi*g i*pen die fiirging a*iviry rvirh cNt' *:acirined parts and irl--nir*"" "'"""" "'.
D.y* t? the cprration *{'the Frrging anri I lammrring actilirS,, it lvns nritiryd that, rherc [s a

,pro.lit fng;;;;;; il,Ir1^ r/: ' r
y,r,i.,rr,r'r ,, {.r}{i *.1{rLts{l.y aS \{,,e,1 aS fil n{/$ Iupra,lit Engineerl3. ful1s .Vinir Engin*eri*g aurharities hove inil:rmed rlar. that, they havr instell*d addtii*|$,*t,,tffi

,*r-r**trr.j JiL' r-i.r".-'ir"l-gy *dM,
hammsrs tn redLrce vibration levels.

1' Tl:- indurtry has eovcred the open area oIrhe sheil rorvnrcls lvl/s Supra.jir EngineeringL5' J'he FIA's M/s Vinir rrginerrlnj fvr r-t,r irs{*ymeri thrt, t}rey ara in rilr rrosblii@
'tt11\tiltiilg iii.: ItrSe pruft'sru,', in e onslr'rJ(l vihr.rlirrir pro,.rl'' fLrun,Jltion with lates! 

..trc,lttt*l*gy to totltroi vibration anij also tr: cuntr*l noisr: redpcti$n rnfiisurss " . ''-',:,;'t..=,,,,,,,.)

{i. -l'lte n*is* irvi:l monitoled tluring insp*utirirr at the b*und*r1 ol" rlrr indttslr.t' near
$rxpr:undlvall*fbotlttlreinclustii*swcre intirerange of"70t*75dil}{A}]t$ ,'-'',
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The in<lusrry M/'r vinir,lingincering lras raken r,"r, |i*uucc noise arld vibration, despite
s$und levels aru e'qcecding near tlie co,npound r,vall and still "tb;:,il;;''"'uJ*tu*."rri 

in
coffiplainant iv4/s Suprajit [:nginecring t-tA i,iA,.,urry p,*,rri***.' '

The lto furrher rcported that pressnt acrioll taken to contr,l souncl anrl vihrations are not
adequale' The indr"rstry' Mfu .Vinir Engineering llvt L,tcl is rc:quirecl t9 take some mor6 sontrol
nlaasures to rnitigatr Sound snd Yib'rations $s per the decision *i tf',* psrsonal . 

hearirrg in
consultatiort r'vith llSc. "l1re complainant inc1ustiy Mls $uprajit rngineering t-td is regularly
cnnrplaining on Sound and Vihration caused Uy tr.ils Vinir Enjincerilg Pvt Ltd and reqrresting
th;: Brard to initiat* action against the industry fr,1l*, Vinir Enfirreerinf Pvt Ltd. Hence RO has
recomtnended to initiate lurther course of action againsr M/s. Vinir Englneering Pvt l-td..

In vicrv oi"above, since alre,acly.sufficient oppo(r.rlities of hearing have been given, the fcrllowing
order is issued rviihout giving any {urther opportunity nf hearing.

the
thc

1B

:tr-

The Occupier" M/s. Vinir Engiuecring Pvl Ltd, Plof No. 102-104' Bommasandra
Industrirl Arean Anckal fsluk, Bnngalire Urbrrn District to close the operation of the
indusry fnrthwitlr & until fut'ther order.

'l'he ll,larraging llirrctor, 'BESCOM', Near K.R. Circle, Nrupathunga Road, Rangalore, to
issue rrec*isaiy.. clirer:tic,rrs to the concerned Executive Engineer and Assistant Executive
I.,nfineer to stcp.lcur o{'i"porv*r supply to the abovc said industry lhrthr't'ith

FOR AND BEHALT OT THE
KAITNAIAKA STATE T}OLLUTTCIN CONTROL BOARD'

I}ANGALORE
sd/-

CHAIRMAN

'fhe Occtrpier,
[I/s. Virrir lingineering Pvt Lttl,
lllot No. I02-IO4,l3omrrasflndra lndusrial Area,
Anekal "ltluk. llarrgalore Ur[:an Oistrict'

The N'larraging l)irectiir,' [JESCOM"
Near K.l{, (.irclc' Nrtrpathtrnga Roacl'

[3itng.itlt rt'c.

, 4fi@,

ORDER
In the circutnstitnces explairred above and in exercise ol'the powers con{brred under Section 3l
{A) of the Air {Prevention and Contrsl Pollution) Act, 198I read with Rule 20 of Karnataka
Air {Prcvention anrl Controt of pollution} Rules, tg8i, th* Board hereby issues the following
directions to;

(
t.

j. 'l'he E.rgcutive h4ernber, KIADt], Bangalore to issue nesessary directions to the
concernerj Ofi'lcer ro stop/cut olTwater supply to the above said industry fofihwith'

4, 'l'lre Dc.puty Commissioner. Bangalore Urban District. Bangalore to seize the unit
fbrthwirh until I'urther nrders'

3.

(

'!'--
I (,,

I,

1

Rashi Singh
16



Rashi Singh
17

Rashi Singh
ANNEXURE R3



Rashi Singh
18



Rashi Singh
19



[Statement of Objections : Reply ] Appeal No. 37/2024 between Vinir Engineering Pvt 
Ltd v KSPCB

Sir, 

Please find the enclosed a copy of the objections/reply filed by the Respondent Board. 

Rashi Singh 
Associate

No. 43, TNT Towers,
S-1, Infantry Road
Bangalore- 560 001
www.precinctlegal.com
+91 9980666846 
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To "rishikeshraja"<rishikeshraja@gmail.com>, "elakkiyanrassociates"
<elakkiya.nrassociates@gmail.com>

Cc "Mahesh Chowdhary"<amc@precinctlegal.com>, "Krishika Vaishnav"
<krishika@precinctlegal.com>

ME
Me <highcourt@precinctlegal.com>
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